
A Vision for  
Columbia   
Columbia, Maryland      |    January 22,2021

CONSULTANT TEAM:
• Tom McGilloway, PLA, Mahan Rykiel Associates
• Steven Kellenberg, Kellenberg Studio
• Uri Avin, FAICP, Research Professor,  

National Center for Smart Growth, UMD
• Dr. Ann Forsyth
• Erin Talkington, RCLCO

The Columbia Association 
columbiaassociation.org



A Vision for Columbia   
January 22,2020 
Columbia, Maryland
Columbia Association  |  310 Hillside Court Suite 100  |  Columbia, MD 21046
columbiaassociation.org



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 3

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

COLUMBIA ASSOCIATION SENIOR 
LEADERSHIP
Milton Matthews, President/CEO
Susan Krabbe, Vice President/CFO
Sheri Fanaroff, General Counsel
Dennis Mattey, Director of Open Space and
Facilities Services
Kristin Russell, AICP, Director of Planning and
Community Affairs

COLUMBIA ASSOCIATION STAFF 
Jessica Bellah, AICP, Senior Community Planner
Samuel Kasura, Digital Media Assistant

PLANNING AND VISIOINING WORKING 
GROUP  
Columbia Association Board of Directors:
Dick Boulton Dorsey’s Search
Renee DuBois River Hill
Jessamine Duvall Hickory Ridge
Lin Eagan Town Center
Janet Evans Long Reach
Alan Klein Harper’s Choice
Nancy McCord Wilde Lake
Andy Stack Owen Brown
Ginny Thomas Oakland Mills
Shari Zaret King’s Contrivance

Village Representatives:
Brad Butler Owen Brown
Brynn Conover Harper’s Choice
Janssen Evelyn Hickory Ridge

Lynn Foehrkolb Town Center
Barbara Seely Kings Contrivance
Crissy Simpson Dorsey’s Search
Laura Torres Wilde Lake
Paul Verchinski Oakland Mills
Dave Wissing Long Reach

CONSULTANT TEAM
Tom McGilloway, PLA, Mahan Rykiel Associates
Steven Kellenberg, Kellenberg Studio
Uri Avin, FAICP, Research Professor, National 
Center for Smart Growth, UMD
Dr. Ann Forsyth
Erin Talkington, RCLCO
 
SPECIAL CONTRIBUTIONS
Rachel Katzman, Mahan Rykiel Associates
Bryan Dunn, Mahan Rykiel Associates
University of Maryland, Fall Studio 2020, URSP 708, 
Futures for Columbia
Melanie Marino, University of Maryland  
Planning Student
Jeff Bronow, Howard County, DPZ
Jonathan Katz, University of Maryland Planning 
Student
Devin McNally, University of Maryland  
Planning Graduate
Amber Wendland, 2013 University of Maryland  
Planning Graduate

PHOTO CREDITS
Unless otherwise noted, photos are credited to 
Columbia Association.





COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : TABLE OF CONTENTS 5

TABLE OF CONTENTS
 

I. INTRODUCTION 13
Background 13
Vision Process  14
Master Planned Community  (MPC) 
Case Studies 16
Surveys 16
A Word About Consensus 17 

II. STRATEGIC PRIORITIES 19
Diversity 21
Open Space 25
Civic Engagement 31
Housing 35
Transportation 41
Redevelopment 47
Governance 51 

III. NEXT STEPS 55
General Plan Update 55
Special Studies 57
Governance and Zoning 58 

APPENDIX 61
Appendix A: GPU Columbia  
Work Scope Elements 61
Appendix B: Workshop  
Presentations 73
Appendix C: Workshop Notes 311
Appendix D: MPC Trends 353
Appendix E: Survey Results 361
Appendix F Housing Choices 397





COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : INTRODUCTION 7

Columbia is at an exciting and intriguing place in its history. It is in its very final stages of greenfield 
construction with a new era of potential redevelopment on the horizon and is now positioned to carry 
Rouse’s, and the community’s, legacy of design innovation and social responsibility into the 21st century. 
This document summarizes a six-month process of Columbia Association (CA) staff, board members 
and village representatives to learn about the planning principles and practices that are applicable to 
redevelopment, reinvestment, and preservation of mature master planned communities, as well as the 
constraints and impacts of municipal regulations, private covenants, and market forces.  The ultimate goal 
being to build a consensus as to what makes Columbia a unique and desirable community, as well as what 
areas need change or improvement. This guide reflects the emerging priorities of the older and newer 
generations of leadership within CA.  The final product - this document - captures those priorities and 
will serve as a guide as CA engages with Howard County in their General Plan Update (GPU) - HoCo by 
Design - and broader land use discussions. The findings are organized around six subject areas with related 
vision statements (high level goals) summarized as follows:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Diversity Columbia is committed to maintaining ethnic, demographic, and 
economic diversity and social equity as it has done for half a century. As 
the community redevelops, it will work with Howard County to improve 
distribution of all populations to avoid unequal impacts on village services 
and schools. 

Open Space Columbia’s open space is its most prized asset.  It should be continuously 
appraised and improved as a multi-faceted, comprehensive system, with 
a full understanding of which components add the greatest value and 
within the context of financial and environmental sustainability.

Civic Engagement Civic engagement in Columbia has a holistic definition including 
participation in the arts and community events, governance, and 
volunteerism.  Efforts shall be made to encourage and welcome greater 
participation of all generational, demographic, and ethnic groups to 
ensure broad representation.     
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Housing More housing is needed in Howard County, including Columbia, to reduce 
housing cost inflation, to balance existing and new job creation, to reduce 
commute times and improve access to housing that aligns with the 
emerging variety of family types. Such housing needs to be directed by a 
Housing Vision that balances village character with various opportunities 
leading to a 21st century housing mix attractive to all demographic 
segments. 

Transportation The transportation system developed by Rouse at the community’s 
inception has served Columbia well. However as key areas reposition and 
possibly redevelop, increased traffic could result.  A 21st century approach 
shall be taken in response, focusing on emerging technologies, work 
pattern shifts and investments in sustainable mobility solutions.

Redevelopment For Columbia to continue to evolve, maintain its vitality and respond to 
shifting demographics, redevelopment is a useful tool if results reinforce 
community character, mesh with transportation and school systems and 
achieve balanced housing distribution.

Governance To achieve its current goals, Columbia Association needs to partner more 
effectively with the County so that community goals are considered 
and adopted by the governing authority starting with the General Plan 
Update followed by restructured New Town (NT) Zoning, development 
standards and more efficient redevelopment processing. 

More detailed components of each vision can be found in Section II, Strategic Priorities, of this document.



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : INTRODUCTION 9

SUGGESTED ACTIONS
The results of the visioning process have little 
value if not followed by actions that lead to 
implementation resulting in a positive impact on 
the community.  The following are key actions 
proposed in the strategies:
1. General Plan (GPU) Process Applicability 

Strategic Priorities articulated in this planning 
and vision update need to, if applicable, be 
represented in the Howard County GPU 
process, including the following (corresponding 
Strategic Priorities from Section II of this 
document appear in parenthesis):
a. An articulated Community or Master 

Plan for Columbia, consisting of all 
areas subject to the Annual Charge and 
associated outparcels within the Columbia 
Planning Area, needs to be incorporated 
into the GPU. (G.1.-G.3.)

b. Columbia planning studies, which 
are within the GPU scope of work, 
are to include a planning framework, 
market evaluation, charrette-based 
master plan concepts for up to six focus 
areas and transportation analysis and 
recommendations.  Content from this 
planning and visioning guide can inform 
these GPU efforts, land use program and 
design principles. (H.2., T.10., R.7.- R.9., 
R.14., R.15., G.1., G.2., G.4.)

c. Housing distribution alternatives, which 
are part of the GPU process, should be 
informed by related Strategic Priorities and 
take note of the distribution preferences 
described within. (H.8.- H.12., R.5., R.11 - 
R.13.) 

d. Facilitation and incentives for a broader 
array of housing types more aligned with 
emerging family types and demographic 
trends should be explored. (H.15., H.17., 
H.19., H.20.)

e. Transportation master planning within 
the update needs to incorporate expanded 
transit development and a refinement 
of priorities as described in the Strategic 
Priorities. The resulting shift in emphasis 
implies the current GPU scope language 
for Columbia transportation work be 
modified. (T.1., T.2., T.8., T.9., T.10., T.11., 
T.12., T.13., R.14., R.15.)

f. Trails and active mobility concepts as 
suggested in the Strategic Priorities should 
be considered in refining County policy 
and funding. (OS.4.- OS.6.)

g. Open space policy in the GPU needs to 
incorporate policies regarding resiliency 
and watershed management as discussed 
in the Strategic Priorities. (OS.1. – OS.3.)

h. Pursue policies related to New Town 
(NT) Zoning that support its re-
evaluation and potential restructuring 
to allow greater flexibility and focus on 
redevelopment and emerging innovations 
in land use and building typologies. 
Restructuring of the redevelopment 
approval process would also be considered. 
The potential for creating Redevelopment 
Design Standards should be part of 
the GPU effort, including for Columbia 
conditions. (G.1.,G.2, G.5.-G.7.) 
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i. A more effective interface with the 
County needs to be developed to 
integrate the above Strategic Priorities 
in the GPU process as well as efficiently 
facilitate the restructuring of NT Zoning. 
(G.1.)

2. Special Studies 
Several new studies, not necessarily associated 
with the GPU, are suggested to further 
articulate and move various strategies forward.  
It is acknowledged that the list is extensive, 
needs prioritization, and should be initiated on 
a schedule and scale responsive to CA funding 
and staff resources. 
a. Mobility Optimization Study to confirm 

and expand, if needed, transit access and 
other mobility solutions for people with 
disabilities and disadvantages. (D.4.) 

b. Active Mobility and Trail Enhancement 
Study to identify opportunities for making 
Columbia’s trail network more “active”, 
expand modalities and increase use and 
function.  (OS.6., T.5., T.6., T.7., T.8.)

c. CA Facility Optimization Study to 
evaluate which facilities should be 
retained as-is, refreshed or potentially 
decommissioned based on provision of 
greatest community value and alignment 
with budget expectations. (OS.7.) 

d. Open Space Network Expansion Study 
to identify where additional parks and 
open space are needed, with a focus on 
connectivity, so additions are strategic 
and add to a comprehensive system of 
greenway corridors. (OS.11-14., R.3.)

e. Civic Engagement Study and Social 
Media Platform in which CA would assist 

Columbia Context within Howard County

Columbia

Columbia Planning Area Boundary

Columbia Town Center

Roadway (Highway  
and U.S. Routes)

Columbia Planning  
Area Boundary 
(PlanHoward2030)
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in the evaluation of the array of cultural 
and other events sponsored by the 
County, and others, and identify how these 
might better meet Columbia’s shifting 
demographics including development of a 
social media platform. (CE.1., CE.3., CE.4.)

f. Housing Impact on Schools Study 
designed to clarify the relationship 
between both the impact of various 
housing types on school populations and 
the need for additional classrooms so 
that school capacities don’t unduly limit 
needed housing development, as part of 
the County’s ongoing, re-evaluation of its 
APFO regulations. (H.7.)

g. Village Center Focus Plans need to be 
initiated or updated to further identify 
the opportunity for redevelopment, retail 
repositioning, new housing and civic uses. 
(H.2., H.12., H.13., H.14., R.1., R.2.)

h. Columbia Redevelopment Design 
Standards, which would be supplemental 
to existing village covenants and 
guidelines, would define the unique 
and signature character of Columbia 
and inform new development, infill 
development and redevelopment. (H.21., 
R.4., R.6.) 

i. Master Retail Strategy, incorporating 
current conditions and more clearly 
identifying supportable retail types and 
quantities for each center as well as 
corridor redevelopment areas. (R.10.)
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I. INTRODUCTION

I. INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND
Roughly 53 years after its founding, greater 
Columbia has grown into an established 
community with a vast number of stakeholders and 
property owners. As an organization, CA believes 
that James Rouse was ahead of his time and would 
desire for his community to remain so, always 
evolving as an example of a model community 
and responding to the needs and wishes of each 

successive generation. In order to move Columbia 
forward into the future, it is important to build a 
consensus as to what makes Columbia a unique 
and desirable community, as well as identify where 
change is needed. 
Rather than focusing on the existing regulatory 
framework applied through NT zoning, the 
focus of this document, and the process through 
which it was informed, was to distill, with the 
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help of planning professionals, the principles and 
practices that are applicable to redevelopment, 
reinvestment, and preservation of Columbia’s 
character and quality of life as it matures into the 
21st century. Additionally, an understanding as to 
the constraints and impacts of market forces and 
the governance relationship with Howard County 
was undertaken. 
In these Strategic Priorities CA seeks to establish 
“big picture” goals and objectives for greater 
Columbia (defined as all areas subject to the 
Annual Charge and associated outparcels), that 
will be the foundation for the community as it 
continues to evolve and head into the coming 
decades. CA believes such a foundation will 
give the CA Board, senior staff and others the 
knowledge to advocate for and support goals and 
objectives that will reestablish the community as an 
example of great 21st century planning, continuing 
its legacy as a desirable place to live, work, and play 
across all ages, income brackets and cultures.  

HOWARD COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
In January of 2020, Howard County initiated a 
General Plan update - HoCo by Design - several 
elements of which will focus specifically on the 
NT-zoned portions of Columbia and its unique 
character (see Appendix A-GPU Work Scope 
Elements). Ultimately, this General Plan will set the 
stage for county-wide Comprehensive Rezoning 
in the coming years. As a major stakeholder in 
this process, it is necessary that CA leadership 
rearticulate and update the planning vision that 
shaped the founding of Columbia utilizing modern 
planning principles and practices that are effective 
in established master planned communities today.
All of the Strategic Priorities enumerated in this 

report are topics that CA can champion in its 
engagement and advocacy with Howard County in 
land use and quality of life discussions.   Strategic 
Priorities recommended specifically for the GPU 
process are identified throughout this document 
with an icon GPU , and will be communicated 
through various means to Howard County 
planners, board members and other stakeholders. 
A number of master planning and design exercises 
which impact Columbia are included in the GPU 
process and these Strategic Priorities will be an 
important input.  During January through April of 
2021, the County will be developing and testing 
various land use scenarios for 2040, and this 
Planning and Vision document should be used to 
guide CA’s engagement.                                    

VISION PROCESS 
The Strategic Priorities that follow in Section II 
were developed over seven workshops in a process 
with CA staff, board members and representatives 
from each village (called the Planning and Vision 
Working Group or “Working Group” in this 
document). A consultant team (Consulting Team) 
was selected to facilitate the process, as well as 
provide input on current trends and benchmark 
comparisons to other master planned communities 
(MPCs).  Several questionnaire-based surveys of 
the Working Group directly informed the creation 
of the Strategic Priorities and other aspects of this 
effort. 
In 2015, CA revisited and refined the Columbia 
vision in the document Guiding Principles for the 
21st Century Planned Community of Columbia, 
Maryland.  This document has provided guidance 
for the last five years but with the advent of the 
GPU it was determined that more detailed input 
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was needed.  Staff and the consultant team 
developed the topic categories for this new Guide. 
This new document digs deeper into the principles 
identified in 2015 and provides Strategic Priorities 
organized around seven components that build on 
the 2015 principles: 1) Diversity, 2) Open Space, 3) 
Civic Engagement, 4) Housing, 5) Transportation, 
6) Redevelopment and 7) Governance. Although 
there was overlap between these topics - for 
instance housing and redevelopment - this 
approach allowed strong and focused input from 
participants to be gathered and a framework of 
priorities developed, revisited and refined. 
The process was divided into three stages: 
Discovery, Synthesis and Documentation.  These 
and the topics covered in each stage and workshop 

can be seen in the Vision Process diagram.
The first four workshops focused on issue 
identification and discussion of potential strategies 
and were organized to cover specific topical areas.  
The Consulting Team presented statistical and 
qualitative data on Columbia as it relates to each 
topic as well as current trends seen in other MPCs.  
This presentation was followed by open discussion 
amongst the Working Group. Workshops were live 
streamed on YouTube for viewing by the general 
public.
In workshops five and six, draft Strategic Priorities, 
based on the prior workshops and surveys, were 
presented and discussed and Working Group 
comments were solicited on interim drafts, with 
several iterations being reviewed and refined.  

Vision Process

Vision Process Synthesis Documentation

Workshop 1

Workshop 3

Workshop 2 Workshop 5 & 6 Workshop 7

Workshop 4

• Diversity
• Open Spaces
• Civic Engagement

• Issues
• Opportunities 
• Solutions 

• Draft Strategy 
Framework

• Final Strategy 
Framework

• Recommended 
Actions

• Housing

• Transportation
• Governance 

• Redevelopment
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Because the workshops were aired on YouTube, 
some comments were received from the public 
which the Working Group considered.  The seventh 
and final workshop was a review of the entire 
strategic framework with resulting input driving 
this planning and visioning guide. The unedited 
presentations for each workshop are included in 
Appendix B: Workshop Presentations, and the 
meeting notes for each workshop are included in 
Appendix C: Workshop Notes.

MASTER PLANNED COMMUNITY  (MPC)
CASE STUDIES
CA’s original scope of work as outlined in their 
Request for Proposals (RFP) for the process 
included preparation and review of case studies and 
the Consulting Team selected three “classic” MPCs 
thought especially relevant: Reston, Woodlands 
and Irvine Ranch. The value that these particular 
MPCs bring to the discussion is that they, along 
with Columbia, were iconic in the history of new 
community development due to their pioneering 
status (all being planned and initiated around the 
same time, the early 60s and 70s) and similarly large 
in scale.  They had another key attribute in common 
- they had reached the end of their development 
phase and were, like Columbia, needing to address 
a transition into their next stage of life. 
As each of the seven topics were discussed, 
the MPCs were researched and related trends 
discussed in the respective workshop. A number 
of these led to Strategic Priorities that otherwise 
might not have been considered. The case study 
information can be found in Appendix D: MPC 
Trends. 

SURVEYS
A planning and visioning process needs to identify 
common values, priorities and concerns.  To do so, 
four surveys were developed and applied to the 
Working Group. The first, which was completed 
prior to the first workshop, was broad-based in an 
attempt to identify general areas of interest and 
concern in each topic area, the results of which 
allowed the Consultant Team to focus discussion 
on those areas. 
The second survey was distributed after the 
discovery sessions were complete and as potential 
strategies were being developed.  Based on the 
Working Group responses to the survey on their 
concerns, the Consulting Team and staff developed 
alternative strategies that responded to Working 
Group sentiments. These provided an array of 
choices from minimal intervention to aggressive 
change.  Depending on Working Group “votes”, 
strategies were further refined and some options 
eliminated. The results of this survey were key in 
developing the first draft of the Strategic Priorities 
that follow in Section IV.
The third survey focused on understanding 
where the Working Group felt it would be 
important to focus the GPU charrette efforts. 
The survey included all of the Village Centers, 
primary commercial and employment areas and 
opportunities for participants to identify other 
areas they feel are important.
The fourth survey focused on housing quantity, 
distribution and affordability within Columbia, 
as that had emerged as an important topic.  This 
survey “game” preceded and paralleled a similar, 
more complex, web-based outreach exercise 
developed by the County Department of Planning 
and Zoning staff (DPZ) to better assess stakeholder 
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preferences on where future housing growth 
should occur. The results were very useful in 
constructing several of the priorities and will inform 
input from CA into the GPU process and scenarios. 
Results of the four surveys can be found in 
Appendix E: Survey Results and Appendix F: 
Housing Choices Game.

A WORD ABOUT CONSENSUS
The topics that arose and were discussed in the 
planning and visioning process are complex and 
often not easily resolved. As expected, there 
was often a difference of opinion reflecting the 
variation in values found in a diverse, mature 
community experiencing a generational turnover. 
For several of the Strategic Priorities there was not 
unanimous agreement; in particular, regarding the 
need for additional housing and more specifically 
mixed income housing.  The priorities as written are 
believed to represent the majority opinion of the 
Working Group as derived from meeting notes and 
the four surveys. It is acknowledged that, as in any 
group process, not all participants agree equally on 
all matters.

A WORD ABOUT CONSENSUS
The topics that arose and discussed in the planning 
and vision process are complex and often not 
easily resolved. As expected, there is often a 
difference of opinion reflecting the variation in 
values found in a diverse, mature community. For 
several of the Strategic Priorities there was not 
unanimous consensus, in particular regarding the 
need for additional housing and more specifically 
mixed income housing.  The priorities as written 
are believed to represent the majority opinion of 
the board and village representatives as derived 
from meeting notes and the three surveys. It is 
acknowledged that as in any group process not all 
participants agree equally on all matters.





COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : STRATEGIC PRIORITIES 19

II. STRATEGIC PRIORITIES

Diversity
Open Space
Civic Engagement
Housing
Transportation
Redevelopment
Governance

The following vision statements and related Strategic Priorities summarize the Working Group’s priorities 
in forwarding the Columbia vision and guiding principles into the 21st century.  They will be found to 
strongly re-endorse those originated by the community’s founder, James Rouse, while adding detail 
and additional content needed to address a changing world and the natural evolution of a diverse and 
sophisticated community. 
Please note that the symbol (             ) connotes a strategy directly relevant as input to the GPU process. GPU
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STRATEGIC PRIORITIES

Columbia is committed to maintaining ethnic, 

demographic and economic diversity and social equity 

as it has done for half a century. As the community 

redevelops, it will work with Howard County to 

improve distribution of all populations to avoid unequal 

impacts on village services and schools. 

Vision:

Diversity
STRATEGIC PRIORITIES
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ETHNIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC
Context: 
The early definition of, and support for, diversity has 
evolved and needs to expand to encompass more 
dimensions of diversity.

Strategies:

D.1. Community Diversity 
CA welcomes the increasing diversity of our 
community to include a range of ethnicities, 
cultures, income levels, and stages of life, and 
accordingly will work to understand more deeply 
our community’s makeup and actively ensure that 
recreational, cultural programming and facilities 
reflect the needs of each segment within our 
economic capacity. However, facility and program 
expansion need to be scaled to long term financial 
sustainability.  

D.2. Leadership Diversity
Diversity must be included in community 
leadership to ensure that all voices are heard. This 
includes village leadership and the CA Board of 
Directors, as well as other local community groups 
and offices.

SOCIAL EQUITY 
Context: 
Social equity (the active commitment to fairness, 
justice, and equality) is today a more focused and 
meaningful goal than simply achieving diversity.

Strategies:

D.3. Social Equity Goal
The founding principles of equal access to housing, 
education and social services have been and will 

continue to be endorsed as the goal of CA and the 
community at large. 

D.4. Mobility Optimization Study
This includes physical access to community 
programs and facilities.  The County needs to study, 
and if needed, enhance (at County’s expense) 
shuttle, bus service and other mobility options for 
people with disabilities and disadvantages. 

HOUSING
Context: 
A full spectrum of housing provides diversity. 
Columbia has historically provided a full spectrum, 
including the majority of affordable housing in the 
county, and as a result exhibits its highest levels of 
diversity.

Strategies:

D.5. Housing Stock Diversity
Columbia’s leadership in providing a full spectrum 
of housing to support a diversity of economic levels 
should be carried forward in similar proportion as 
the housing stock continues to expand through 
redevelopment.  A full spectrum of housing, 
including the amount of affordable, shall be 
assessed in any village proposing redevelopment. 

D.6. Affordable Housing Distribution
There are numerous other areas in more recently 
built areas in Columbia and the county where 
affordable housing and diverse housing types could 
be developed. It is time for the County to more 
fairly apportion affordable housing in these areas, 
based on their access to infrastructure, jobs and 
services, to achieve a more dispersed pattern and 
reduce the older areas of Columbia’s historically 
being responsible for the majority of such housing.  
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Vision

STRATEGIC PRIORITIES

Columbia’s open space is its most prized asset.  It 

should be continuously appraised and improved 

as a multi-faceted, comprehensive system, with a 

full understanding of which components add the 

greatest value and within the context of financial and 

environmental sustainability. 

Open Space
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WATERSHED PLANNING, RESTORATION 
AND RESILIENCE
Context: 
Columbia is blessed with an abundance of open 
space which differentiates it from more conventional 
MPCs.  Much of it consists of drainageways and lakes, 
however, which are impacted by stormwater flows 
which potentially will have increasing impacts due to 
climate change. 

Strategies:

OS.1.  Open Space and Watershed Policy GPU   
 Much of the cost of open space maintenance is 
the direct result of upstream drainage from outside 
of Columbia.  CA should request the County 
explore, in concert with state and federal agencies, 
better maintenance and more aggressive upstream 
management programs with a more effective use 
of  in-lieu fees, including consideration for their 
increase.  
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OS.2.  Resiliency Planning  GPU   
Such studies need to be forward looking and within 
a larger, sub-regional context, consider changes in 
floodplain definition and boundaries with special 
emphasis on resolving erosion issues and designing 
in resiliency to protect against potential future 
storm and flooding increase. 

OS.3.  Funding  GPU   
In addition to the above, alternative funding 
mechanisms need to be considered which make 
on-site and adjacent drainage system maintenance 
the responsibility of developers, and ultimately 
end-use property owners, to ensure a higher level 
of upkeep.  Also, contributions from federal and 
state sources should be explored to fund erosion 
control initiatives on both CA and adjacent 
properties.  

 
TRAIL NETWORK
Context: 
The Columbia trail network is robust with some 
segments highly used and others less so.  Measures 
should be taken to increase their use and function.

Strategies:

OS.4. Implementation of  
County Improvements  GPU   
Howard County’s Walk Howard and Bike Howard 
pedestrian and bicycle network master plan 
provide good guidance on upgrading certain 
portions of the trail network adjacent to roadways.  
The County, however, needs to accelerate funding 
and implementation of planned improvements. 

OS.5.  Internal Trail Network Expansion  GPU   
CA maintains the historic internal trail network 
and should initiate a study to look at expanding 
key segments for multi-modal use, creating more 
width or multiple lanes if needed (bike vs. walking), 
and improving signage.     

OS.6. Active Mobility and Trail  
Enhancement Study  GPU   
A study should also be initiated on how to make 
the trail system more visible and “activate” it 
with adjacent uses, hardscape and landscape 
features, view/seating plazas, fitness features, 
interpretive displays, public art and other elements 
to encourage increased use and enjoyment that 
is sensitive to its localized environmental and land 
use context. 

 
FACILITIES
Context: 
Third party surveys have shown the community to 
be generally satisfied with the recreational facilities 
provided.  Some components might require a refresh if 
the highest level of service is to be achieved. 

Strategies:
OS.7.  CA Facility Optimization Study
There is a general high level of satisfaction 
with the CA open space facilities, however 
a focused study is needed to evaluate which 
facilities need to be retained as-is, refreshed or 
potentially decommissioned based on which 
provide the greatest value to the community and 
acknowledging that budget constraints may require 
major adjustments in the near and mid-term. 

OS.8. Existing Facilities Improvements
Some facilities, such as trails, tot lots, and others 
to be determined, could be refreshed, further 
animated and brought to current/emerging 
standards to increase use and value.   

ECOLOGICAL DIVERSITY
Context: 
Our open spaces are natural systems, as well as 
recreational, with much of the open space in wetlands, 
floodplains, and other environmentally sensitive areas.
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Strategies:
OS.9. Ecological Programming and 
Interpretation
Natural systems require ecological diversity to 
maintain health.  We should look at our open 
space from a stronger ecological viewpoint and 
provide more educational programming including 
interpretive signage. 

OS.10. Bio-Diversity Strategies
We also need to incorporate active bio-diversity 
strategies, including selective reforestation 
and habitat enhancement, into open space 
management and maintenance programs.   Special 
consideration shall be given to lowlands and 
drainage corridors threatened by erosion. Howard 
County and the state should be partners in these 
efforts.

NETWORK EXPANSION
Context: 
The original master plan open space allocation has 
been preserved generally intact over the decades but 
as the population increases could the open space 
network be enlarged and better connected to that of 
greater Howard County?
 
Strategies:
OS.11. Fiscally Responsible System Expansion
Although our open space system is robust, it is 
reasonable for it to incrementally expand within 
our fiscal constraints as our population grows.  
As redevelopment occurs, additional parks and 
gathering places should be a major negotiation 

point in exchange for development rights.   A 
fee-in-lieu policy on new development could 
allow acquisition of open space in key locations 
independent of the development. However, 
fees-in-lieu would need to be linked to specific 
acquisitions and be implemented within a specific 
time frame. 

OS.12. Underutilized Land Acquisition
Strategies should also be explored with the County 
to fund the acquisition of underutilized land such 
as oversized parking lots, county-owned and other 
vacant lands to expand the open space network in 
key and meaningful locations. 

OS.13. Open Space Interface with  
New/Re-Development
New or re-development should be planned in-
context and provide continuity with existing open 
space.

OS.14. Open Space Network Expansion Study
To guide the above strategy a study should be 
done to identify where additional parks and open 
space are needed, with a focus on connectivity, 
so additions are strategic and contribute to a 
comprehensive system of greenway corridors. 
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Vision

STRATEGIC PRIORITIES

Civic engagement in Columbia has a holistic definition 

including participation in the arts and community 

events, governance, and volunteerism.  Efforts shall be 

made to encourage and welcome greater participation 

of all generational, demographic and ethnic groups to 

ensure broad representation. 

Civic Engagement
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PROGRAMMED ACTIVITIES
Context: 
Columbia ranks very high in cultural facilities and 
programs.  Other classic MPCs, however, have, on 
average, more open civic and community events. 

Strategies:

CE.1. Civic Engagement Study
Although CA maintains a robust array of civic 
and cultural programs, CA should assist in the 
evaluation of the array of concerts, festivals and 
other events sponsored by the County, and others, 
and identify how these might better meet our 
shifting demographics.
CE.2. Programming Expansion
Based on such an evaluation, CA should partner 
with and support existing professional entities in 
expanding programming where needed to achieve 
the highest level of inclusion, participation and 
community value for all members of  
the community. 

SOCIAL/CIVIC CONNECTIVITY
Context: 
Some other MPCs have developed exclusive 
community intra-net pages designed to organically 
facilitate local affinity groups, clubs and organizations. 

Strategies:
CE.3. Social Media Platform
CA should retain professional and seasoned 
expertise to explore and implement a web-based 
resident connectivity app, webpage, social network 
campaign or other platform, exclusive to Columbia, 

that allows affinity groups to more easily form and 
engage in shared activities. 
CE.4. Education about Columbia
Such a platform should be designed to appeal to 
all generations and not only facilitate connectivity 
between shared affinity groups but educate new-
comers and younger populations about Columbia, 
its historic importance, and how it is governed. This 
should include information about the Columbia 
villages, covenants, architectural guidelines, and 
the exterior alteration approval process.

CIVIC PARTICIPATION
Context: 
Participating in governance and volunteerism are two 
important dimensions of civic engagement.  Younger 
generations are currently underrepresented.   

Strategies:
CE.5. Targeted Outreach Campaign 
An outreach campaign should be initiated in 
concert with an enhanced social media platform to 
engage younger demographics, new residents and 
the uninformed population. 
CE.6. Reinforcing Columbia’s Identity
Such a campaign should invest in and utilize 
branding, graphics and communication techniques 
that evolves Columbia’s identity to represent the 
aspirational progressive policies represented in this 
and other vision frameworks.   
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More housing is needed in Howard County, including 

Columbia, to reduce housing cost inflation, to balance 

existing and new job creation, reduce commute times 

and improve access to housing that aligns with the 

emerging variety of family types. Such housing needs 

to be directed by a Housing Vision that balances 

village character with various opportunities leading 

to a 21st century housing mix attractive to all  

demographic segments.   

Vision

Housing
STRATEGIC PRIORITIES



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : HOUSING36

OVERALL HOUSING VISIONS AND FOCUS 
AREA PLANS
Context: 
The region is growing as new jobs are created, and 
these jobs are bringing more workers to the area than 
the amount of new housing being built. This is causing 
both reduced affordability and quality of life impacts 
through longer commute times. 

Strategies:
H.1. Housing Vision Plan
New housing is encouraged in Columbia with a 
significant amount being provided in Downtown 
Columbia. There are multiple opportunities to 
provide additional housing , but this also raises  
concerns about village impacts.  A Housing 
Vision Plan should be developed that addresses a 
balanced approach between Downtown, Village 
Center redevelopment, non-village parcels and 
commercial corridor redevelopment to identify 
the “best fit” for new housing in the community.  
Additional new housing locations and types should 
be decided with local village input. This Plan could 
be a component of a Columbia Community or 
Master Plan as described later under Governance. 
H.2. Village Center Focus Area Plans  GPU  

Village Centers have been and will continue to 
provide new housing opportunity as they reposition 
and regenerate in response to retail and market 
shifts. Their role can best be defined by developing 
Focus Area Plans, consistent with the overall vision 
plan noted above, for those that need them, to 
define housing solutions at an appropriate scale 
and density.  

H.3. Housing with Multi-Use Redevelopment
Redevelopment of areas proximate to Downtown 
Columbia, Columbia Gateway/GE and Dobbin 
Road/Snowden River Parkway should be pursued 
as key opportunities for needed housing.  These 
areas should be multi-use, providing additional 
employment as well as housing and not adversely 
impact the existing, diversified tax base. 
H.4. Low Income Housing Distribution
Low-income housing is too concentrated in several 
villages.  Redevelopment opportunities, over time, 
should be utilized to de-centralize this type of 
housing both within Columbia and Howard County. 
H.5. Governance Changes
Changes in governance and our relationship with 
the County will be needed for this to effectively be 
achieved, per the Governance section following.
H.6. Funding for Planning Studies
Costs associated with such planning efforts should 
be borne by the County.

HOUSING AND SCHOOL CAPACITY
Context: 
As additional housing is proposed, an understanding of 
their school impacts is essential.  School adequacy has 
been a major limitation on new development in key 
areas of the county for good reason.  

Strategies:
H.7.  Housing Impact on Schools Study
Different housing types have respective 
student generation characteristics and a better 



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : HOUSING 37

understanding on how higher density housing 
impacts schools needs to be developed before 
wholesale redevelopment is approved.  Studies 
should be initiated to clarify the relationship 
between both the impact of various housing types 
on school populations and the need for additional 
classrooms so that school capacities don’t unduly 
limit needed housing development. 
H.8.  Equitable Student Distribution
School adequacy metrics focus primarily on 
capacity.  The issue of social equity and clustering 
of high FARM (Free and Reduced Meals) student 
populations should also be addressed in housing 
and related student distribution strategies.

HOUSING DISTRIBUTION WITHIN  
COLUMBIA AND THE COUNTY
Context: 
The County General Plan Update and the County 
Housing Opportunities Master Plan provide an 
opportunity to discuss the future of housing county-
wide.  CA has an opportunity to be a voice in those 
discussions and represent Columbia’s needs and 
preferred direction.
 
Strategies:
H.9. New Market-Rate  
Housing Distribution  GPU  

The GPU process should encourage and facilitate 
new market rate housing of various price points, 
including mid-price workforce housing, in multiple 
county locations, including Columbia, guided by 
access to services, infrastructure, schools and 
available land.  
 
 

H.10. Low-Income/Affordable Housing 
Distribution  GPU  

Low-income housing is overly concentrated in 
specific areas of Columbia relative to Howard 
County overall.  The GPU should guide and 
incentivize affordable housing into a wider, less 
concentrated distribution pattern across the 
county guided by access to services, infrastructure, 
schools and transit. 
H.11.  Columbia Housing Vision Plan  GPU  

In order to establish guidance in achieving a 
more balanced distribution pattern, a Columbia 
Housing Vision Plan, in concert with the General 
Plan Update, should be developed to evaluate and 
optimize the mix of housing in each village based 
on its respective existing mix. 
H.12. New Housing Priority Areas  GPU  

The highest priority location for new housing within 
Columbia should be its Village Centers where new, 
appropriately scaled housing can help fund, and act 
as a catalyst for high quality place-making, urban 
open space and cultural and civic facilities. The 
second priority for new housing in Columbia should 
be within commercial corridors which offer larger 
scale housing opportunities as a part of mixed-use 
and Transit Oriented Developments.  

MIX OF HOUSING
Context: 
The original mix of housing types was progressive for 
its time but not as responsive to the wide variety of 
family types that have since evolved and are currently 
seeking housing. We have an aging population with 
unique requirements while, at the same time, we need 
to attract young families to energize our workforce 
and community life.
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Strategies:
H.13. Work Force Housing 
Our primary housing need is not just low income, 
statutory affordable housing, but more importantly, 
mid-price, work force housing.  ‘Organic growth’ 
in lower and mid-priced housing is supported as 
an alternative to regulatory affordable housing, 
especially in incremental redevelopment of Village 
Centers and outparcels. 
H.14. Tools for Renovation of Existing Housing 
Stock:
However, for this to happen we need to be more 
active in recycling our housing stock with revised 
guidelines, Village Center Focus Plans and a more 
streamlined approval process. 
H.15. Expanded Mix of Housing Types  GPU  

Although new urban housing in Downtown 
Columbia has supplemented the original Rouse 
housing mix of single family, townhomes and 
apartments, we need to advocate in the GPU 
process that the County prioritize and incentivize 
a broader range of housing types including 
co-housing, extended family units, Accessory 
Dwelling Units (ADUs), micro-units and those 
being developed in recent MPCs such as small lot 
SFD, cluster housing and mixed townhomes and 
flats. Such housing needs to address demographic 
trends including for single heads of household, 
multi-generational families, and those on fixed 
incomes. Sponsorship and funding assistance for 
pilot programs of such housing types needs to be 
explored by the County. 
 
H.16. Guideline-Driven Redevelopment
Opening more large and small redevelopment 
opportunities with guidelines that maintain 
Columbia community character can help  
achieve this. 

H.17. Multi-Generational  
Housing Options  GPU  

We also must consider the increase in need for 
multi-generational housing options as economic 
conditions and family members’ needs for 
affordable housing often result in extended families 
living together for long periods of time.

NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT / 
ADUs

Context: 
Lower density neighborhoods in Columbia continue 
to age, and some lots are large enough for housing 
unit expansion.  These provide an opportunity for 
reinvestment and an incremental increase in housing.

Strategies:
H.18. Unit Size and Neighborhood Impact 
Controls
Although single family units are receiving 
reinvestment by homeowners and buyers, the 
Mansionization of outparcels in some cases needs 
to be managed through new guidelines that control 
size and neighborhood impact. 
H.19. ADU Feasibility Study  GPU  

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are an emerging 
mechanism to provide workforce housing as well 
as income to homeowners and seniors.  However, 
concerns that they may affect neighborhood 
character require that further study be pursued 
including consideration on how existing covenants 
might be modified.
H.20. Freestanding ADU Units  GPU  

Current Howard County zoning allows ADUs 
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only when within or connected to the primary 
dwelling. For freestanding units, discussions should 
be initiated with the County to modify current 
zoning such that IF they are allowed, they either 
remain consistent with existing maximum building 
coverage limitations or guidelines are developed to 
minimize impact on neighborhood character.  

NEW HOUSING CHARACTER
Context: 
Columbia has a unique character of generally 
low and moderate density neighborhood clusters 
tastefully interspersed amongst natural woodland.  
The architectural character, although representing an 
earlier era, is part of the community’s signature feel 
and is embraced by residents.   

Strategies:
H.21. Columbia Community Character 
Guidelines
As a part of the Columbia Housing Vision Plan 
or Village Center Focus Plans, a design guideline 
modification process should be initiated that 
defines the unique and signature character of 
Columbia and ensures new development, infill 
and redevelopment does not compromise existing 
community character, especially in lower density, 
single family neighborhoods. 
H.22. Aging Apartment Complex 
Redevelopment Incentives
Columbia needs to work with the County to 
develop a balanced approach incorporating 
redevelopment incentives for older apartment 
projects while ensuring the outcome is tasteful, 
design-current, and incorporates village amenities 
and open space. 

H.23. Regulatory Process Changes
Changes in the County redevelopment approval 
process, NT zoning, Focal Area Plans and other 
governance refinements as defined in Section VII 
of this document will be needed to effectively 
achieve this goal.



Photo Credit: Mahan Rykiel Associates
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The transportation system developed by Rouse at the 

community’s inception has served Columbia well. 

However as key areas reposition and possibly redevelop, 

increased traffic could result.  A 21st century approach 

shall be taken in response, focusing on emerging 

technologies, work pattern shifts and investments in 

sustainable mobility solutions.

Vision

STRATEGIC PRIORITIES

Transportation
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INTEGRATED TRANSPORTATION AND 
REDEVELOPMENT PLANNING
Context: 
Much of the fragmented development within and 
adjacent to Columbia occurred with limited focus on 
internal trip capture and non-auto connectivity to 
surrounding neighborhoods.  Redevelopment provides 
an opportunity to shift directions to a more integrated 
approach generating less congestion with safer, more 
convenient active mobility access.

Strategies:
T.1. Transportation-Based Project 
Evaluations   GPU  

New and redevelopment projects within Columbia 
should be evaluated and conceived to embrace a 
holistic transportation vision of maximum internal 
trip capture, enhanced non-auto connectivity to 
surrounding areas and reinforcement of a master 
transit strategy.
T.2. Access to Regional  
Transportation Networks   GPU  

With access to downtown Baltimore and 
Washington, DC problematic at peak hours, 
greater effort should be directed to improve key 
Howard County transit frequency and headways 
to improve access to RTA and MARC networks. 
Current studies for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) should 
also be supported and accelerated if practical. 
Designing transit-oriented developments (TODs) 
in concert with such a strategy will increase the 
viability of all transit options. 

EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES
Context: 
Average commuting times for Columbia residents 
continue to increase and the cost of housing makes 
dual car ownership more difficult for low/moderate 
income families. 

Strategies:
T.3. Innovative Inner-Community  
Mobility Solutions   GPU  

Although the regional and county bus network 
provides reasonable levels of service, the County 
should explore additional shuttle programs 
(including autonomous shuttles originating in 
Downtown Columbia and connecting Village 
Centers and employment nodes), on-demand 
programs and other innovations such as Mobility 
Hubs and MaaS (Mobility as a Service) that reduce 
auto dependency and provide alternatives for 
inter-community mobility.  

ACTIVE MOBILITY
Context: 
Active Mobility (walking, biking, electric bikes, kick 
and E- scooters) is gaining favor across the country as 
a means of reducing auto dependence and increasing 
health and while Columbia’s trails are variably well-
used, there is greater potential for their use for both 
recreational and commuter purposes.
Strategies:  
T.4. Expanded Bike Share Program   GPU  

We should expand the current bike share program 
by extending stations and adding electric bike 
options.
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T.5. Multi-Modal Trail Opportunities
We should also study expanding other active 
mobility solutions by widening specific trail linkages 
or creating dual trails close to Village Centers and 
other key destinations to allow safe multi-modal 
use including commuter and/or recreational biking, 
scooters, and walking.  
T.6. Funding
The cost of the studies described above should be 
done at County expense.
 
Additional Context: 
Historically several trail, transit and bikeway studies 
have been completed by CA and the County, but 
none have focused on the interaction between active 
mobility, local transit and emerging technologies. 

Strategies:
T.7. Mobility Vision Plan
An integrated mobility vision plan should be 
initiated that combines active mobility options, 
trail modification strategies, additional (possibly 
autonomous) shuttles, Mobility Hubs, MaaS and 
other emerging technologies to create a roadmap 
toward a 21st century mobility network.
T.8. Funding   GPU  

The above studies, design and improvements 
should be funded by Howard County with 
supplemental funding from the Horizon 
Foundation and state if available. 

 
 
 
 

TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT
Context: 
Next-gen regional transit, i.e. Bus Rapid Transit, needs 
to connect higher density cores to be efficient.  Several 
mixed-use cores, in addition to Downtown Columbia, 
would allow more effective transit to be feasible 
sooner. 
Strategies: 
T.9. Transit Connectivity  
Feasibility Study   GPU  

The relationship between intensified Village 
Centers and additional transit connectivity 
between them, Downtown Columbia, Gateway, 
corridor employment centers or local MARC 
stations needs to be analyzed and a feasible 
strategy documented. 
T.10. TOD Focal Area Plans   GPU  

To support this effort, the County should initiate 
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Focal Area 
Plans, first for the Columbia Gateway, and secondly 
for Dobbin Road and Snowden River Parkway 
areas, in order to facilitate and accelerate these 
areas into higher density, TODs.  

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT MITIGATION
Context: 
Currently County Infrastructure Adequacy guidelines 
require a redevelopment project to address capacity 
issues on affected roadways within the immediate 
area of the project.  More global, less auto-centric, trip 
reduction strategies are not typically a part of such 
mitigation funding. 
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Strategies: 
T.11.  Mitigation Funding  
Policy Changes   GPU  

As a part of the GPU process, we  recommend a 
change of policy redirecting a portion of mitigation 
funds from conventional street widening to more 
progressive mobility strategies (shuttles, active 
mobility, on-demand programs) to offset related 
redevelopment project traffic impacts. 

ROAD CAPACITY AND STREET DESIGN
Context: 
Pressures to increase road capacity will accompany 
planned and additional future growth.

Strategies: 
T.12. Changing Trends Road  
Capacity Analysis   GPU  

We need a new approach that: recalculates road 
capacities accounting for potential increases in 
telework, changes in ecommerce and declining 
commercial and office needs in the mid-term and 
autonomous vehicles in the long-term; monitors 
the situation and defers all major capacity increases 
until after these trends are better understood.
T.13. Complete Streets Opportunities   GPU  

Street design is evolving across the country with 
greater focus on integrating active mobility, 
ecological stormwater treatment and curb-
management to allow greater flexibility of street 
space for multiple uses.  As street improvements 
and modifications are planned, “complete street” 
concepts should be aggressively evaluated and 
implemented if appropriate.  Little Patuxent 
Parkway, Broken Land Parkway and the pedestrian 
bridge over Highway 29, among others, need to be 
studied for increased multi-modality. 
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For Columbia to continue to evolve, maintain its vitality 

and respond to shifting demographics, redevelopment 

is a useful tool if results reinforce community character, 

mesh with transportation and school systems and 

achieve balanced housing distribution.

Redevelopment

Vision

STRATEGIC PRIORITIES
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VILLAGE CENTERS
Context 
Some Village Centers have been challenged by shifting 
retail demand and competition from more accessible 
and effectively formatted retail centers both within 
and external to Columbia.  This has led to, in some 
cases, underutilized space and a need for repositioning 
for the centers to maintain their role as a center of 
village life and activity.  Each Village Center is different 
and has its own unique needs and potential. 

Strategies
R.1. Village Center Focus Plans
We need to facilitate and guide the redevelopment 
of Village Centers with new or refreshed Village 
Center/Focus Area Plans developed with 
professional assistance and in collaboration with 
the county.  Such plans need to include areas both 
within and adjacent to Village Centers, where 
appropriate.  Developer input should be considered 
in the planning process to better understand what 
components ensure success for all parties.
R.2. Focus Plans’ Scope
Such studies need to look at a wide array of uses 
including recreational, open space, cultural and 
civic, not just housing and retail. 
R.3. Place-Based Redevelopment
Redevelopment provides the opportunity to create 
great places, such as plazas, courtyards, urban parks 
and other well- designed and intentional gathering 
spaces.  Columbia needs to continue to be a 
“community of experiences”, currently expressed 
in its extensive trail and open space system but as 
they connect within its Village Centers.
 
Additional Context: 
Many support new housing in theory and the 
repositioning of Village Centers but are concerned 
these will negatively affect the unique character of 
Columbia. 

R.4. Columbia Community Character 
Guidelines
Redevelopment would be more acceptable if it 
incorporated ‘key signature elements’ that reflect 

the best of Columbia’s character.  These need to 
be defined, but if done so could provide the core 
content for a new set of exciting, context-sensitive 
Redevelopment Design Standards. A process to do 
so needs to be initiated as a top priority.
R.5. Housing Distribution Plan  GPU  

In addition to the above, we need to use the 
County GPU as a vehicle for putting forth a housing 
distribution plan for Columbia that identifies 
locations that are a ‘good fit’ for the community, 
including less concentration of affordable housing 
in portions of Columbia while achieving a fair share 
across the county.  
R.6. Community Character Protection
Such a plan shall consider the impacts of density 
and housing type on community character and 
potential deviation from Rouse’s original vision for 
Columbia.

COMMERCIAL CORRIDORS
Context: 
Significant redevelopment opportunities exist outside 
of the villages in Gateway, Dobbin Road and Snowden 
River Parkway.  These provide an opportunity for 
additional housing, jobs, and retail.

Strategies:
R.7. Aging Commercial Corridor  
Vision Planning  GPU  

We shall develop a more detailed vision for aging 
commercial corridors, such as Gateway, Dobbin 
Road and Snowden River Parkway, that identify 
the uses and densities that benefit the greater 
Columbia community. 
 
R.8. Non-Residential/Mixed-Use 
Redevelopment Character  GPU  

Not all redevelopment opportunities relate to 
housing and mixed use.  When employment areas, 
business, retail, and office parks are slated for 
significant improvements and/or densification, 
the character of architectural, landscape, signage, 
lighting, and other components need to be brought 
into conformance with Columbia community 
expectations. 
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R.9. General Plan  
Update Opportunities  GPU  

In the near term, some of the studies outlined 
above could be incorporated in the GPU 
Columbia-related planning work.

RETAIL
Context: 
Retail is problematic in several of the Village Centers 
as market demand has been diverted to better 
locations and more popular chains. Since the core of 
every Village Center (and some neighborhood centers) 
is retail, a more comprehensive, mid to long term 
retail strategy would help guide decision making and 
planning.

Strategies:
R.10. Master Retail Strategy
To better ensure retail success in Village Centers, 
the market study prepared in 2014 needs to be 
refreshed to current conditions and more clearly 
identify supportable retail types and quantities 
for each center as well as corridor redevelopment 
areas. Non-retail uses, including civic and cultural, 
are to be included. This becomes a roadmap 
regarding support for and input into County and 
developer proposals.

OLDER, SCATTERED PARCELS
Context: 
A sizable inventory of 40 year and older commercial 
and apartment building  parcels are scattered 
throughout Columbia providing additional 
opportunities for new housing and redevelopment. 

Strategies: 
R.11. Zoning Updates  GPU  

Although it is outside of the scope of the GPU to 
address zoning, older, scattered parcels need to 
be included in any new NT zoning or standards 
refinement so redevelopment is consistent with a 
well-defined set of Columbia community character 
criteria.  

R.12. Market-Rate and Mixed-Income 
Redevelopment Policy  GPU  

CA needs to request the County develop a policy 
encouraging and supporting redevelopment of 
mid to large size parcels for market-rate and 
mixed income housing to assist in expanding the 
communities housing stock and redistributing 
affordable housing more equally. 
R.13. Underutilized Parcel  
Acquisition Fund  GPU  

In concert with and for balance in the location 
of affordable housing, the County should be 
requested to develop a fund for the acquisition of 
older, underutilized parcels outside of Columbia for 
mixed income housing development.

INTEGRATION WITH TRANSPORTATION
Context: 
Although well-guided redevelopment is supported 
in Village Centers, scattered parcels and commercial 
corridors, if not linked to a holistic, multi-modal 
transportation plan, unacceptable increases in 
roadway congestion may result.

Strategies: 
R.14. Transit-Oriented Redevelopment  GPU  

Redevelopment needs to be planned to embrace 
and accelerate multi-modal networks including 
expanded conventional bus, Bus Rapid Transit, 
Autonomous Vehicles and active mobility 
services. Many redevelopment projects need to 
be associated with a TOD concept to minimize 
conventional single car use and impacts on 
community roadways.

R.15. Transit-Ready Planning  GPU  

Densities and land use mix for such projects shall 
support ‘Transit-ready’ planning concepts and 
maximize internal trip capture.  
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To achieve its current goals, Columbia Association 

needs to partner more effectively with the County so 

that community goals are considered and adopted by 

the governing authority starting with the General Plan 

Update followed by restructured New Town (NT) 

Zoning, development standards and more efficient 

redevelopment processing.

Vision

STRATEGIC PRIORITIES

Governance
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GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Context: 
The relationship between Howard County and CA is 
an appropriate topic for the General Plan Update with 
Columbia planning goals explicitly acknowledged.

Strategies:
G.1.  Columbia Association/ 
Columbia Role  GPU  

A collaborative role and identity for CA/Columbia 
in the GPU process needs to be defined.
G.2. Columbia Planning and Visioning 
Representation  GPU  

Strategic Priorities articulated in this Guide need 
to, as applicable, be represented in the GPU 
process as it evolves over 2021.
G.3. An Articulated Community or Master 
Plan for Columbia  GPU  

A community or master plan for Columbia, 
consisting of all areas subject to the Annual Charge 
and associated outparcels, need to be incorporated 
into the GPU.
G.4. Charrette Planning Studies  GPU  

The charrette portion of the GPU process 
needs to be used to define land use, density and 
transportation strategies for selected Village 
Centers and commercial corridors to better 
define a long-term vision for these important 
components of the community. 
 
 
 
 

DESIGN STANDARDS AND APPROVAL 
PROCESS
Context: 
Design standards for redevelopment in and adjacent 
to Columbia must be addressed in the GPU and/or 
beyond.
Strategies: 
G.5.  New Town Zoning Restructuring  GPU  

Responsibility for, and regulation of, 
redevelopment guidelines and Village Center Plans 
must be revisited and clarified in the GPU, which 
may eventually require revisions to NT zoning 
within the overall zoning code during the next 
zoning rewrite. Although it is outside the scope 
of the GPU to establish revised development 
standards and guidelines, it can, at a higher, general 
level establish the approach to and character 
of and authority of development standards and 
guidelines and give examples if it so chooses.
G.6. Predictable Design Standards and 
Redevelopment Process  GPU  

As a part of such revisions, Howard County, 
CA, and Village Boards need to be prepared 
to exchange the current long and iterative 
redevelopment approval process in the Downtown 
and Village Centers for more predictable, highly 
defined design standards in whose crafting CA will 
be directly involved.
G.7. Open Space Protection  GPU  

As a part of any NT zoning modifications, the open 
space component must be clearly defined and 
protected.
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Three categories of action are suggested by the 
outcomes of the planning and visioning process.  
The first relates to the GPU, the second a series of 
studies that will help further resolve several issues 
within the community not directly relevant to the 
GPU, and the third addresses governance and NT 
zoning. 

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
The GPU, occurring between January 2020 and 
December 2021, provides a unique opportunity 
to influence the County’s policies on a number 
of issues directly relevant to Columbia. The 
participants in the planning and visioning process 
believe a priority use of this document is to inform 
this GPU process on a number of matters, including 
the following:
1. An Articulated Community or Master Plan 

for Columbia 
 
The GPU process includes development of 
three growth/no-growth scenarios for the 
county which will be evaluated, and a preferred 
plan identified. This process should be used 
to flesh out various alternatives for Columbia 
including areas subject to its Annual Charge 
and associated outparcels.  The plan(s) should 
be at a level of detail sufficient to address new 
housing allocations and spatial distribution, 
mixed income housing and redevelopment 
opportunities, densities and the overall growth 
program over time. Related Strategic Priorities: 
G.1.-G.3. 

2. Charrette Planning Studies 
Planning studies within the GPU scope of 
work are to include a planning framework, 
market evaluation, and transportation analysis 
and recommendations plus charrette-based 
master plan concepts for up to six focus areas.  
Content from this planning and visioning guide 
should inform these GPU efforts, including 
charrette project locations, land use program 
and design principles.  
 
Related Strategic Priorities: H.2., T.10., R.7.- 
R.9., R.14, R.15, G.1., G.2., G.4. 

3. Housing Distribution Alternatives  
 
As a part of the GPU county-wide scenario 
development mentioned above, the 
preferences for housing distribution as 
articulated in the Strategic Priorities should 
be included in one or more scenarios. Such 
scenarios should represent priorities for 
mixed income housing distribution and use of 
underutilized land and commercial corridors for 
both market and mixed income housing. A key 
emphasis should be on achieving, over time, a 
more balanced distribution of mixed income 
housing across the county and Columbia 
proper. 
 
Related Strategic Priorities: H.8. - H.12., R.5., 
R.11. - R.13. 
 

III. NEXT STEPS
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4. Expanded Array of Housing Types  
Policies within the updated General Plan should 
encourage and possibly incentivize innovation 
in housing to align with shifting demographic 
trends. Multi-generational housing, small lot, 
co-housing, micro units and ADUs should be 
addressed as part of updates to County plans 
and regulations.   
 
Related Strategic Priorities: H.15., H.17., H.19., 
H.20. 

5. Transportation Master Planning  
and Innovation 
The GPU needs to accelerate the integration 
of land use and transportation planning 
with a greater emphasis on transit-oriented 
development to support increased local and 
regional bus use, internal trip capture and 
potential Bus Rapid Transit. This emphasis 
implies that the current GPU scope language 
for Columbia transportation work be modified 
accordingly.  
 
Related Strategic Priorities: T.1., T.2., T.8., T.9., 
T.10., T.11., T.12., T.13., R.14., R.16. 

6. Trails and Active Mobility  
The good work on trail and bikeway planning 
and improvements already initiated by the 
County needs to be supplemented with more 
detailed studies of the entire trail network with 
a focus on increased use, expanded modalities 
and greater capacity, especially near to key 
destinations. New  County, state and federal 
funding strategies should be a part of this 
exploration.  
 
Related Strategic Priorities: OS.4. – OS.6. 
 

7. Open Space and Watershed Policy 
 
Countywide watershed and drainage 
management policies need to be evaluated 
and updated to reflect a changing climate, 
potentially shifting floodplains and ongoing 
erosion issues.  
 
Related Strategic Priorities: OS.1. – OS.3. 

8. New Town Zoning Restructuring 
Although it is outside of the scope of the GPU 
to address zoning, it can develop policy that 
gives direction to and supports its potential 
restructuring.  To do so would indicate greater 
future flexibility and a focus on redevelopment 
and better support emerging innovations in 
land use and building typologies, including 
Redevelopment Design Standards. The 
creation of these standards should include 
ongoing and direct involvement by CA 
representatives given CA’s concern over design 
outcomes vs. expectations based on current 
guidelines. The implementation of these 
standards (mandatory and recommended) 
should also be part of these deliberations 
with a view toward increased predictability 
of outcomes. Restructuring of the current, 
complex redevelopment approval process 
would also be considered. In a one-year 
analysis by the County completed in January 
2018, the County’s consultants (Clarion 
Associates) developed an analysis of NT zoning 
issues and some recommended approaches to 
their resolution. The author of this work also 
presented this material to the Working Group 
in Workshop 6. After the GPU process, the 
County is expected to proceed with this zoning 
code update. 
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities G.1., G.2, G.5.-G.7.



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : NEXT STEPS 57

SPECIAL STUDIES
A number of new studies, not all associated with 
the GPU are suggested to further articulate and 
move various the Strategic Priorities forward.  It is 
acknowledged that the list is extensive, and such 
studies should be initiated on a schedule and scale 
responsive to CA funding and staff resources. 
1. Mobility Optimization Study to confirm and 

expand, if needed, transit access and other 
mobility solutions for people with disabilities 
and disadvantages.  
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities: D.4. 

2. Active Mobility and Trail Enhancement to 
identify opportunities for making Columbia’s 
trail network more “active,” expand modalities 
and increase use and function.    
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities: OS.6., T.5., T.6., 
T.7., T.8. 

3. CA Facility Optimization Study to evaluate 
which facilities should be retained as-is, 
refreshed or potentially decommissioned based 
on provision of greatest community value and 
alignment with budget expectations.  
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities: OS.7 

4. Open Space Network Expansion Study 
to identify where additional parks and open 
space are needed, with a focus on connectivity, 
so additions are strategic and add to a 
comprehensive system of greenway corridors.  
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities: OS.11-14., R.3. 
 
 
 

5. Civic Engagement Study and Social Media 
Platform in which CA would assist in the 
evaluation of the array of cultural and other 
events sponsored by the County, and others, 
and identify how these might better meet 
Columbia’s shifting demographics including 
development of a social media platform.  
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities: CE.1., CE.3., CE.4. 

6. Housing Impact on Schools Study designed 
to clarify the relationship between both the 
impact of various housing types on school 
populations and the need for additional 
classrooms so that school capacities do not 
unduly limit needed housing development.  
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities: H.7. 

7. Village Center Focus Plans need to be 
initiated or updated to further identify 
the opportunity for redevelopment, retail 
repositioning, new housing and civic uses.  
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities: H.2., H.12., H.13., 
H.14., R.1., R.2 

8. Columbia Community Character Guidelines, 
which would be supplemental to existing  
village covenants and guidelines, would 
define the unique and signature character of 
Columbia and inform new development, infill 
and redevelopment.  
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities: H.21., R.4., R.6. 

9. Master Retail Strategy, incorporating current 
conditions and more clearly identifying 
supportable retail types and quantities for each 
center as well as corridor redevelopment areas.  
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities: R.10.
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GOVERNANCE AND ZONING
1. Columbia / County Interface 

The board and village representatives believe 
that for the strategic priorities to gain traction, 
a restructuring of the interface between the 
County, CA and village leadership is needed. 
For example, a Columbia Sector Plan or 
Community Plan could be a joint CA/County 
follow-on project after the GPU is completed 
or be a companion activity to the GPU process. 
Such a study, or others recommended in 
this document, could be led by a co-chaired 
working group, joint leadership or other highly 
interactive process to be determined.  
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities: G.1.

2. New Town Zoning 
 
As noted above, the visioning process 
identified the increasing need for a fresh look 
at Columbia’s zoning mechanism. Established 
over 60 years ago, it is based on an initial 
master planning process driven by specific 
district and/or project program and built form.  
It is believed it is time to convert to a more 
conventional zoning system that would allow 
greater response to market forces and evolving 
product types. Discussion should be initiated 
between Howard County staff on an approach 
and process for such a change. Revisiting 
current village covenants may be a necessary 
complementary activity by the Village Boards 
and CA.  
 
Relevant Strategic Priorities: G.5, G.6
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Appendix A: GPU Columbia 
Work Scope Elements
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Appendix A-1: GPU Columbia Work Scope Elements  

[Note that these excerpts were selected through searching for the word “Columbia” in the scope. Many 
other tasks will include Columbia as well and CA should review the entire scope to understand its 
coverage. Conservatively, the scope currently allocates $70K to specific Columbia work]  

PLANNING CYCLE 1 ― PARTNERING STRATEGY 

Task 1L – New Town Planning Framework Design Charrette 

The CONSULTANT will lead a three-day design charrette in Columbia, MD to develop a New Town 
Framework for the Columbia area minus Downtown Columbia (see Task 4H).  The schedule will generally 
include two public presentations, multiple technical roundtable discussions, and client meetings.  
CONSULTANT team members will work in a studio environment on various topics important for the New 
Town Planning Framework.  The event is open to the public during published hours for drop-in 
discussions or review of development alternatives contemplated for the planning area.  The CLIENT is 
encouraged to attend and participate in all phases of the event. 

The CLIENT will be responsible for securing a studio space for the CONSULTANT that is accessible 12 
hours a day over the three-day period, and for booking space for larger public events and workshops in 
other locations during the week (if needed).     

PLANNING CYCLE 4 ― GROWTH FRAMEWORK 

Task 4F – Work-in-Progress Presentation 

The CONSULTANT will be available for presentations to the Executive Council and the Columbia 
Association (described in Task 1N) to brief them on early deliverables created in Planning Cycle 4, using 
some of the information from the General Plan Policy Concepts Workbook (completed at the time) 
described in Task 4J for the slide presentation.  Thoughts, ideas, comments, and opinions from the two 
groups will be considered when finalizing the General Plan Policy Concepts Workbook described in Task 
4J and drafting the initial draft document described in Task 5A.     

Task 4H – New Town Planning Framework 

The CONSULTANT will develop a planning framework for the Columbia area (minus Downtown 
Columbia) with an emphasis on village center redevelopment, employment and commercial corridors, 
and the Gateway area.  A master plan concept for up to six focus areas will supplement the planning 
framework map, and be used to illustrate big ideas expressed as recommendations in the document.  
The focus area studies may include new (or improved) streets, blocks, parks, and buildings (determined 
after focus areas are selected) using a plan view format (top-down map).  Perspective drawings, street 
view scenes, or architectural details (deemed appropriate by the CONSULTANT team for conveying 
information) will highlight the community’s preferred design principles for community character in the 
Columbia area (up to twelve drawings in total).  The master plan concepts will reflect the preferred land 
uses for each area as described in the Future Land Use Map and will refine the uses, as needed. 
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The CONSULTANT will evaluate market and economic opportunities, as well as measure general impacts 
to supporting infrastructure, as part of the New Town Planning Framework.  Specific to the 
transportation analysis, the CONSULTANT will conduct intersection-level traffic operations analysis using 
Synchro software for a baseline year and up to three land use scenarios and up to twelve intersections.  
Scenarios may include a combination of land use and development changes, demographic changes and 
changes to the multimodal transportation network.  Traffic forecasts will be developed using traditional 
trip generation, distribution, and network assignment based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual.  The 
analyses will test the impact of proposed redevelopment scenarios on the transportation network 
against Howard County’s capacity tests and the conceptual urban design (density and new street grid, 
parking and trails) for connectivity, access, and multimodal mobility. 

The CONSULTANT will also evaluate the development phasing, street configuration/ patterns, traffic 
control needs, parking demand, access from regional roadways, mode split and travel demand 
management opportunities to bring the land use and transportation network into balance. 
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Appendix C: Summary Qualifications of Key Team members for the County GPU 

Matt Noonkester, City Explained, Inc.  (Prime consultant and Project Leader), Charlotte, NC 

Mr. Noonkester has 22 years of progressive planning experience managing projects that help local, 
regional, and state government officials tackle difficult public policy planning issues. He has extensive 
experience using geographic information system (GIS) software to measure the built environment and 
leading community groups through a comprehensive planning process. He has partnered with staff and 
elected officials throughout the United States to prepare regional growth studies, comprehensive plans, 
small area plans, corridor studies, capital improvements plans, land development regulations, urban 
design guidelines, development impact fee ordinances, and other special studies consistent with state law 
and community context. 

Before forming City Explained, Inc. in 2015, Mr. Noonkester owned another successful planning firm, led 
a community planning team at two large planning and engineering firms, and served in the public sector, 
holding the position of Zoning Compliance Planner for the City of Bloomington, Indiana. 

Relevant Experience 

Comprehensive Plans: Mr. Noonkester is routinely responsible for all aspects in the planning process for 
developing a locally-adopted comprehensive plan, including public participation, scenario planning, plan 
development, decision analytics, local adoption hearings, and coordination with county, regional, and 
state agencies. 

Regional Growth Studies: Mr. Noonkester participates in several regional growth studies each year that 
encourage the consideration of multiple futures based on various development patterns and intensities. 
He measures the impacts of competing growth scenarios and evaluates their trade-offs, emphasizing how 
they impact the environment, shape current and future infrastructure, influence the cost of government, 
support or limit economic development initiatives, etc. 

Corridor Studies: Mr. Noonkester is responsible for the land use and urban design components of corridor 
studies and their influence on livable transportation and travel behavior. These projects often are 
facilitated through on-site charrettes where scenario planning software is used to help develop design 
alternatives and show their attributes. 

Small Area Plans: Mr. Noonkester is responsible for all aspects of the process for developing locally-
initiated small area plans, including public participation, charrette management, plan development, and 
implementation. 

Land Development Regulations & Impact Fee Studies: Mr. Noonkester partners with cities and counties 
throughout the country to prepare comprehensive land development regulations. His expertise includes 
working with both conventional zoning ordinances and form-based codes that emphasize high-quality 
architecture, linkages between public and private realms, and a strong sense of place. 

Public Involvement: Mr. Noonkester has planned, advertised, hosted or summarized hundreds of 
community engagement activities; including public hearings, town hall meetings, focus group meetings, 
advisory committee meetings, multi-day design charrettes, hands-on workshops, webinars, on-line town 
hall portals and stakeholder interviews. 
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Jay Renkens, MIG (Public Education and Outreach), Denver, CO 

Jay Renkens (AICP), a Principal and Director of the Denver office. is a planning and design leader with 
national experience in downtowns, transit-oriented development, streetscapes, land use, and higher 
education. While researching health and motivational theory, he was struck by the significant influence 
that the environment has on people’s choices and behavior, and he has sought to shape environments for 
the better ever since. Although his original studies are behind him, they still form the lens that Jay uses in 
taking a holistic approach to optimizing social, economic, and physical wellness for the greatest number 
of people. He strives to integrate equity into planning and design and to address the unintended 
consequences of gentrification such as displacement and the losses of culture and authenticity. Jay can 
distill concepts and articulate complex ideas in written, verbal, and visual communications that provide a 
common foundation for decision-making. He has successfully led projects from high-level vision to 
implementation by facilitating client, community, and stakeholder collaboration, consensus, and 
engagement. Jay’s management, design, and planning skills have contributed to transformational change 
in communities throughout the country from Boston to San Antonio, Portland to Charlotte, and Spokane 
to Denver. 

 

Jason Beske AICP, Stantec (Planning and Urban Design), Arlington, VA 

Jason is a Senior Urban Designer and Planner in Stantec’s Urban Places Arlington office and a Fargo native. 
He has a broad range of urban planning expertise and has led initiatives ranging from neighborhood 
planning projects to large-scale form-based codes and comprehensive plans. Jason’s extensive experience 
in local government long-range planning and site plan review provides comprehensive knowledge and 
understanding of the planning and urban design process. In addition, Jason serves as Adjunct Professor at 
Virginia Tech’s National Capital Region campus and his recent publication “Suburban Remix: Creating the 
Next Generation of Urban Places” (Island Press - February 2018), with co-editor David Dixon, examines 
the rise of walkable urbanism in the new suburban era. Community engagement, placemaking, and social 
equity are the core of his planning and urban design practice and teaching. 

 
 
Tom McGilloway, Mahan Rykiel Assoc. (Landscape Architecture, Urban Design), Baltimore, MD 
 
Tom McGilloway has over 35 years of experience as an urban designer and has spent a significant portion 
of his career in master planning. He has broad experience in downtown/neighborhood revitalization; park 
planning and design; and campus master planning. Tom is particularly skilled at engaging stakeholders in 
the planning process and working in “Main Street” communities; he has participated in downtown 
revitalization charrettes/master plans for over 40 communities throughout the United States.  
 
In addition to his professional experience, Tom is a frequent speaker at park and revitalization conferences 
and is active in preservation and revitalization in his own community. He has worked extensively in 
Howard county, including the recent planning and design for Ellicott City. 
 
  
Erin Talkington, RCLCo, (Market Analysis and Housing) Washington, DC 
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Erin Talkington is a Principal and Director of Consulting based in RCLCO’s Washington, DC office. Since 
joining the firm in 2010, Erin has engaged with a wide variety of clients in both the public and private 
sectors to provide market and economic analysis that guides development and planning decisions. Her 
experience includes highest and best use analysis for large mixed-use sites, downtown and corridor 
revitalization studies, and regional growth analysis. Applicable to projects of all types and scales, Erin’s 
strength is her ability to quickly synthesize the key market opportunities and strategic positioning for a 
particular site and communicate that vision to project team members, clients, and community 
stakeholders. Erin conducted the 2011 market Analysis and Stretegy for Rt 1 in Howard County and is very 
familiar with Columbia and the County.  
 
In addition to client work, Erin has been integral in the continued development of RCLCO’s MetroLogic 
methodology, which forecasts regional competitiveness for growth and development. The MetroLogic 
platform also integrates scenario modeling that measures the impact of proposed transportation 
investments on both the quantity and value of development in a local area.  
 
Erin draws upon a broad background in planning and development. Prior to RCLCO, she gained project 
management experience for The Reinvestment Fund Development Partners and exposure to 
transportation planning at Kittelson & Associates. She holds a Bachelors in Architecture from the 
University of Pennsylvania. Erin is a member of the Urban Land Institute (ULI) in Washington, DC and the 
chair of the Young Leader’s Group. 
 
 
Paul Silberman, P.E. (Transportation Planning), Howard County, MD 
 
Paul has 22 years of experience in multi-modal transportation planning and engineering, delivering 
innovative solutions for complete street design, integrated and connected multi-modal networks, and 
accessibility. Paul’s area of expertise includes corridor studies, multi-modal traffic operations analysis, 
traffic safety, traffic forecasting, traffic impact analysis, land use/ development review, traffic modeling 
and simulation, traffic data collection, bicycle and pedestrian network planning and design, public 
outreach, preliminary engineering and alternatives analysis. Paul has worked on over a dozen corridor 
studies to develop mobility solutions that balance land use, transportation and economic development 
including numerous studies in Howard County, Columbia, and along segments of US 1. Paul is experienced 
in Synchro, VISSIM, SIDRA, and Cube analysis tools as well as AASHTO, ITE, MUTCD and SHA guidelines 
and design standards 
 
 
Brian Wright, TPUDC (Public outreach and education), TN  
 
Brian Wright is the Founding Principal of Town Planning & Urban Design Collaborative (TPUDC). He began 
his career at Duany Plater-Zyberk & Company. Over the years, he has worked on many planning and zoning 
projects across the country, Most recently, he has been involved the process of generating user-friendly 
and graphically rich plans and regulating documents for the City of Birmingham, Alabama and the City of 
San Marcos, Texas. Brian leads internal quality control activities and big picture strategy for our projects. 
As a highly skilled public speaker, Brian is an expert in public outreach and engagement, a specialty of 
TPUDC. Brian’s ability to lead a dynamic and successful public engagement process inspires and assists 
communities in reaching consensus where none could be reached before. 
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Uri Avin FAICP, (Senior Advisor) Baltimore, MD 
 
Uri is a Research Professor at the National Center for Smart Growth and also teaches in the Urban 
Planning program. His 48 years of experience in practice span both the public and private sectors. Prior 
to his appointment at UMD, Uri was the Practice Leader for Regional Growth Management at Parsons 
Brinckerhoff and was also a Vice President with HNTB, both large national A/E/P firms. He was also a 
principal with LDR International, a planning/urban design and landscape architecture firm. During the 
1980s, he served as planning director or deputy director in three Maryland counties – Howard, 
Baltimore and Harford - where his innovative Smart Growth plans earned him national recognition. 
Lessons learned from his extensive work throughout Maryland have informed his work in 23 states 
around the US. He has testified as an expert witness in several States on planning and zoning issues.  
 
Uri has published several widely-cited articles, papers, reports and book chapters relating to 
Coordinating Land Use and Transportation, Smart Growth, Scenario Planning and supporting software 
tools. He has published several articles on Columbia, MD. Uri’s work has included Sector and 
Comprehensive Plans, Corridor Plans and Multi-jurisdictional plans. His plans have been recognized 
through 11 National and 20 State awards for excellence. In 1999, he was selected as a Charter Fellow of 
the American Institute of Certified Planners. 
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Appendix A-2: Excerpts related to New Town Zoning in the Clarion Report of 
January, 2019 

125.0: NT New Town  

New Town zoning is the single most unique part of the Howard County zoning regulations. The more 
than 14,000 acres and 28,000 parcels in this district cover most of Columbia and has resulted in 268 
contiguous approved Final Development Plans (FDPs). The FDPs guide the development of Columbia and 
have a hybrid character; they create a separate type of development approval only used in New Town, 
but they also often cross-reference other parts of the Howard County zoning regulations. Some of the 
uses listed in FDPs are individual and specific for that land, but some simply reference that the allowed 
uses are those in the M-1, M-2, SC, B-1, or B-2 districts. Some even reference districts that no longer 
exist, such as M-R or T-2.  

The use of a single zone district to regulate land use in a community of over 100,000 people, and the use 
of the FDP tool, are by-products of the fact that Columbia was initiated by a single developer with a 
single vision to be completed over a long period of time. The detailed FDPs were an appropriate tool to 
ensure that the Rouse Company did not lose control of the development, but they are not a tool used in 
modern city land use management, because they include vague, poorly defined language in some cases, 
much too detailed language in other cases, and are too difficult to amend. Projects in downtown 
Columbia and the village centers – some of the most dynamic parts of Columbia with the greatest need 
for flexibility – are particularly hard to approve and amend. A system that requires multiple iterative 
rounds of approval to respond to new pressures and opportunities will put Columbia at a significant 
disadvantage in competing for desired investment. While there is a logical basis for each part of the 
current Downtown Revitalization process, the repetitious nature of FDP and SDP approval makes it 
significantly more complex than those used in many other major business centers. In addition, very 
specific percentage mixes of land uses in defined areas have also become very hard to administer and 
are very inflexible. In order to maintain the vision, scale, and balance of uses that makes Columbia great, 
but allow it to compete for redevelopment in a real estate market very different from the 1960s and 
1970s, the NT zoning system should be changed in a number of ways outlined below.  

Section 125 of the Zoning Regulations lists the requirements and procedure to create a NT district, 
including complex requirements for Preliminary Development Plan (PDP), Comprehensive Sketch Plan 
(CSP), and Final Development Plan (FDP) approval. Downtown Revitalization and Village Center projects 
have their own complex procedures that were added to the regulations in recent years. Among other 
issues, noticing requirements for pre-submission community meetings are repeated throughout this 
section. They should instead be stated once in a consolidated chapter on development review and 
approval procedures.  

A. Definitions, Requirements and Restrictions Applicable to NT Districts  

This subsection describes how many of the zoning regulations are reconciled with the NT requirements 
and approved FDP restrictions, such as parking requirements and the Section 128.0 supplementary 
regulations. There are also some additional regulations for uses listed as “apartments” on approved 
FDPs. There are minimum and maximum percentages allowed for particular uses in NT and a complex 
system for maintaining those percentages that need to be revisited and simplified if possible.  
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B. Procedure for Creation of NT Districts  

Preliminary Development Plans are approved by the Zoning Board, while Comprehensive Sketch Plans 
and Final Development Plans are approved by the Planning Board. It is not clear why a different process 
is necessary for rezoning to NT than rezoning to any other district in the county. In addition, since the 
Preliminary Development Plans for most parcels in Columbia have already been adopted, and most 
future projects will be redevelopment projects, it may not be necessary to perpetuate this three-tiered 
plan approval process. Most communities use a two-tiered system in which (a) larger, more complex 
projects require approval of an intermediate-level plan and then a site plan, and (b) simpler projects 
that are completed within existing systems of streets and infrastructure require only site plan approval. 
Clear criteria to differentiate simpler projects from more complex projects are also typically included.  

C. Comprehensive Sketch Plan  

Comprehensive sketch plans were used to document and review early designs for larger areas during 
the initial construction of Columbia. Now that the vast majority of Columbia has been constructed and 
most future activity will involve redevelopment rather than raw land development, this tool is of very 
limited use. In addition, the previously approved New Town Comprehensive Sketch Plans were 
destroyed and references to those missing documents are inoperative. We recommend that this tool 
not be carried forward, and that early design concept review be incorporated into the Downtown or 
Village Center redevelopment procedures, or (for other areas) into the County subdivision procedures.  

D. Final Development Plan – General Provisions  

This section should be revisited, and the system of FDPs should probably be replaced by a more updated 
system of site plan approvals that are tied to a consolidated table of allowed uses and consolidated bulk 
and dimensional standards generally applicable to similar types of property. In general, the FDP system 
needs to be replaced by a system in which minor changes to existing site layouts and uses can be 
approved administratively, while more significant changes go through a more extensive review process. 
The existing FDPs should be thoroughly analyzed and similar standards and criteria could be carried 
forward as use-specific standards, development standards, or new zone districts. Instances where 
standards are vague or unclear, or where no standards to guide decisions were provided, should also be 
identified and addressed.  

E. Final Development Plan – Downtown Revitalization  

This recently added process is among the most complex we have reviewed, and needs to be simplified. 
As noted above, the downtown area is among the most dynamic and most quickly changing, in terms of 
uses. The current multi-tiered plan approval process for downtown revitalization needs to be simplified 
and consolidated.  

While many of the properties subject to this process are currently owned by a single entity (the Howard 
Hughes Corporation), that may not always be the case. Like many other aspects of NT zoning, this tool 
could operate well with only one or a few property owners, but has become cumbersome over time as 
ownership has changed and fragmented. In addition, the current process requires individual property 
owners to obtain the consent of surrounding property owners to create a prepare a Neighborhood 
Concept Plan, Neighborhood Design Guidelines, and Neighborhood Implementation Plan for all the land 
in that particular downtown neighborhood before the applicant can move forward with redevelopment. 
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Various property owners will have differing timeframes for redevelopment and these requirements at 
the neighborhood level can create serious timing issues and barriers to reinvestment. Finally, the 
current process requires the approval of neighborhood design guidelines at a very early stage, which 
sometimes results in very vague design standards that have little practical effect. This process needs to 
be revised to operate more efficiently, even if the downtown properties are owned by multiple entities 
with competing interests in the future.  

F. Amendments to a Comprehensive Sketch Plan or Final Development Plan  

One issue consistently raised by stakeholders was the difficulty to administer the 268 FDPs. Almost all 
newer development regulations clearly distinguish between major and minor amendments, and simplify 
the process for minor amendments. One primary issue is that there are currently no criteria to review 
amendments. Another significant issue is that amendments to a Comprehensive Sketch Plan or Final 
Development Plan can only be proposed with the consent of the “original petitioner” for the district, 
except in Downtown Revitalization or Village Center redevelopment projects or in some residential 
areas with certain limitations. This is a remnant of the Rouse Company’s original need to ensure that it 
did not lose control of the Columbia development project. However, the role of “original petitioner” 
designation is now held by the Howard Hughes Corporation, which makes it difficult for property owners 
to propose amendments for their own property, even though there are many owners of NT zoned land. 
This situation is very unusual for a large, complex community and is likely to prove a significant barrier 
to reinvestment. This process should be revisited and simplified as it has already been for Downtown 
and Village Center redevelopment.  

G. Site Development Plans – General Provisions  

As noted above, the current multi-tiered plan approval process needs to be simplified and consolidated 
into a modern site plan approval and amendment process.   

H. Site Development Plan – Downtown Revitalization  

Currently, the Design Advisory Panel and Planning Board each review a project during both the FDP 
stage and the SDP stage. The SDP requires very detailed engineering construction plans. In many 
jurisdictions, these types of plans would be administratively reviewed for technical compliance after an 
initial round of public engagement, rather than requiring a second approval from both the Planning 
Board and the Design Advisory Panel. As noted above, the current multi-tiered plan approval process 
needs to be simplified and consolidated into a modern site plan approval and amendment process.  

I. Site Development Plan—Downtown Environmental Restoration that is not part of a Final 
Development Plan  

It is unclear why this is a separate subsection of the regulations, rather than being included as a special 
case within the general Downtown Revitalization site development plan process.  

J. Village Center Redevelopment, Major  

The Major Village Center Redevelopment process is described in this section, and (like the Downtown 
Revitalization process) is among the more complex that we have reviewed. Other complex communities 
use simpler tools to plan and approve revitalization within a clear planning framework (like the Rouse 
Company framework), and a simpler approach to this process needs to be implemented in Columbia.  
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K. Village Center Redevelopment, Minor  

It is unclear why this is a separate subsection of the regulations, rather than being simplified and then 
included as a special case within the general Village Center Redevelopment process in subsection J. This 
section should be revisited as part of the revised site plan approval process to avoid overlaps and 
inconsistencies. 

 

Recommendations for NT Zoning 

2.1.C. New Town Districts 

The Assessment documents several challenges with the continued use of the current NT zone district. If 
this zone district is not revisited and revised, redevelopment in Columbia (and particularly in Downtown 
and the Village Centers) will remain very complicated, approvals will remain very time consuming, and 
significant code interpretations (with little regulatory guidance) would continue to be required as 
markets change. To allow for context-sensitive reinvestment to occur within an efficient and predictable 
system that can adapt to the needs of a mature developed area, we recommend that many if not all of 
the current FDPs should be converted into a menu of zoning districts. Because of the wide variety of 
FDPs and the complexity of the required conversion process, it may need to occur over time in a series 
of phases. 

There are a number of different ways that conversion of the current 268 New Town FDPs could be 
accomplished. While the final choices of whether to convert the FDPs, how many of them need to be 
converted, and how to convert them should be made during the Phase 2 drafting effort, two possible 
options are illustrated below. These options are presented as approaches for consideration, and to 
illustrate that there are many different ways to make this type of conversion in ways that would 
preserve the intended uses, character, and scale, for the area covered by each FDP.  
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In these examples, existing FDPs would be reviewed and categorized based on either (a) intended scale 
and character (for redevelopment areas) or (b) existing permitted uses (for stable areas), but several 
other criteria could be used to filter and categorize the existing FDPs. For example, FDPs could be 
categorized through a combination of use, scale, and form factors. Likewise, in these examples, the 
outcome is shown as a mix of newly created or existing zone districts, but other options and 
combinations are available. 
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Appendix B: Workshop  
Presentations
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Appendix B-1: Workshop 1- 
Diversity, Open Spaces and  
Civic Engagement



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX76

Expert on planned 
communities and healthy 
environments
Studied Columbia in early 
2000s and returned 
periodically--most recently for 
the 50th anniversary
Professor at Harvard University

Former Planning Director 
for Howard County
Teaches at National 
Center for Smart 
Growth, UMD 
With RCLCO, developed 
plan for the 
1/SRP/Gateway Market 
Study of 2011

35 Years master planning, 
urban design experience
Neighborhood center/ 
district revitalization 
Community engagement
Previously Columbia 
resident
17 years working in 
Columbia

40 years experience 
planning new communities
20 Years teaching USC 
Master of Real Estate 
Program
Three book co-author with 
Urban Land Institute
Senior Advisor to multiple 
MPCs

Help clients make strategic, 
effective, and enduring 
decisions about real estate. 

Full product type expertise, 
with many applications 
relevant to the future vision 
of Columbia: 

Long track record in Howard 
County and Columbia 



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 77



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX78



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 79



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX80



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 81



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX82



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 83



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX84



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 85



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX86



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 87



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX88



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 89



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX90



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 91



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX92



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 93



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX94



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 95



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX96



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 97



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX98



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 99



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX100



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 101



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX102



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 103



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX104



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 105



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX106



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 107



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX108



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 109



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX110



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 111



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX112



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 113



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX114



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 115



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX116



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 117

Appendix B-2: Workshop 2 
-Housing
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MARKET UNDERSTANDING
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KEY FINDINGS

► The region is growing as new jobs are created, and these jobs are bringing more workers to the 
area than the amount of new housing that is being built.  

► Far fewer people who are employed in Howard County also live there, compared to nearly every 
other jurisdiction in the Washington-Baltimore region, and there is little variance by income. Howard 
County has less housing than it needs across all household types and income bands, and it is not 
building enough to keep up with job growth.

► Howard County is underbuilding new housing considering the size of its workforce. The County has 
a lower ratio of housing units to jobs than other nearby jurisdictions, and it requires between 30,000 
and 40,000 additional housing units to catch up to these areas. 
» Eventually inadequate housing supply will constrain job growth. Today’s corporate location decisions are 

based on attracting and retaining a talented workforce, and the top factors are housing options and 
affordability, quality of place, and commute times. 

► Over the last 10 years, Howard County added an average of 1,125 homes per year, far less than the 
2,500 to 3,000 homes it should have added based on employment trends. This difference suggests 
that Howard County is building half as much housing as it needs to keep up with job growth. 

THE BIGGER PICTURE CONTEXT FOR COLUMBIA
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REGIONAL EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

► Over 500,000 jobs added in the Baltimore-Washington region since 2010

► Roughly 35% are in Professional & Business Services and Education & Health Services 

PLACING PRESSURE ON LOCAL HOUSING MARKETS

Source: Moody’s Analytics

Historical Employment by Industry, 1995-2019;
Combined Washington and Baltimore MSAs
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Residences of People Who Work in Howard County, 2017;
Washington-Baltimore Region

COMMUTE PATTERNS
WHERE DO PEOPLE WHO WORK IN THE COUNTY LIVE?

Note: Above map and table use data from the Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (“LEHD”) program. Additional data is tracked 
by the American Community Survey (“ACS”), which shows that a slightly higher proportion (42.2%) of people who work in Howard 

County also live in the county. ACS does not provide as detailed information about the locations from which non-residents commute. 
Source: Census OnTheMap; RCLCO

EMPLOYEES
NAME COUNTY # %

Columbia Howard County 16,234 9.0%
Baltimore Baltimore County 14,211 7.9%
Ellicott City Howard County 10,147 5.6%
Ilchester Howard County 3,903 2.2%
Glen Burnie Anne Arundel County 3,356 1.9%
Eldersburg Carroll County 3,331 1.8%
Severn Anne Arundel County 3,167 1.8%
Catonsville Baltimore County 3,109 1.7%
Elkridge Howard County 2,772 1.5%
Woodlawn Baltimore County 2,517 1.4%
North Laurel Howard County 2,408 1.3%
Odenton Anne Arundel County 2,002 1.1%
Arbutus Baltimore County 1,970 1.1%
Laurel Prince George's County 1,809 1.0%
Washington District of Columbia 1,704 0.9%
Montgomery County 16,255 9.0%
Other Anne Arundel County 14,185 7.8%
Other Howard County 10,314 5.7%
Other Carroll County 6,819 3.8%
Other Baltimore County 5,489 3.0%
Other 55,071 30.5%
TOTAL 180,773 100.0%
TOTAL IN HOWARD COUNTY 45,778 25.3%

MAP KEY
10,000 Or More
5,000 To 9,999
2,500 To 4,999
1,000 To 2,499
500 To 999
Less Than 500
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FEWER PEOPLE LIVE & WORK IN HOWARD COUNTY 
THAN PEER COUNTIES IN THE REGION

Source: Census OnTheMap; RCLCO
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Share of Employees in Howard County That Also Live in Howard County, 2017;
Various Counties in Washington-Baltimore Metropolitan Areas
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As noted on the previous page, there 
are multiple data sources that track 
commutes. These sources show a 
similar difference between Howard 

County and other nearby jurisdictions, 
but estimate that 42% of people who 

work in Howard County also live here, 
compared to between 54% and 68% 
of people who work in Anne Arundel, 
Baltimore, Carroll, Montgomery, and 

Prince George’s Counties. 
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HOUSING UNDERSUPPLIED BY 20,000-40,000 UNITS TODAY

► County building about 1,100 units per year over the past decade when it needed to be building 
2,500 to 3,000 to keep up with job growth

NEED MORE UNITS TO SUPPORT CURRENT EMPLOYMENT

Source: Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning; Bureau of Labor 
Statistics; Esri; RCLCO
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Housing Supply Housing Demand in Howard County, Based On "Units-To-Jobs Ratios" in Other Places
Existing Units Units Needed To Reach "Units-To-Jobs Ratio" Howard County Employment

Housing Units Needed to Reach Units-To-Jobs Ratios of Other Jurisdictions, 2019;
Howard County

Jobs 175,700 274,900 473,700 375,900 318,000 57,400

Housing 
Units 120,900 230,800 401,600 345,300 342,900 64,800

Housing to 
Job Ratio 0.69 0.84 0.85 0.92 1.08 1.13
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DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW
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KEY FINDINGS

► Howard County is more affluent than its neighbors, and it has more families and middle-aged 
households. This dynamic is partially created by its housing supply, coupled with the other factors 
that make the County a desirable place to live, and then reinforced by limited new supply additions.

► As such, Howard County has less than its fair share of low- and moderate-income households than 
other nearby counties. These jobs are important to the overall Howard County economy.

► Columbia is demographically similar to the County overall and other submarkets, with the exception 
of the Rural West., which is significantly more affluent than the County as a whole.
» Surprisingly, Columbia shows more of an age barbell than the County overall, with more younger and older 

households and fewer middle-aged.

» Columbia is more educated and more diverse, with similar median households incomes, in comparison to 
other submarkets

DEMOGRAPHICS AND HOUSING DEMAND
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HIGHER-INCOME, WITH MORE MIDDLE-AGED HOUSEHOLDS
DEMOGRAPHICS COMPARED TO THE REGION

Comparison of Age Distribution, 2019;
Howard County, Nearby Counties, and Washington-Baltimore MSAs

Comparison of Income Distribution, 2019;
Howard County, Nearby Counties, and Washington-Baltimore MSAs

Columbia Howard County Nearby Counties1 Washington-Baltimore MSAs

Source: Esri
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SUBMARKET OVERVIEW
COLUMBIA REMAINS THE POPULATION CENTER OF THE COUNTY

Source: Howard County GIS; Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning; Esri; RCLCO

Rural West
44,632 Residents
14,614 Housing 

Units

Columbia
106,453 Residents

42,063 Housing Units

Southeast
51,761 Residents
18,472 Housing 

Units

Ellicott City
77,318 Residents
27,508 Housing 

Units

Elkridge
49,788 Residents
18,204 Housing 

Units

Map of Submarkets, 2020;
Howard County, MD

Map of Population Density; 2020
Howard County, MD



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX130

E4-12823.00 (DRAFT)  |  8/14/20 |  12

SUBMARKET COMPARISON

► Columbia is demographically similar to other places, but more diverse in age and household type

► Columbia is also more educated and more diverse, though incomes are very similar to the County 
overall (this is a unique and unusual combination and speaks to Columbia’s legacy!)

Source: Source: Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning; Howard 
County GIS; Maryland Department of Planning; Esri; RCLCO

POPULATION HHs FAMILIES

AVG. 
HOUSEHOLD 

SIZE MEDIAN AGE 75+ HHs

MEDIAN 
HOUSEHOLD 

INCOME

POP. WITH A 
BACHELOR’S 

DEGREE
NON-WHITE 

POPULATION

HHs W/ 1+ 
PEOPLE W/
DISABILITY

HHS BELOW 
POVERTY 

LEVEL

Columbia 106,453 42,154 27,234
(65% of HHs) 2.5 39 1,621

(4% of HHs) $103,727 24,291
(33% of Pop.)

60,945
(57% of Pop.)

6,534
(16% of HHs)

2,563
(6% of HHs)

Elkridge 49,788 17,597 12,422
(71% of HHs) 2.8 36 301

(2% of HHs) $109,674 10,263
(31% of Pop.)

24,914
(50% of Pop.)

2,214
(13% of HHs)

670
(4% of HHs)

Ellicott City 77,318 27,453 20,725
(75% of HHs) 2.8 42 1,236

(5% of HHs) $119,593 15,985
(30% of Pop.)

36,570
(47% of Pop.)

4,432
(16% of HHs)

1,077
(4% of HHs)

Rural West 44,632 14,240 12,377
(87% of HHs) 3.1 47 294

(2% of HHs) $166,772 9,527
(31% of Pop.)

12,438
(28% of Pop.)

2,430
(17% of HHs)

301
(2% of HHs)

Southeast 51,761 17,618 13,112
(74% of HHs) 2.9 37 266

(2% of HHs) $108,447 9,141
(26% of Pop.)

30,853
(60% of Pop.)

2,583
(15% of HHs)

774
(4% of HHs)

HOWARD 
COUNTY 329,952 119,062 85,870

(72% of HHs) 2.8 40 3,718
(3% of HHs) $121,643

69,207
(30% of 
Pop.)

167,720
(50% of 
Pop.)

18,193
(15% of HHs)

5,385
(5% of HHs)

Economic and Demographic Comparison by Submarket, 2019;
Howard County, MD

HOUSING SUPPLY
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KEY FINDINGS

► Most new housing being built by the market is affordable to households making more than 80% of 
AMI (rental) and more than 120% of AMI (for-sale). 
» Note: The region’s AMI for a 4-person household is $94,000 

► A lack of for-sale housing is contributing to cost burdens at all income levels. In Howard County, the 
number of owners that spend 30% or more of their incomes on housing is equally split between 
households making less than 80% of AMI and households making more than 80% of AMI.

► Age of housing is most correlated to price – new homes in Columbia sell for prices similar to in the 
Rural West, indicating the community’s desirability and pent-up demand for newer options

► Today, underserved groups in Howard County include market-rate families, workforce families, 
seniors, low-income renters, and professionals and other renters-by-choice. In almost all cases, 
these households require a greater amount and diversity of housing than what exists today. 

HOUSING OPTIONS AND AFFORDABILITY
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EXISTING HOUSING INVENTORY

*”Shadow market” refers to single family homes and townhomes that are rented
Image Source: Google Images

Source: Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning; 2018 Howard County Rental Survey; Howard County Office on Aging and 
Independence; Maryland Department of Assessments and Taxation; CoStar; PUMS; RCLCO

Rental and For-Sale Inventory, 2019;
Howard County
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HOUSING INVENTORY COMPARISON
COLUMBIA HAS MORE RENTERS, MORE PRODUCT TYPES, BUT IS 
MUCH OLDER

Source: Maryland Department of Planning; RCLCO

Distribution of Housing Inventory, 2019;
Howard County, MD

TOTAL 
HOUSING 

UNITS

OWNER-
OCCUPIED

UNITS

RENTER-
OCCUPIED

UNITS

SINGLE-
FAMILY 

DETACHED TOWNHOME MULTIFAMILY

AVG. SALES 
PRICE 

(2015-2018) AVG. RENT
MEDIAN YEAR 

BUILT
UNITS BUILT 
BEFORE 1970

UNITS BUILT
BEFORE 2000

Columbia 42,063 28,383
(67% of Units)

13,680
(33% of Units)

16,148
(38% of Units)

11,299
(27% of Units)

14,616
(35% of Units) $371,992 $1,660 1981 3,811

(9% of Units)
39,646

(94% of Units)

Elkridge 18,204 13,774
(76% of Units)

4,430
(24% of Units)

7,503
(41% of Units)

5,245
(29% of Units)

4,597
(25% of Units) $390,298 $1,739 1992 1,471

(8% of Units)
10,891

(60% of Units)

Ellicott 
City 27,508 19,774

(72% of Units)
7,734

(28% of Units)
15,734

(57% of Units)
4,591

(17% of Units)
7,183

(26% of Units) $528,546 $1,556 1988 5,989
(22% of Units)

19,665
(71% of Units)

Rural West 14,614 14,108
(97% of Units)

506
(3% of Units)

14,538
(99% of Units)

68
(0% of Units)

6
(0% of Units) $750,316 - 1984 2,506

(17% of Units)
10,932

(75% of Units)

Southeast 18,472 13,074
(71% of Units)

5,398
(29% of Units)

8,078
(44% of Units)

6,126
(33% of Units)

3,841
(21% of Units) $484,365 $1,646 1989 1,718

(9% of Units)
13,435

(73% of Units)

HOWARD 
COUNTY 120,861

89,113
(74% of 
Units)

31,748
(26% of 
Units)

62,001
(51% of Units)

27,329
(23% of Units)

30,243
(25% of Units) $474,593 $1,650 1988 15,496

(13% of Units)
94,570

(78% of Units)
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FOR-SALE HOUSING INVENTORY
NEW INVENTORY MUCH LESS DIVERSE THAN EXISTING SUPPLY

Source: Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning; Howard County GIS; Maryland Department of Planning; RCLCO

LARGE SFD MODERATE SFD SMALL SFD TOWNHOME CONDOMINIUM OTHER

Description Larger (3,000+ SF) 
detached homes

Moderate-sized 
(2,000 to 3,000 SF)

detached homes

Smaller 
(<2,000 SF)

detached homes

Attached homes, 
often multi-story

Condo units in 
multifamily 
buildings

Mobile homes

Average Size 4,046 2,440 1,528 1,707 1,158 1,400

Average Price $737,687 $481,704 $257,232 $327,802 $214,351 $296,956

Average Year Built 1996 1985 1972 1992 1988 1975

% Built Before 1980 8% 30% 65% 22% 18% 19%

Total Number of 
Homes 15,718 24,024 22,260 27,329 6,190 1,288

Number of Homes 
Built 2010-2019 2,999 1,254 190 4,100 64 5

Dist. of Total For-
Sale Inventory 16% 25% 23% 29% 6% 1%

Dist. of Homes
Built 2010-2019 35% 15% 2% 48% 1% 0%
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AGE OF HOUSING INVENTORY
MORE AFFORDABLE HOMES TEND TO BE MUCH OLDER

Source: Maryland Department of Planning; RCLCO

Age of Homes Sold by Price Band, 2015-2018;
Howard County
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Less Than $250,000
$250,000 to $349,999
$350,000 to $499,999
$500,000 to $749,999
$750,000 to $999,999

$1,000,000 Or More

50+ Years 40 to 49 Years 30 to 39 Years 20 to 29 Years 10 to 19 Years Less Than 10 Years

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Southeast
Rural West
Ellicott City

Elkridge
Columbia

50+ Years 40 to 49 Years 30 to 39 Years 20 to 29 Years 10 to 19 Years Less Than 10 Years

Age Distribution of Homes Sold by Submarket, 2015-2018; 
Howard County, MD

E4-12823.00 (DRAFT)  |  8/14/20 |  19

SALES PRICE COMPARISON
MANY COLUMBIA OPTIONS BELOW $500K, WITH LARGE PREMIUM 
FOR NEW HOMES

Source: Maryland Department of Planning; RCLCO

Price Distribution of Homes Sold, 2015-2018;
Howard County, MD
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WHAT $350,000 GETS YOU IN HOWARD COUNTY

► On average, homes in this price range that are available for sale in Anne Arundel County are…
» Townhomes: Similarly sized (2% larger) but significantly newer (18 years) than what is available in Howard County
» Single-Family Detached: Slightly larger (4%) and slightly newer (4 years) than what is available in Howard County

► On average, homes in this price range that are available for sale in Baltimore County are…
» Townhomes: Much bigger (15% larger) and much newer (10 years) than what is available in Howard County
» Single-Family Detached: Much bigger (24%) and slightly newer (5 years) than what is available in Howard County

► There are also half as many of these townhomes available in Howard County than there are in Anne 
Arundel County and Baltimore County, and just 15-20% as many single-family detached homes.

FEWER OPTIONS, SMALLER HOMES, AND MUCH OLDER

Note: Based on current listings available on Redfin as of April 2, 2020
Source: Redfin; RCLCO

Howard County Anne Arundel County Baltimore County

Townhomes

Single-Family Detached Homes
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COUNTY AVERAGE PRICE

Howard Townhomes: $515,000 (2,471 SF)
Single-Family Detached Homes: $928,000 (4,025 SF)

Anne Arundel Townhomes: $438,000 (2,274 SF)
Single-Family Detached Homes: $684,000 (2,969 SF)

Baltimore Townhomes: $395,000 (2,246 SF)
Single-Family Detached Homes: $665,000 (3,462 SF)

NEW HOMES COST MORE IN HOWARD COUNTY

► The average price for “new product” is:

SFD RUNS $250K MORE EXPENSIVE; $100K FOR TOWNHOMES

Note: Based on current listings available on Redfin as of April 2, 2020
Source: Redfin
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GARDEN-STYLE
APARTMENTS & 

TOWNHOMES
WRAP / PODIUM 
APARTMENTS 

MIDRISE 
APARTMENTS

ACTIVE ADULT / 
SENIORS

SHADOW MARKET 
RENTALS

Avg. Size (SF) 970 SF 990 SF 920 SF Varies by Level of 
Care N/A

Typical Avg. Rent $1,575
$1,000 to $1,700

$2,050
$1,700 to $1,900

$1,425
$1,100 to $1,300

Varies by Level of 
Care

$1,820
$1,800 to $1,900

Avg. Year Built 1983 2017 1972 2000 N/A

Est. Inventory 17,059 3,557 425 3,012 7,297
Est. Number of Units 
Built 2010-2019 2,273 3,451 0 422 698

Est. Share of Inventory 54% 11% 1% 10% 23%

Est. Share of Units Built 
2010-2019 33% 50% 0% 6% 10%

Est. Number Affordable 
to <60% AMI

2,007
(12% of Units)

154
(4% of Units)

100
(24% of Units)

2,570
(85% of Units)

2,448
(34% of Units)

RENTAL HOUSING INVENTORY
MOST RENTAL HOUSING IS OLDER, GARDEN-STYLE

Source: Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning; CoStar; Axiometrics; 2018 Howard 
County Rental Survey; Howard County Office on Aging and Independence; RCLCO
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RENTS FOR NEW APARTMENTS

$1,726

$2,017

$2,527

$0

$500

$1,000

$1,500

$2,000

$2,500

$3,000

$3,500

One-Bedroom Two-Bedroom Three-Bedroom

Montgomery County Prince George's County Anne Arundel County Howard County Baltimore County

OFTEN AFFORDABLE TO MIDDLE-INCOME RENTERS

Note: “New” is defined as those buildings that delivered after 2010
Source: Axiometrics; RCLCO

Average Asking Rents for Apartments in “New” Buildings by Bedroom Count, March 2020;
Select Counties in Maryland

Affordable to HHs Making 
$70,000, Assuming 30% of 

Income Spent on Rent

Affordable to HHs Making 
$80,000, Assuming 30% of 

Income Spent on Rent

Affordable to HHs Making 
$100,000, Assuming 30% of 

Income Spent on Rent
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RECONCILIATION OF SUPPLY & DEMAND
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FOR-SALE SUPPLY & DEMAND RECONCILIATION

Source: RCLCO

Comparison of Total For-Sale Housing Supply and Demand by AMI Band, 2019;
Howard County, MD

184
2,228 3,496

17,021

66,581

3,104
5,772 3,753
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30% - 60% AMI
Low Income

60% - 80% AMI
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80% - 120% AMI
Workforce

Over 120% AMI
Market Rate

Supply Demand

Housing demand largely mirrors housing supply, suggesting 
that—for the most part—the people who are purchasing homes 

in Howard County are the ones who can afford them

Even so, supply exceeds demand at over 80% of AMI, and 
demand exceeds supply under this threshold. This 

mismatch suggests that a lot of homeowners are having 
to overspend in order to purchase homes
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RENTAL SUPPLY & DEMAND RECONCILIATION

Source: RCLCO

Comparison of Total Rental Housing Supply and Demand by AMI Band, 2019;
Howard County, MD

Demand exceeds supply, suggesting 
households are having to overspend. 

Plus, conventional multifamily rentals only 
represent 30-35% of supply for households in 

these AMI bands, and the remainder is either at 
risk of being taken off the market (shadow 

market rentals) or restricted to certain ages 
and/or incomes (seniors housing)

Demand exceeds 
supply, suggesting 

households are 
underspending

Total supply exceeds total demand, but moderate and 
workforce households that need these units are 

competing for them against lower-income households 
that have no affordable options and have to overspend, 

and higher-income households that can choose how 
much they want to pay
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UNDERSERVED GROUPS
AND STRATEGIES TO BETTER SERVE THEM

Source: RCLCO

DEMOGRAPHIC 
GROUP

REASON FOR BEING 
UNDERSERVED WAYS TO BETTER SERVE LIKELY IMPACT OF BEING BETTER SERVED

Workforce Families

New development is generally 
targeting families with higher 

incomes given limited units allowed 
to be built each year

Allow for greater quantity and 
diversity of homes to be 
supplied by the market

Allows for a greater diversity of households in 
Howard County, and increases the likelihood that 
people who work here will be able to live here as 

well

Market Rate Families
Limited number of detached homes 
being built, and most are large and 

expensive

Allow for greater quantity and 
diversity of homes to be 
supplied by the market

Allows for a greater diversity of households in 
Howard County, and increases the likelihood that 
people who work here will be able to live here as 

well

Seniors

Very few homes that fit their needs to 
move and/or downsize into, 

especially in the case of newer 
homes

Develop a greater diversity of 
housing, including small-lot and
single-story homes; potentially 

55+ communities

Increases the likelihood that these households 
will stay in Howard County but move out of their 

existing homes, thereby freeing up older forms of 
housing 

Low-Income Renters

Most new rental product is more 
urban and more expensive, and older 

product runs the risk of being 
redeveloped over time

Preserve existing garden-style 
rental apartments, which are 

generally older and more 
affordable

Allows for a greater diversity of households in 
Howard County, and increases the likelihood that 
people who work here will be able to live here as 

well

Professionals & 
Other Renters-
By-Choice

Many of these renter households 
could afford newer and/or nicer 

product than the homes in which they 
live today

Develop more market-rate
apartments, likely in urban 
and/or urbanizing locations

Reduces the likelihood of higher-income
households crowding out the rental market for 
households that require older apartments that 

are more attainably priced
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LIFE STAGES AND HOUSING
AGE DISTRIBUTION IN COUNTY REFLECTS HOUSING AVAILABLE

Population Distribution Comparison; 2020
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Appendix B-3: Workshop 3 - 
Redevelopment
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Prepared for: Columbia Association
August 31, 2020

COLUMBIA PLANNING AND ANNING AND 
VISIONING: VISIONING: 

RETAIL AND OFFICE RETAIL AND OFFICE 
MARKET OVERVIEW

CHANGING TRENDS
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KEY OBSERVATIONS NATIONALLY

► Old retail spaces rarely attractive to tenants active in the market, unless they can be turned into a “cool” destination that has appeal for 
customers beyond convenience and product offering

► E-commerce has been changing physical footprints slowly – COVID just accelerated the impacts by 10+ years. Not about online only or in-
store only, as retailers need both. 
» Goods retailers most impacted by e-commerce because online is a true substitute, especially in the era of 1-day shipping

» E-commerce often beneficial for restaurants and services as it is easier to help customers discern between options and learn about new ones

► Retail as an experience is only going to create greater divide between “necessity” retail and “lifestyle” retail
► Cost to operate a business encouraging them to think creatively about how to drive revenue

» No longer one business/service that may be used infrequently

» Multiple customer experiences 

RETAIL
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E-COMMERCE RESILIENT AND STEADY
PROJECTED TO BE 25% OF RETAIL SALES BY 2027

Source: US Census Bureau, ICSC
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STORE CLOSINGS AND STORE OPENINGS SHOW DIVERGENCE IN HOW 
PEOPLE ARE SPENDING MONEY 

Source: LandUse USA
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SPENDING PATTERNS CHANGE MORE EASILY THAN PHYSICAL RETAIL 
FOOTPRINTS CAN EVOLVE

Source: LandUse USA



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 155

E4-12823.00 (DRAFT)  |  8/31/20 |  11

WILL RETAIL SPACE CHANGE AS ITS USE CHANGES?
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KEY OBSERVATIONS NATIONALLY

► Shrinking office footprints (SF per employee) had already moderated pre-COVID in many places
» In short term COVID may buoy the office market as open floorplans and crowded workspaces are infeasible for “return to work”

► Today, office locations primarily about attracting and retaining talent:
» Sometimes about offering physical workspace, 

» Mostly about facilitating culture, collaboration, and training

► Flight to quality – driven by physical layout (depth, amount of natural light, access, etc); quality of systems and common areas (air 
circulation, etc); and amenities (internal and external)
» Unlike retail, some older office building can be modernized

► Flexible office and coworking likely still on the rise post-COVID as they benefit both established firms, single proprietors, and new, growing 
businesses

► Increasing repurposing of industrial/warehouse space into “cool” office

OFFICE
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EFFICIENCY INCREASING, BUT AT SLOWER PACE
SUBURBAN MIDATLANTIC MARKETS STILL DENSIFYING

Data and Image Sources: Cushman & Wakefield, Space Matters Occupancy Report, 5/9/2018; NAIOP
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DEMAND DRIVERS BY INDUSTRY

► Tech accounted for greatest amount of office space leasing for four 
consecutive years

► 60% of coworking/flexible work spaces occupied by technology and 
professional services

► Alternative work arrangements (temporary, on-call, contract, etc) increased 
from 10.1% to 15.8% from 2010-2015

► “Flex” office has increased from 0.2% of office space to 2.1%-5% in 2020 
(depending on source)

TECH SECTOR DRIVES NATIONAL OFFICE TRENDS

Data and Image Source: CBRE, 2020 US Office Occupier Report; JLL, Coworking’s Unstoppable Market Growth  
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THE FLIGHT TO QUALITY
QUALITY OVER QUANTITY; TRENDS STRONG IN BOTH URBAN AND SUBURBAN LOCATIONS

Image Source: CoStar; Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Census, Oregon Office of Economic Analysis, Jed Kolko; Moody’s Analytics; RCLCO
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AMENITIES FOR ATTRACTION AND RETENTION
ENVIRONMENT OUTSIDE THE BUILDING MATTERS AS MUCH AS THE SPACE INSIDE

Data and Image Source: Cushman & Wakefield, Space Matters Occupancy Report, May 2018; Smart Growth America

Companies Moving Offices Choose More Walkable Locations3
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OFFICE BUSINESS MODEL EVOLVING TO SERVICE > SPACE

CONVENTIONAL LEASING
10-year lease
200(ish) SF per employee, with room to expand
Amenities internal to office: Large conference rooms, gathering area, 
DIY kitchen (maybe with coffee)
Space somewhat “white box” – you design, fit out
Structured as lease rate + CAM + buildout/TI + parking

FLEXIBLE MODEL
Negotiable lease term
150(ish) SF per employee, only what’s needed in next year
Amenities external to office, probably shared by whole floor or whole 
building
Work-play environment within same building or on-site
“Plug and play” space and lease rate is all-in

SAME UNDERLYING DRIVERS AS OTHER DISRUPTERS (UBER)

CONVENTIONAL LOCATION CHOICE DRIVEN BY 
ACCESS, COST, PRESTIGE

Proximity to transportation
Proximity to executive housing
Available land
Proximity to workforce housing
Industry clusters/anchors

NEW WORKPLACE DYNAMIC DRIVEN BY TALENT 
ATTRACTION AND EMPLOYEE RETENTION

Retail, amenities, and services
12-18 hours of activity
High quality placemaking and walkability
Multimodal accessibility
Housing options
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IMPROVED TECHNOLOGY BREAKING LINK BETWEEN NEW SPACE AND 
NEW JOBS
NEW SPACES REQUIRE FEWER EMPLOYEES, EVEN IN CASES WHEN USERS ARE REQUIRING JUST AS 
MUCH—IF NOT MORE—SQUARE FOOTAGE

Source: Narrative Science; RCLCO

LAND USE TREND IMPACT
CHANGE IN 

SPACE 
REQUIRED

CHANGE IN 
EMPLOYMENT 
GENERATED

Industrial
New and Large Machinery Larger/Different Types of Industrial Space to Accommodate New Machinery

Automated Processes Increased 24-Hour Operations as the Need for Human Workers Decreases

Office
Improved Hardware and 

Technology Rise in Teleworking

Greater Online Presence Decreased Demand for Office Space
Residentia
l

Improved and Cost-Effective 
Construction

Rise in High-Quality Manufactured/Modular Housing
Increased Affordability and Demand for Housing Due to Lower Construction Costs N/A N/A

Retail Mobile Check-Outs Reduced Need for In-Store Employees

Hotel
Online Check-Ins Reduced Need for Employees

Expansion of Airbnb Decentralization of Hospitality Industry Due to Airbnb

Impacts of Technological Improvements on Real Estate, 2020;
United States
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APPLICATIONS TO HOWARD COUNTY

► Residential Options are Necessary for Continued Economic 
Prosperity

» Attainability and housing options are of high importance to companies 
looking for new office locations

► The Potential for New Retail is Closely Tied to the 
Development of Housing: 
» Howard County is already well-served by retail, and—if anything—the 

rise of e-commerce is likely to reduce the amount of in-store space 
needed. 

» As a result, most future retail opportunities are likely to be spurred by 
residential development and, to a lesser extent, commercial growth. 

» Redevelopment is also likely to be necessary to keep up with future 
trends, including desire for more experiential retail, trends towards 
walkability, and smaller store sizes.

► New Commercial Development Might Not Translate to Job 
Growth:

» In the long-term, automation and improved technology are likely to 
change the sizes and types of spaces demanded among a variety of 
product types, especially commercial uses. This trend will likely spur 
further commercial growth; however, advances in automation will also 
likely replace many jobs and/or prevent the formation of new ones, 
especially in the industrial space.

► The Office Building is Changing, but it is Not Extinct:

» Columbia in particular is a desirable location for many office tenants, 
due to its central location, walkability, mixed-use environment, and 
proximity to retail. 

► Last Mile Distribution Will Merge into Big Box Retail:

» growing importance of “buy online, pick-up in-store”. 

FUTURE TRENDS LEADING TO STRUCTURAL DEMAND SHIFTS

Source: RCLCO

MARKET UNDERSTANDING
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COUNTY’S DESIRABILITY IS A SIGNIFICANT DRIVER OF GROWTH

► Shift share analysis to determine the drivers of recent economic 
growth in Howard County, explained by one of three things:

► Suggests recent economic success is tied to its desirability as a 
place to live and work, rather than any unique structural 
advantage
» Manufacturing and logistics jobs tied to Port of Baltimore and 

unique regional location 

» Most of the other fast-growing industries in Howard County are 
either growing in response to local population and job bases (e.g., 
healthcare, education, publishing, etc.), or as a result of national 
economic and industry trends (e.g., technology, professional 
services, food services, etc.). 

► Howard County must maintain its appeal over time, by 
continuing to invest in housing, infrastructure, placemaking, and 
other items that make it a desirable place to locate. 

INDUSTRY PROFILE MOSTLY “LOCALLY DRIVEN”

Note: Above graph displays darker shades of blue for the top five industries in terms of regional industry competitiveness. 
Source: U.S. Census

-1,000 -500 0 500 1,0001,5002,0002,5003,0003,500

Credit intermediation and related…
Data processing, hosting, and…

Social assistance
Publishing industries (except internet)

Food manufacturing
Amusement, gambling, and…

Educational services
Management, scientific, and…

Food services and drinking places
Computer systems design and…

Merchant wholesalers, nondurable…
Ambulatory health care services

Shift Share Analysis, 2012-2018; 
Howard County

National Economic
Growth

National Industry
Mix

Regional Industry
Competitiveness
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EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS

► Operating within a regional economy
► Applied likely industry distribution to BMC’s regional projections

► analyzed the historical capture by industry, as well as trends in those captures over time to reflect that Howard County is better-situated to 
attract certain types of jobs than others. 

► This approach suggests that Howard County could be home to up to 282,000 jobs by 2040, up 59,000 from estimated totals in 2019. 

POTENTIAL FOR UP TO 60,000 NEW JOBS OVER NEXT TWO DECADES

Source: RCLCO; Moody’s Analytics; Baltimore Metropolitan Council
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COMPARISON TO EXISTING PROJECTIONS

► Steady household growth of between 1,200 and 1,600 new households 
per year in most years. 

► Roughly in line with existing household growth projections for the next 
five years, but significantly higher than mid- and long-term County 
projections.

► BMC/County projecting growth to slow in response to declining land 
availability, whereas RCLCO assumes the market will continue to 
generate demand even as it runs out of greenfield land. 
» Consistent with how Fairfax, Montgomery, and other job-rich suburban 

counties have performed across the country

AT LEAST 28,000 NEW HOUSEHOLDS THROUGH 2040 (1,400 PER YEAR)

Source: RCLCO; Baltimore Metropolitan Council
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Howard County, MD
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HOW DOES GROWTH DRIVE NEW DEVELOPMENT?
DRIVERS OF A “LOCAL” ECONOMY

New households

New jobs

Howard County and 
Columbia desirability

More spending on 
retail and services 

nearby

Construction spending to build new buildings
More spending on 
materials, services, 

and hard goods

More retail, 
restaurants, and 

consumer services 
drive demand for new 

retail space (and 
attract new and 

different tenants)

Business growth 
demands more flex 

industrial and 
warehouse/distribution

Expansion of retail and services increases 
desirability and grows local economy, 

continuing cycle of growth
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HOW DOES GROWTH DRIVE NEW DEVELOPMENT?

“FORCE MULTIPLIERS” THAT ATTRACT NEW SOURCES OF DEMAND AND SPENDING

► Anchors and institutions (military bases, ports, major employers, universities, hospitals, etc)
► Major corporate HQ 
► Sports and entertainment
► Transportation (roads, transit, trails)

PLACE-BASED ATTRIBUTES HELP UNLOCK LATENT MARKET POTENTIAL WITHIN A LOCATION

► Parks, trails, and open space
► Clustering of development in mixed-use nodes 
► Variety of housing options
► Community marketing/branding

THINGS THAT DISRUPT, EXPAND, AND BUILD ON LOCAL DEMAND
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COLUMBIA IN THE CONTEXT OF THE COUNTY
SUBMARKET OVERVIEW

Southeast (East)
Southern stretch of the Route 1 corridor; 

primarily commercial, with a sizable 
industrial base in particular

Elkridge (East)
Northern stretch of the Route 1 corridor; 

primarily industrial, with growing bases of 
multifamily and single-family attached 

housing

Elkridge (West)
Mix of residential neighborhoods in close 

proximity to jobs; housing of varying 
types and densities

Ellicott City
Historic downtown core with sizable 

office and retail bases, and significant 
amounts of housing in the surrounding 

areaRural West
Primarily low-density residential, with 

large and high-end single-family homes; 
where most new single-family housing is 
being built today given greenfield land

Columbia (West)
Mixed-use environment anchored by 

Downtown Columbia and surrounded by 
older single-family homes built as part of 

the original New Town of Columbia

Columbia (East)
Significant amount of suburban office 
and retail, with large inventory of older 
single-family homes, townhomes, and 

apartments

Southeast (West)
Large amount of new single-family 

housing, much of which is located in 
Maple Lawn and other upscale 

residential communities

Map of Submarkets, August 2020;
Howard County
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COLUMBIA IN THE CONTEXT OF THE COUNTY

► Similarities from east to west on 
housing and mix

► East (between 29 and I-95) had a 
clear advantage for commercial 
uses historically

► Infill in Downtown Columbia 
demonstrating impact of mixed-use 
development – West has outsized 
apartment, retail, and office growth

► Suggests there should be 
significant redevelopment and infill 
potential in the East too 

Source: RCLCO

Columbia (East) Columbia (West)

Total 
SF/Units

% of 
County

Total SF 
Built >2010

% of 
County

Total SF % of 
County

Total SF 
Built >2010

% of 
County

SFD 8,972 units 14% 58 units 1% 7,176 units 12% 126 units 3%

SFA 6,653 units 24% 0 units 0% 4,646 units 17% 174 units 5%

Condo 1,605 units 20% 0 units 0% 2,291 
units

30% 0 units 0%

Apartment 4,130 units 20% 320 units 9% 5,979 units 26% 1,047 units 26%

Retail 3.8M SF 31% 313k SF 29% 2.1M SF 18% 307k SF 29%

Office 12.4M SF 48% 405k SF 11% 3.8M SF 15% 950k SF 26%

Hotel 1,131 keys 29% 241 keys 42% 289 keys 7% 0 keys 0%

Flex Industrial 1.3M SF 32% 0 SF 0% 311k SF 8% 0 SF 0%

Warehouse/ 
Logistics

4.8M SF 15% 0 SF 0% 0 SF 0% 0 SF 0%
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MARKET CONTEXT FOR VILLAGE CENTERS

► Retail supply and demand mostly in balance
► More households needed to support more or different retail 

offerings in Village Centers
► Will be difficult to maintain supermarket anchors in all village 

centers, especially those close to other competitors
► Office potential in Village Centers is limited
► GE site and Snowden/Dobbin areas shifting from industrial to 

retail and office. 
Overall, “village centers will need to evolve to better respond 
to the competitive context for retail, need for housing sites and 
specialty offices, and better public spaces if they are to thrive.”

FINDINGS IN 2016 CA REPORT REMAIN VALID AND IMPACTFUL

Source: 2016 Columbia Market Analysis and Economic Development Study
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PLACE AND PHYSICAL LAYOUT OFTEN TRUMP OVERALL “MARKET” 
POTENTIAL
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KEY OBSERVATIONS

► Some village centers no longer competitive for retail tenants, too much space in an antiquated format
► Downtown Columbia just beginning to create the place characteristics that will differentiate it in the broader market

► Total retail space unlikely to grow significantly without additional housing and job growth in targeted locations. 
» New, modern retail space is needed to attract new and different tenants who would like to locate in Columbia

» Older retail space will become increasingly less competitive, eventually prime for redevelopment

► Office parks like Gateway primed for short-term infill and long-term redevelopment to include a mix of other uses
» How can Columbia capitalize on the increasing prevalence of flexible work arrangements, including single proprietors who were already working from 

home pre-COVID?

► Placemaking and a coordinated vision important for long-term competitiveness to attract office and retail tenants
» Some elements will look urban, others decidedly not

» This was part of the original “Secret sauce” for Columbia
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Land Use
Number of 

Parcels Total Acres
Average Parcel 

Size
Heavy Industrial 1 9.88 9.88
High-Density Residential 24 253.57 10.56
Light Industrial 8 184.99 23.12
Local Government 1 29.11 29.11
Mixed Commercial 3 23.87 7.95
Office 12 109.99 9.16
Retail 3 75.10 25.03
Service 4 83.84 20.96
Warehouse 1 6.77 6.77
Totals 57 777.17 13.19
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Appendix B-4: Workshop 
4-Transportation and  
Governance 
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Overall Framework

CCoolluummbbiiaa
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RReessttoonn

IIrrvviinnee  TTooddaayy
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Contents:

Approval by:

Overall 
Concept 

Plan (PDP)

Comprehensive
Sketch Plan

(CSP)

Final & Site
Development

Plan (FDP)

Stage:

County Council

General location
of uses & intensities,

major roads & open space 

Planning Board Staff 
(Planning Board 

reserves right to review)

Specifies boundaries,
lots, acreages &

development
criteria

Specific location of
site improvements
& required features
such as open space

& buffers
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Very
Public

Very
Administrative

Very
Defined,
Narrow
Incentives

Very Open,
Big Incentives

Approval
Process Standards

Uri P. Avin, FAICP - LDR International, Inc.
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●
●
●

● Driverless for labor savings
● Electric for less carbon footprint
● Connected for rider data collection
● Cognitive interface for revenue generation
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Appendix B-5: Workshop 5- 
Issues, Opportunities, Solutions 
and Draft Strategy Framework 
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CCoolluummbbiiaa  PPllaannnniinngg  aanndd  VViissiioonniinngg
WWoorrkksshhoopp  ##55

Mahan Rykiel Associates Inc.
Steve Kellenberg, Kellenberg Studio
Uri Avin FAICP, University of Maryland
Dr. Ann Forsyth, Harvard University
Erin Talkington, RCLCO

TTOODDAAYY’’SS  AAGGEENNDDAA

Workshop #4 Themes
Survey and Draft Policies   

1. Diversity
2. Open Space
3. Civic Engagement

Survey and Draft Policies (Cont.)
4. Housing
5. Transportation
6. Redevelopment

Next Steps

Break
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1. Master Planned Community (MPCs) Examples

o Particular relevancy?
o These examples are facing redevelopment issues.

2. Need for Goals
o Become foundation for all aspects of vision.
o Should be driven by Board and Village reps.

3. Outparcels
o Quality standards of development
o Overall exterior boundary for Columbia

4. Transportation Challenges and Opportunities
o Mass transit is a challenge
o Need for east-west non-car dependent option
o With locations near tech hubs, well-suited for pilot programs (AV, etc.) 

5. Need for Design Guidelines and Area Plans
o Village Centers
o Out-parcels/infill parcels
o Employment centers

6. Balance of Keeping Public Input without Overburdening Development Process

WWoorrkksshhoopp  ##44  TThheemmeess

HOW THE PRESENTATION IS ORGANIZED

1. Each of the 30 questions is addressed by two slides
2. On the first slide, each question and its response options are 

shown together with the number of people noted alongside 
who selected the option and also a pie chart showing the 
results graphically, color coded

3. Other options proposed by respondents are shown below 
those suggested in the survey 

4. On the second slide, based on a judgment about the most 
popular option (s) and corresponding Other comments, a 
policy statement is drafted that tries to capture the thrust of 
the preferred option
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DDiivveerrssiittyy

Survey Results - DIVERSITY
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Survey Results - DIVERSITY

• CA welcomes the increasing diversity of ethnicity, the aging population, young 
families and economically challenged, and accordingly will work to understand 
more deeply our community's makeup and actively ensure that recreational, 
cultural programming and facilities reflect the needs of each segment within our 
economic capacity.

• Diversity also needs to be expressed in both community and village leadership.

Draft Policy D-1:

• Facility and program expansion need to be scaled to long term financial 
sustainability

Survey Results - DIVERSITY
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Survey Results - DIVERSITY

Draft Policies D-2:

• The founding principles of equal access to housing, education and social services have been and 
will continue to be endorsed as the goal of CA and the community at large.  

• This includes physical access to community programs and facilities.  The County needs to study, and 
if needed, enhance (at County's expense) shuttle, bus service and other mobility options for the 
disabled and  disadvantaged. 

Survey Results - DIVERSITY
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Survey Results - DIVERSITY

Draft Policies D-3:

• Columbia's leadership in providing affordable housing to support a diversity of 
economic levels should be carried forward in similar proportion as the housing 
stock continues to expand through redevelopment.  Affordable housing 
requirements need be sensitive to the amount already existing within a village.

• It is also time for the County to more fairly apportion affordable housing in 
other parts of the county to achieve a more dispersed pattern and reduce 
Columbia's focal role on this issue. 

OOppeenn  SSppaaccee
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Survey Results – OPEN SPACE

Survey Results – OPEN SPACE

Draft Policies OS-1:

• Much of the cost of open space maintenance is from upstream drainage outside 
of Columbia.  CA should request the county explore maintenance and/or more 
aggressive upstream management programs continuing our  cost share 
relationship.
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Survey Results – OPEN SPACE

Survey Results – OPEN SPACE

Draft Policies OS-2:

• The county's Walk Howard pedestrian network master plan provides good 
guidance on upgrading our trail network.  The County, however, needs to 
accelerate funding and implementation while increasing the diversity in Active 
Mobility options (walking, biking, scooters, e-bikes).

• Additional study should be commissioned to look at expanding key segments for 
multi-modal use, creating more width or multiple lanes if needed (bike vs. 
walking), and improving signage.  Also on how trails can be more engaging with 
additional activity components to encourage higher use levels.  
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Survey Results – OPEN SPACE

Survey Results – OPEN SPACE

Draft Policies OS-3:

• There is a general high level of satisfaction with the CA facilities, however a 
focused study is needed to evaluate which facilities need to be retained as-is, 
refreshed or potentially decommissioned based on which provide the greatest 
value to the community and acknowledging that budget constraints may require 
major adjustments in the near and mid-term. 

• Some facilities, such as trails, tot lots, and others to be determined, could be 
refreshed, further animated and brought to current/emerging standards to 
increase use and value.  
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Survey Results – OPEN SPACE

Survey Results – OPEN SPACE

Draft Policies OS-4:

• Diversity is also a natural systems attribute so we should look at our open space 
from a stronger ecological viewpoint and provide more educational programming 
including interpretive signage.

• We also need to incorporate active  bio-diversity strategies, including selective 
reforestation and  habitat enhancement, into open space management and 
maintenance programs.   The County should be a partner in these efforts.
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Survey Results – OPEN SPACE

Survey Results – OPEN SPACE

Draft Policies OS-5:

• Although our open space system is robust, it is reasonable for it to incrementally 
expand as our population grows and within our fiscal constraints.  As 
redevelopment occurs, additional parks and gathering places should be provided 
in exchange for development rights.  

• Strategies should also be explored with the County to fund the acquisition of 
underutilized land such as oversized parking lots, county-owned and other 
vacant lands to expand the open space network in key and meaningful locations. 
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CCiivviicc  EEnnggaaggeemmeenntt

Survey Results – CIVIC ENGAGEMENT
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Survey Results – CIVIC ENGAGEMENT

Draft Policies CE-1:

• Although we have a robust array of civic and cultural programs,  CA should 
evaluate the array of concerts, festivals and other events sponsored by the 
County, and others, and identify how these might better meet our shifting 
demographics.

• We should utilize a wide array of public and private entities specialized in 
envisioning and programming such events to achieve the highest level of interest 
and value. 

Survey Results – CIVIC ENGAGEMENT
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Survey Results – CIVIC ENGAGEMENT

Draft Policy CE-2:

• CA should retain professional and seasoned expertise to explore and implement a 
web-based resident connectivity app, exclusive to Columbia, that allows affinity 
groups to more easily form and engage in shared activities. 

HHoouussiinngg
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Survey Results – HOUSING

Survey Results – HOUSING

Draft Policies H-1:

• We need to encourage new housing. Although new urban housing in Downtown 
Columbia is expanding our housing diversity, Village Centers also need attention 
and developing Focus Area Plans, for those that need them, will encourage new 
housing at an appropriate scale and density. 

• We also need to work with the county to create new redevelopment incentives 
and design guidelines that facilitate the redevelopment of old apartment 
projects into tasteful, design-current, additional housing units that incorporate 
village amenities and open space.

• The amount of affordable housing included needs to be village-specific and 
sensitive to the amount of affordable housing existing. 

• Changes in governance and our relationship with the County will be needed to 
effectively achieve this.
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Survey Results – HOUSING

Survey Results – HOUSING

Draft Policies H-2:

• CA should take a clear position that new housing is needed but that new housing 
development and redevelopment should be spread across the county, including 
Columbia, on a fair-share basis, with affordable housing also being widely 
distributed.

• Areas proximate to Downtown Columbia, Columbia Gateway/GE and Dobbin 
Road/Snowden River Parkway, should be a focus for local new housing and 
sustainable mixed-use development.
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Survey Results – HOUSING

Survey Results – HOUSING

Draft Policies H-3:

• Our primary housing need is not low income, statutory affordable housing 
issue but mid-price, work force housing.  General support for higher density 
housing and incremental redevelopment of Village Centers will help reduce 
pressure on housing prices.  

• However, for this to happen we need to be more active in recycling our 
housing stock with revised guidelines, Village Center Focus Plans and a more 
streamlined approval process. 
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Survey Results – HOUSING

Survey Results – HOUSING

Draft Policies H-4:

• Our low income housing is too concentrated in several villages.  We need to work 
with the county and use the General Plan Update and new redevelopment 
opportunities to, over time, de-centralize this type of housing within Columbia. 
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Survey Results – HOUSING

Survey Results – HOUSING

Draft Policies H-5:

• Although single family units are receiving reinvestment by homeowners and 
buyers, the Mansionization in some cases needs to be managed through new 
guidelines that control size and neighborhood impact. 

• Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are an emerging mechanism to provide work 
force housing as well as income to homeowners and seniors.  We should refine 
village covenants to allow ADUs and encourages new units within neighborhood 
sensitive guidelines. 

• We also need to support incremental small-scale redevelopment in our 
neighborhoods such as replacing single units with a duplex or triplex if the lot is of 
sufficient size. New guidelines need to control the overall size and architecture so 
that it reads as a single home and doesn't overly change neighborhood character. 
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Survey Results – HOUSING

Survey Results – HOUSING

Draft Policy H-6:

• Although new urban housing in Downtown Columbia has supplemented the 
original Rouse housing mix of single family, townhomes and apartments,  we 
need to advocate in the GPU process for additional housing types ranging from 
co-housing, extended family units, ADUs, micro-units as well as those new types 
being developed in recent MPCs. Opening up more large and small 
redevelopment opportunities with guidelines can help achieve this with 
Columbia Gateway being a prime example. 
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TTrraannssppoorrttaattiioonn

Survey Results – TRANSPORTATION
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Survey Results – TRANSPORTATION

Draft Policy T-1:

• Although the regional and County bus network provides reasonable levels of 
service, we need to request the County explore additional shuttle programs 
(including autonomous shuttles originating in Downtown Columbia and 
connecting Village Centers and employment nodes), on-demand programs and 
other innovations such as Mobility Hubs and MaaS (Mobility as a Service) that 
reduce auto dependency and provide alternatives for inner-community mobility. 

Survey Results – TRANSPORTATION
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Survey Results – TRANSPORTATION

Draft Policies T-2:

• We need to explore the relationship between intensified Village Centers and the 
feasibility of additional transit connectivity between them, Downtown Columbia, 
corridor employment centers and local MARC stations

• To better achieve this, we should request the County to initiate Focal Area Plans, 
first for the Columbia Gateway, and secondly for Dobbin Rod and Snowden River 
Parkway areas, in order to facilitate and accelerate these areas into higher density, 
transit-oriented developments. 

Survey Results – TRANSPORTATION
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Survey Results – TRANSPORTATION

Draft Policies T-3:

• We should expand the current bike share program by extending stations and adding 
electric bike options.
• Also  study expanding other active mobility solutions by widening specific trail 

linkages close to village centers and other key destinations to allow safe multi-
modal use including biking, scooters, walking and potentially golf carts.  
• Such studies and improvements should be done at County expense.

Survey Results – TRANSPORTATION
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Survey Results – TRANSPORTATION

Draft Policy T-4:

• As a part of the GPU process we need to recommend a change of policy 
redirecting traffic mitigation funds from conventional street widening to more 
progressive mobility networks (shuttles, active mobility, on-demand) to offset 
traffic impacts. 

Survey Results – TRANSPORTATION
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Survey Results – TRANSPORTATION

Draft Policy T-5:

• We need a new approach that recalculates road capacities accounting for 
potential increases in telework, changes in ecommerce and declining commercial 
and office needs in the mid-term and autonomous vehicles in the long-term; 
monitor the situation and defer all major capacity increases until after these 
trends are better understood.

RReeddeevveellooppmmeenntt
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Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Draft Policies R-1:

• We need to better facilitate the redevelopment of Village Centers with new Village 
Center/Focus Area Plans developed with professional assistance and in 
collaboration with the county. 
• Such studies need to look at a wide array of uses, not just housing and retail.
• For these to be effective we need to completely revamp the approval process and 

identify incentives to draw developers' interest, such as density bonuses, exclusion 
from affordable housing requirements and others TBD.
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Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Draft Policies R-2:

• Redevelopment would be more acceptable if it incorporated 'key signature 
elements' that reflect the best of Columbia's character.  What these are need to be 
defined, but if done so could  provide the core content for a new set of exciting, 
context-sensitive guidelines. A process to do so should be initiated immediately.

• In addition, we need to use the county GPU as a vehicle for putting forth a housing 
distribution plan for Columbia that identifies locations that are a 'good fit' for the 
community, including less of a concentration of affordable housing in portions of 
Columbia while achieving a fair share across the County.
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Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Draft Policy R-3:

• We should develop a greater Columbia Vision Plan as part of the GPU that 
identifies the specific uses and densities within aging commercial corridors, 
such as Gateway, Dobbin Road and  Snowden River Parkway, that best benefit 
the greater Columbia community. 
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Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENTy

Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Draft Policies R-4:

• Wilde Lake Village Center is an example of market-driven repositioning of retail.  
We should be supportive of this approach for other centers although each will 
have its own unique formula for retail and other uses. 

• Such a planning effort would be a joint CA and Village Boards process.
• To better ensure retail success from this process we should have a comprehensive 

retail study and strategy developed that identifies current supportable retail types 
and quantities for each center as well as corridor redevelopment areas. This 
becomes our roadmap regarding support for and input into county and developer 
proposals.
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Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Draft Policies R-5:

• CA should request the county develop a policy encouraging and supporting 
redevelopment of mid to large size parcels for market-rate and mixed income 
housing to assist in expanding the communities attainable housing stock. 
• Such projects should be compatible with Columbia community character and in a 

manner sensitive to the amount of existing housing, especially affordable, in 
each village to avoid exceeding development capacity
• In concert and for balance, the County should be requested to develop a fund for 

acquisition of older, underutilized parcels outside of Columbia for mixed income 
housing development.
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NNEEXXTT  SSTTEEPPSS

1. General Plan Update Land Use Planning Game: October 26-30
2. Workshop #6: November 5 
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Appendix B-6: Workshop 6-  
Issues, Opportunities, Solutions 
and Draft Strategy Framework
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CCoolluummbbiiaa  PPllaannnniinngg  aanndd  VViissiioonniinngg
WWoorrkksshhoopp  ##66

Mahan Rykiel Associates Inc.
Steve Kellenberg, Kellenberg Studio
Uri Avin FAICP, University of Maryland
Dr. Ann Forsyth, Harvard University
Erin Talkington, RCLCO

• Redevelopment
• Village Centers
• Neighborhoods
• Corridors

Discovery / Big Ideas

• Housing
• Neighborhoods
• Public Safety

• Transportation
• Governance

Vision Process:

Workshop 4Workshop 3

Workshop 2Workshop 1

• Diversity
• Open Spaces
• Civic Engagement

Workshops 5 & 6

Synthesis

• Issues
• Opportunities
• Solutions

• Draft Policy 
Framework

Workshop 7

• Findings
• Recommendations

• Final Policy
Framework

Documentation
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TTOODDAAYY’’SS  AAGGEENNDDAA

Workshop #5 Themes
Survey and Draft Policies   

1. Redevelopment
2. Governance

Governance
4. Structural Overview
5. Alternate Strategies

Next Steps

Break

WWoorrkksshhoopp  ##44  TThheemmeess5
General
o Policies set up as steps from no intervention to more intervention.
o Need for “meta-policies” in vision: look at holistically as well as individual components.

Diversity and Distribution of Affordable Housing
o Differing opinions on whether it makes sense in western county.
o Does not need to be equal distribution throughout county; there are many areas outside of Columbia, not 

located in the western part of county. 

Open Space
o Needs to be meaningful
o Need master plan to identify enhancements and locations for new
o Needs to be part of a connected system 
o Consider fee-in-lieu (don’t focus on past short-comings-how can we get this to work?)

Civic Engagement  
o Differing thoughts on definition
o Needs to include political engagement
o Not just cultural aspects
o There needs to be more outreach to get share importance of Columbia and get more involvement
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WWoorrkksshhoopp  ##55  TThheemmeess

Housing

o Covenant restrictions-changing is a challenge
o Anticipated resistance to changes in SF neighborhoods
o Impact of open character that adding ADU’s would have
o Impacts of redeveloping Gateway and Dobbin to the villages
o Housing needs to be hand-in-hand with schools
o Decentralizing affordable housing but doing it within Columbia
o Importance of housing as part of a balanced multi-use vision

Transportation

o Disagreement about path usage
o Importance of allowing additional mode options on pathways
o Interlocking Equation: Traffic and Mixed-use/housing development in walkable settings.
o Meeting social goals and transportation goals. Focus on least amount of traffic impacts; not trying for

no traffic impacts

HOW THE PRESENTATION IS ORGANIZED

1. Each of the 30 questions is addressed by two slides
2. On the first slide, each question and its response options are 

shown together with the number of people noted alongside 
who selected the option and also a pie chart showing the 
results graphically, color coded

3. Other options proposed by respondents are shown below 
those suggested in the survey 

4. On the second slide, based on a judgment about the most 
popular option (s) and corresponding Other comments, a 
policy statement is drafted that tries to capture the thrust of 
the preferred option
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RReeddeevveellooppmmeenntt

Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT
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Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Draft Policies R-1:

• We need to better facilitate the redevelopment of Village Centers with new Village 
Center/Focus Area Plans developed with professional assistance and in 
collaboration with the county. 

• Such studies need to look at a wide array of uses, not just housing and retail.
• For these to be effective we need to completely revamp the approval process and 

identify incentives to draw developers' interest, such as density bonuses, exclusion 
from affordable housing requirements and others TBD.

Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT
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Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Draft Policies R-2:

• Redevelopment would be more acceptable if it incorporated 'key signature 
elements' that reflect the best of Columbia's character.  What these are need to be 
defined, but if done so could  provide the core content for a new set of exciting, 
context-sensitive guidelines. A process to do so should be initiated immediately.

• In addition, we need to use the county GPU as a vehicle for putting forth a housing 
distribution plan for Columbia that identifies locations that are a 'good fit' for the 
community, including less of a concentration of affordable housing in portions of 
Columbia while achieving a fair share across the County.

Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT
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Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Draft Policy R-3:

• We should develop a greater Columbia Vision Plan as part of the GPU that 
identifies the specific uses and densities within aging commercial corridors, 
such as Gateway, Dobbin Road and  Snowden River Parkway, that best benefit 
the greater Columbia community. 

Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT
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Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Draft Policies R-4:

• Wilde Lake Village Center is an example of market-driven repositioning of retail.  
We should be supportive of this approach for other centers although each will 
have its own unique formula for retail and other uses. 

• Such a planning effort would be a joint CA and Village Boards process.
• To better ensure retail success from this process we should have a comprehensive 

retail study and strategy developed that identifies current supportable retail types 
and quantities for each center as well as corridor redevelopment areas. This 
becomes our roadmap regarding support for and input into county and developer 
proposals.

Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT
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Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Draft Policies R-5:

• CA should request the county develop a policy encouraging and supporting 
redevelopment of mid to large size parcels for market-rate and mixed income 
housing to assist in expanding the communities attainable housing stock. 

• Such projects should be compatible with Columbia community character and in a 
manner sensitive to the amount of existing housing, especially affordable, in 
each village to avoid exceeding development capacity

• In concert and for balance, the County should be requested to develop a fund for 
acquisition of older, underutilized parcels outside of Columbia for mixed income 
housing development.

Survey Results – REDEVELOPMENT

Discussion
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GGoovveerrnnaannccee

Survey Results – GOVERNANCE
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Survey Results – GOVERNANCE

Draft Policies G-1:

• Clear efforts to enhance and define a collaborative role and identity for 
CA/Columbia in the GPU should be made.

Survey Results – GOVERNANCE
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Survey Results – GOVERNANCE

Draft Policies G-2:

• A Sector master plan for Columbia should be incorporated into the GPU.

Survey Results – GOVERNANCE
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Survey Results – GOVERNANCE

Draft Policies G-3:

• Responsibility for, and regulation of, redevelopment guidelines and Village Center 
Plans must be revisited and clarified in the GPU, which may require revisions to NT 
zoning within the overall zoning code. 

• CA should be prepared to exchange the current long and iterative redevelopment 
approval process in the Downtown and Village Centers for more predictable design 
standards in whose crafting CA will be directly involved

Survey Results – GOVERNANCE
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Survey Results – GOVERNANCE

Draft Policies G-4:

With potentially declining revenues, a "no net increase in costs policy" is needed, 
including: 
• 1) a prioritized reduction in services, 
• 2) reducing subsidies for some facilities, 
• 3) relinquishing some services to the county or other providers, and 
• 4) renegotiating FDP constraints on selling CA assets.  The end game is a revised 

CA business model that reflects current practices and achieves future financial 
stability.  

Survey Results – GOVERNANCE

Draft Policies G-4:

• Every effort should be made to maintain and increase CA revenues by, for 
example,  growing the residential tax base, renegotiating FDP constraints on 
leveraging our assets and transferring appropriate financial responsibilities to 
Howard County (e.g. stormwater maintenance). 

• Contingency plans for constraining costs need to be prepared including service 
and subsidy reductions and relinquishing some services to the County. 
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Survey Results – GOVERNANCE

Discussion

NNEEXXTT  SSTTEEPPSS

1. General Plan Update Land Use Planning Game: October 26-30
2. Workshop #7: December  3 
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Appendix B-7: Workshop 7- 
Final Strategy Framework and 
Recommended Actions
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Appendix C: Workshop Notes
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M E E T I N G  N O T E S  
  

  Themes: 

• Complete definition of diversity (equity, inclusion, age, all identities, wildlife diversity) 
• Columbia as an urban environment-what is goal for growth and development? 
• Affordability/relative Affordability 
• Trail usage-a lot or not? Should they be multi-use? 
• Not a “typical American city” 
• Open space amenities – which do we keep, expand or repurpose? 
• Regional approach needed for watershed issues/stream erosion. 

General 
1. (Alan) Appreciate the good overview of Columbia 
2. (Alan) 50 years ago people came to create a wonderful place. Now people come to live in a wonderful 

place.  
 

Diversity/Inclusion/Equity 
1. (Alan) Need to widen definition of diversity. Not just racial/ethnic. Need to focus on people of ALL 

identities feeling welcome. Inclusion is where the rubber meets the road; what do we do with the 
diversity? 

2. (Dick) Admirable that Columbia is very diverse, but the diversity is clustered. We need inclusion. Need 
people working together, not in isolated groups. Effect of school system redistricting made worse; need 
to work on this and consider the roles schools play. Redistricting has powerful impact on composition 
of community. 

3. (Shari) We need to add a third element: equity. When Columbia started, everything was new; now we 
are adding no to what exists. We need to have a better understanding of what equity is as we’ve not 
had that discussion. 

4. (Ginny) When Rouse developed Columbia, it was easier to achieve diversity. County’s decision to 
locate affordable housing in different neighborhoods in Columbia has resulted in less diversity. 
Affordable housing is needed throughout the County – not just in Columbia. 

5. Affordability needs to be considered if we want to make Columbia age diverse and accessible to 
younger generation. 

DATE:    August 10, 2020     
 
TO:   Workshop Participants  
 
FROM: Tom McGilloway    
 
SUBJECT: CA Vision and Planning-Workshop 1 Notes    
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6. (Dick) Two classes of older people – old and “old old”. Old have free time; entering new teenage years 
with similar needs to millennials; the older group has different needs related to physical and mental 
health; thus, a different set of amenities. 

7. (Shari) Need to factor in wildlife diversity; need to balance growth and sustainability. 
8. Comments noted in Zoom Chat Box that the planning team is not racially diverse. CA and village boards 

also lack diversity.  

 

Open Space 
1. (Dick) Huge piece of CA budget goes to open space. It is a top priority. Important to note that a lot of 

the open space was unbuildable-floodplains, steep slopes, etc. In other parts of the county, developers 
clear cut and flatten rather than preserve.  

2. (Brynn) We don’t want to be a typical American city; want to be more. What is our vision and 
objectives about open space? Team noted that the system is robust, and we need to be thinking about 
how open space could play a larger role. A lot of the open space concepts are well thought out; much 
has aged-some not well. Are tot lots in the right locations? Do playgrounds have the right kind of 
equipment? Are they the best use for the space? 

3. (  ) Likes the idea of community farms. 
4. (Paul) 600 acres. While we have a lot of open space, the open space definition is open to interpretation. 

Should Columbia use the same definition as the county in order to protect open space? We are 
challenged with maintaining lakes and streams. We are downstream from other parts of the county. 
Should there be an agreement with county and CA for maintenance of watershed and Lakes?  Team 
noted that this would be good discussion for Governance.  

5. (Ginny) Noted that we have the most open space in comparison with other MPC’s but had thought we 
had excessive. Tot lots need to be intergenerational. CA conducted pilot study of every tot lot-difficult to 
upgrade. We need to look at each one and evaluate purpose, ability to expand or alternate use. Open 
space as a double edge sword because of stream erosion, etc. Need to consider protecting homes and 
financial obligations. 

6. (Shari) Stream erosion is a watershed issue. Need a regional approach. CA spending a lot of money on 
maintenance and dredging the lakes. People aren’t always aware of this. Maintenance is effective and it 
happens, so it is invisible to people.  

7. (Lin) A lot of the open space is solitary-long paths in deep woods. Doesn’t see a lot of use. 
8. (Brad) Can look at paths a number of ways – transportation infrastructure as well as recreational. 

Jessica noted that she will forward annual pedestrian counts from Planning. Team noted that there are 
strategies for incentivizing additional pedestrian activity by connectivity, programming, etc. 

9. (Paul) Reluctance of CA in past to make multi-use paths because of too many conflicts, but then some 
people don’t see the paths getting a lot of use. Need to consider multi-use such as electric bikes 
especially for older adults. Should we allow e-scooters? Electric golf carts? Some of the grades are 
difficult to navigate as a pedestrian.  

10. Discussion in the Zoom “Chat Box” indicated a lot of disagreement that the paths aren’t well used.  
 

Civic Engagement 
1. (Paul) We (this group) are engaged Columbians. Other folks will have a very different view of Columbia.  
2. (Alan) Interfaith centers are a crucial part of inclusion without making faith exclusive.  
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3. (Alan) Fun factor? What are those studies? Not sure we want to top that list.  
4. (Nancy) Many left interfaith centers to build own churches. Agree that they do bring inclusion.  
5. Different opinions on how effective – some say everyone in the interfaith centers are siloed but others 

say that isn’t true. At the very least, they require different groups to coordinate and with that comes 
communication and community.  

Governance 
1. (Paul) The original oversight that Rouse Company had to ensure quality design and oversight is no 

longer in place. Howard County gave free hand to developers. Team noted that the subject of 
Governance will be discussed in detail in a future workshop. 

2. (Paul) 600 acres. While we have a lot of open space, the open space definition is open to interpretation. 
Should Columbia use the same definition as the county in order to protect open space? We are 
challenged with maintaining lakes and streams. We are downstream from other parts of the county. 
Should there be an agreement with county and CA for maintenance of watershed and Lakes?  Team 
noted that this would be good discussion for Governance.  

3. (Lin) We are higher density than other parts of county. Difficult to be your own community when having 
County police. Are other MPC’s part of county systems? 
 

Housing and Redevelopment / Urbanism 
1. (Brynn) We heard in previous discussion that Columbia is an urban environment. Is there a size/density 

we are trying to plan for? What is the definition of urban and the goal? Team noted that we will have 
this discussion during Housing and Redevelopment in a future workshop.  Redevelopment has the 
opportunity to guide diversity.  

2. (Dick) Regarding urbanism, the “middle village” would be the urban, exciting core. The plan for 
Columbia is an effective one; we are getting a complete city now. This development will attract younger 
people who will see Columbia as an exciting place to be. 

3. (Shari) Balance growth and sustainability. 

 

 



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 315

 

 

 

M E E T I N G  N O T E S  
  

  Themes 

• Shortage of Housing 
o In Columbia 
o For people who want to downsize and stay in Columbia 
o Limited housing options for upper age and younger categories.  

  
• Affordable Housing 

o Concentration of affordable housing and desire for broader distribution (in county) 
o Relative “affordability” of Columbia and how we defined affordability 
o Impacts of affordable housing on schools.  
o Distinction Among Villages and Village Centers - all are not treated equally 

 
• Design  

o Design excellence when working with a master developer. 
o Design missing excitement and variety  
o (Not clear whether or not the above are widely-held views) 

 
• Tensions 

o Inherent conflicts with wanting all urban amenities AND all the suburban amenities. 
o Tension among nostalgic viewpoints of older residents and viewpoints/needs of younger 

residents.  
 

• How to Address Housing Shortages in Housing?  
o How do you meet demands of the market? Where?  
o Diversity of housing in ALL of county 
o Redevelopment? 

 

 

 

DATE:    August 27, 2020     
 
TO:   Workshop Participants  
 
FROM: Tom McGilloway    
 
SUBJECT: CA Vision and Planning-Workshop 2 Notes    
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Zoning 

Uri Avin provided brief overview of the difference between General Plan and Zoning Plan and followed that we 
are not getting into that level of detail as part of this planning and visioning effort.  

1. (Ginny)  Question about Dorsey Search not being New Town zoning and how it fits in, especially with 
regards to flexibility? Ann responded that as the General Plan process proceeds and the need for 
flexibility is indicated, that process can make recommendations.  

2. (PauL) Appreciated that this was brought up. Market analysis is silent on available developable lands – 
80% of land that can be developed is developed.   
 
Erin responded that this was deliberate in the market analysis. Analysis identifying market needs not 
solutions. 
 

3. (Renee) Question about CEF-Community Enhancement District.  
 
Uri clarified that floating districts hover above the base zoning districts. They apply if the area meets 
certain criteria, prerequisites or someone applies for it. They follow a different process. 
 

Housing Market 
1. (Jassamie) Have we looked at comparisons with Carroll County? She heard that a lot of people move 

there from Howard County because of affordability. Team responded that no, this study did not include 
Carroll County. 

2. (   ): Data confirms “gut” feelings. 
3. (Barbara): In Kings Contrivance sees turnover. People with young families grew up there and are either 

staying or returning. Have we considered the employment basis for the area?  Somewhat transient 
because of government workers and families having children later in life-how does that effect the 
housing people are buying?  
 
Erin responded that a lot of time was spent looking at employment. It is very stable; the reason the 
area is so strong. 
 

4. (Ginny): Bothers her that we keep saying “Howard County” in the analysis but there are a significant 
number of acres in the west that don’t allow multi-family so we are really talking about a smaller area.  

5. (    ): Following on Ginny’s point: If this additional housing needs to focus on the east, then we are 
talking about redevelopment. We aren’t talking about Lisbon, West Friendship; that was tried years ago. 
Erin responded that the study is indicating that x amount of certain types of housing are needed…the 
study is not suggesting how to do it.  

6. (Nancy): Feels there is a false premise in the data. A lot of older homes in Columbia have been 
substantially renovated. Sometimes, people consider them to be better built because they are older. 
Doesn’t see the disadvantage of older homes….the condition of older homes needs to be taken into 
condition.   
 
Erin responded that this is true, however, nobody is taking a survey of conditions of housing so age is 
used as a guide.  
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7. (Paul): You noted that we needed 30,000-40,000 more unites. ULI did a number of studies related to 

rejuvenation of cities and indicate housing units are a loss. How do you reconcile this with slide 5?  
 
Uri responded that while this is true that housing generally does not pay for itself, in Howard County 
and similar places, this is not true. In Howard County it does pay its way including for school impacts 
and budgets. 
 

8. (Paul): Agree to disagree. Impact fees developers pay are a joke.  
 
Erin responded that data sources measure different things. ACS tries to ask people at a simple level, 
do you live and work in the same place. They are comparing Howard County with other counties. 
Howard County is 15% lower.  

9. (Paul): If you go with ACS data you are right in line with Baltimore and Anne Arundel Counties.  
 
Ann responded that this is asking employees where they live. ACS is taking residents and asking 
where they work – they are two different questions.  
 

10. (Linn): Been in real estate trenches forever – what they are seeing now is unprecedented as the supply 
is so low. There is a real shortage of place sot down-size; people want to stay in Columbia but no place 
to go. What kind of opportunities can we look at? Gateway? 

11. (Ginny): Reading Ann’s book – the big failures of Columbia are housing and transportation. Will Erin be 
talking about the concentration of affordable housing?  
 
Steve responded that he will in following section of the presentation.  

Housing 
1. (Paul): Verona in Oakland Mills is one of the worst things to happen.  
2. (Brad): Challenge with our mid-market housing. Might be generous to call “mid-market”…does some 

of the higher end back fill the affordable or is that wishful thinking?  
 
Steve responded that there is a desire for broader distribution of affordable housing. Can some 
affordable housing areas be redeveloped to market-rate? How do you all think about this?  
 
Ann clarified that Brad had asked a different question about the housing market: will the high-end 
trickle down with affordability? 
 
Erin-important to realize that it remains to be seen if you could really get those units to trickle down as 
it is very difficult to operate at those rents but you are correct, building more housing at the higher end 
of market rate will broaden out the ability to do more affordable.  
 

3. (Paul): We made the point that Columbia is very affordable. Why are we looking at more affordable 
housing in Columbia? Columbia has absorbed most of the affordable housing in the county – Columbia 
isn’t the issue; the rest of the county is. Columbia needs more high-end housing.  
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4. (Brad): Didn’t get the impression that Columbia is affordable, but the market is compressed in the 
middle. That was his first impression coming to town. 

5. (Ginny): Concern that we are talking about villages and village centers as all equal. It is clear that taller 
heights and greater densities are more so in some villages than others. Clarksville has lower density 
and heights…had chance to put in affordable but did not. Concern that when we say more affordable 
housing in villages, we mean places that already are impacted. We need to understand impact of 
affordable housing on school.  

6. (Lynn): Not much of what has been presented is a surprise. Has been a resident of Columbia for 10 
years…sees every day that there is not enough housing and not enough affordable housing. She is on 
Town Center board, is a retired nurse and considered “low income”. If she sold her house she would 
not know where to go if she wanted to stay in Columbia. A lot of people in her predicament. Limited 
housing options for people in upper age and younger categories.  

7. (Janssen): Heard several voices. For every point there is a counterpoint. He is a recent transplant and 
bought a single-family home. He got involved and went to village meetings and saw so much animosity 
and resistance. Those 55 and older area opposed to multi-family housing moving in. This prompted 
him to join the board; to bring a younger perspective. On one level everyone wants all the amenities of 
an urban setting but don’t want to give up the amenities of a suburban setting. Hard to be submissive to 
those whose viewpoints are grounded in nostalgia.   
 
Steve responded that we will be focusing on redevelopment in Workshop #3.   
 
Uri added that a surprising data point has been that it’s the turnover of housing in Howard County and 
its neighborhoods responsible for the great number of school children; not new housing. Most school 
children coming from existing families moving within the county-important to bear this in mind.  

 
Design 

1. (    ): Talk more about design. 
2. (Paul): Two villages are responsible for non-residential design approval. 
3. (Linn): How do we encourage design excellence with a master developer? 
4. (Linn): What is missing in design is excitement and variety. Materials are the same. Heights are the 

same. We cling to the old Rouse headquarters as our signature building. Now we have new Med Star 
building and that is a signature? Lakeside is the only housing with variety but not built by Howard 
Hughes. There needs to be a desire for better design. 
 

 Next Workshop:  September 3 
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M E E T I N G  N O T E S  
  

THEMES 

• Leveraging Redevelopment 
o As a means to an end (ie: attracting younger generations) 
o Opportunity to do something at the neighborhood cluster scale?  
o Disaggregated ownership-opportunity and importance to do sector plans. 
o To incorporate environmentally sustainable practices 

 
• Maintaining Uniqueness and Values 

o While allowing to Columbia to evolve 
o Columbia should not strive to be just another suburb; be the perfect suburb 
o Continue the experiment  
o Maintain the “signature” 

 
• Redevelopment done in Sustainable Manner 

 
• Placemaking 

o Importance of design   
o Important to maintain “signature” 
o Provide more clarity on what “placemaking” is 

 
• Infill 

o Inherently difficult to do and expensive 
o It is new development 
o Needs to be done sensitively in context 
o Must work economically 

 
• Attracting Younger Generation 

 
• Village Centers 

o Lots of interest in these 
o Clear sense they are struggling but still important 

DATE:    September 4, 2020     
 
TO:   Workshop Participants  
 
FROM: Tom McGilloway    
 
SUBJECT: CA Vision and Planning-Workshop 3 Notes  (Including some follow up points)  
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o Concept of a village center serving a community and being the center of community life is still 
important 

o Concept of village center serving as an economic unit is antiquated 
o More interest in redevelopment of older areas adjacent to village centers 
o Each is different with different needs and ability to support different uses 
o Realities of nearby competition 
o Most likely to support specialty vs. full-size grocery stores 

 
• Available Funding, Tools and Resources 

o To update older areas 
 

• Employment Centers 
o Concern with piecemeal redevelopment 
o Importance of area plan or sector plan 
o Role of the master developer; having a plan to garner interest and show value of master-

planned redevelopment. 
o Importance of amenities-landscape, open space, etc. 

 
 
 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 
     

1. (Nancy): Housing on east side of Columbia typically does have a lower market value. 
2. (Alan): Did not like representation of older people’s viewpoints as being “nostaligic.” This diminishes 

the viewpoints. 

COMMERCIAL MARKET DISCUSSION 

 
1. (Shari): Understand drive to maintain growth but can’t be endless growth with negative impacts on the 

environment. Overgrowth ends up costing more. Need to do a cost/benefit analysis over a longer time 
frame that we typically plan for. Many of Columbia’s older neighborhoods have not been looked at in 
terms of environmental sustainability; this needs to be an element of the planning.  
 

2. (Brad): Redevelopment can have a similar balance of green space to what currently exists. 
 

3. (Brynn):  Question about placemaking 
 
Erin responded that it is the physical space outside of retail and office; the places that add an 
experience-sidewalks, trees, edges, gathering spaces. 
 
Steve expanded that there are nuances in this. When we talk about redevelopment, there are two sides 
to the coin; with ‘intentional design’ we can create great economic and social value thinking about how 
spaces are designed and leverage the redevelopment to get these benefits and better.   
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3. (Dick): Columbia is a unique place; don’t let typical market economics drive change. He is getting a 

sense that we should push ourselves toward the conventional development scenarios and that worries 
him; seeking profits and higher tax base. He is particularly concerned with infill….now that Columbia is 
built out, we are putting development in between existing; we need to plan more, and have more 
restrictions on what is happening. 
 

4. (Janssen); Asked what is the uniqueness that Dick is referring to; Columbia is supposed to be an 
experiment; it appears from presentation and if we want uniqueness to continue we need to let village 
evolve. What is meant by uniqueness? 
 

5. (Dick); Rouse’s third principle: “create a place where people can grow.” That changes over time and he 
doesn’t want an endless bedroom community; wants Columbia to be whole; want to remain an 
experiment; a place where a janitor lives in same neighborhood as CEO (as Rouse said); we are getting 
away from that; school redistricting is getting territorial; don’t want more neighborhood inequality; we 
shouldn’t create just another suburb; lets strive for the perfect suburb. 
 
Steve responded that he has worked on new communities where sentiments of residents and 
developers were similar, “how do we do new development but make it a unique signature?” If we have 
new development, how do we create an imprint of the uniqueness of our community; we can vary the 
design of the development so that it has characteristics of Columbia instilled in it. 
 

6. (Janet): Seems that new development is increasing and redevelopment is decreasing? What tools does 
local government have to encourage infill? How do we ensure land is redeveloped in a thoughtful way? 
 
Erin clarified that infill is new development. 
 
Steve indicated that he is involved in a number of communities struggling with infill. It needs to be 
profitable and infill is quite expensive with all of the challenges associated with it and there needs to be 
a good return on the investment. City or county leadership can play a role when willing to support 
quality infill development, even in the face of community resistance. 
 

7. (Brynn): Why does infill only work with high density? 
 
Steve responded that there is a public perception of redevelopment that developers get rich. The 
reality is that it is very difficult to make redevelopment projects work.  Infill is typically not large 
projects; when you don’t have economies of scale, it is hard to get the economics to work.  
 

8. (Lin): She sees it as goal to be a city (she doesn’t think that is the universal vision; she still thinks the 
goal for most people is to keep suburban character) 

 
 
 

 



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX322

 

 

9. (Ginny): throwing out a challenge.  Village Centers are treated as sacred cows; do we continue to treat 
them that way? 
 
Uri responded that there is an elephant in the room: a huge disincentive has to do with the 
development process which we haven’t addressed; the reality is that the process in Columbia is very 
complex, unpredictable, and time consuming compared to the county and the competition.   
 

10. (Paul): Wants to speak to infill: he could see county doing very poor planning and design (ie: such as 
that done off of Whiskey Bottom with poor design and poor consideration of access).  
 

11. (Paul): Comment for employment centers and industrial parks, anything goes; mostly he is referring to 
Oakland Ridge Industrial Park; two large storage buildings with bad design but allowed. Community 
complained about trees being clear cut but told “not county’s responsibility; it’s the responsibility of the 
folks enforcing covenants”. County are “hands-off regarding design. 
 
  

 
REDEVELOPMENT DISCUSSION 
 

1. (Alan): When trying to make comparisons and we tend to just think of cool buildings and not focus  on 
underlying values of Columbia; don’t compromise on principles; make Columbia much more unique 
than other communities; other places don’t have a personality. We need to be cautious on over 
emphasizing built space. 
 

2. (Nancy): When redeveloping apartments, where do tenants go, especially when newer development will 
be more expensive? She is concerned with this displacement.  
 
Steve responded that what often happens is that the new buildings are developed as mixed income. 
This can be the case but not necessarily. Also, they are not all redeveloped at once so there is the 
opportunity to move tenants around as construction occurs. 
 

3. (Ginny): In Wilde Lake and Harpers Choice there are excellent example of Enterprise redeveloping and 
having mixed income housing. They had to add more units in order to make the economics work. 
 

4. (Brad): We danced around economic viability of grocery-anchored village centers. Is the takeaway flatly 
that a village center won’t have a grocer as an anchor? Or more like Wilde Lake would there be a 
specialty market? 
 
Erin responded that, in general, yes groceries are viable and the market broadly supports them but 
with village centers each one is very different. 
 

5. (Lynn): What about downtown and future of the mall? 
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6. (   ): Would Gateway be an unhealthy competition to downtown?  
 
Steve responded that ideally the two would recognize that each one could play a different role; they 
need to complement each other; housing would be used as economic engine; Gut feel is that you 
could have a walkable district at Gateway and not compromise downtown.   
 
Erin agrees and thinks the competition could be healthy. 
 

7. (Janet): Who curates this?  
 
Steve responded that it would be the master developer. And figure out how they niche in. 
 

8. (Nancy): Who is the master developer and doing the master planning? Important not to be piecemeal. 
 

9. (Paul): Howard Hughes Corporation is the master developer and they are doing everything not to have 
competition for the downtown. 
 

10. (Shari): Master plan needs to address the context of Columbia; if we are talking about being good 
stewards; any of the redevelopment of gateway that becomes mixed use should have some kind of 
park or amenity that addresses the land; a big part of being the Columbia idea is that the landscape 
becomes much more of an important element. Struggled with other redevelopment issues where 
landscape goes by the wayside. Landscape should be more requirement than just advisory. 
 

11. (Dick): Rouse was a master developer but it then went to GGP and HH- people who didn’t have the 
vision that Rouse had; we have an area that we call “Columbia” that isn’t really; need a super 
organization that will be responsible. We have a big problem: Oakland Mills with lots of low income 
packed in and developers had option of “fees in lieu”. 
 
Steve clarified the term “master developer”. Land ownership has been disaggregated. The master 
developer becomes the entity that owns the most land; for gateway it would be whatever entity owns 
the most land there.  
 

12. (Dick): In the case of Gateway; Howard Hughes controlled covenants; they did in a way to prevent 
competition with the Crescent District. We need a disinterested party. 
 

13. (Ginny): Not just referring to Gateway when she says employment centers. They have several that are 
getting developed piecemeal. County needs to do this holistically: could do a sectional plan or area plan 
and do something innovative.  
 
Steve emphasized the importance of this comment. We are beginning to define a dilemma; we have 
disaggregated ownership which makes it difficult to develop; but we have opportunities to create 
sector plans to do a more precise plan and visioning to create incentives to follow a master plan.   
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Steve added that when master planned communities get to the point of frustration; that’s when they 
incorporate. A number of master planned communities do this. For Columbia, however, there is a  
“gentlemen’s agreement” here that this would never happen. 
 
 

14. (Paul): Wanted to comment on grocery store issue: Was hoping they wouldn’t get another one in 
Oakland Mills. The current one (LA Market) is the fifth one they have that has come and gone. The real 
issue is that they have lowest median income of all the villages. The village center has drifted down to 
the lowest common denominator. Grocery caters to the Hispanic and Asian communities. Won’t get 
any redevelopment in village until that is replaced. 
 
Concern expressed in CHAT that this could be interpreted as the ethnic communities being the lowest 
common denominator.  
 
The consultant team pointed out in the presentation that modern grocery stores are looking for large 
spaces and the current village center leasable space no longer lends itself to anchor grocery stores.  
Many of the village grocery stores that are not set up to compete with nearby larger stores are instead 
transitioning into niche markets such as David's health/wellness granola model or other specialty 
grocery stores such as LA Market. 
 
Following the workshop, the consultant team discussed this further. Steve offered that in Irvine these 
specialty stores are some of the highest grossing and most successful in the market as they are 
responding to real world demographic shifts to growing ethnic populations that are generally well 
educated with strong incomes. It would be interesting to see how the LA Market is performing.  Erin 
also offered additional data that was not in her market presentation:  the households moving IN to 
Howard County over the past decade are more diverse in terms of ethnicity, and also better educated, 
than the ones moving out of the county. It is a pretty unique combination as, unfortunately, those two 
characteristics often move in opposite directions.   
 

15. (Dave): Paul just said same thing. He lives in Kendell Ridge where it is easier to get to Wegman’s than 
to Long Reach; he can walk to Shipleys Grant area; it is a challenge that Long Reach will always have.  
 

16. (Janssen): Hickory Ridge not happening because of vitriol associated with NYMBism.   
 

17. (Alan): Perhaps the redevelopment is not wanted. 
 

18. (Janssen): The community does want the redevelopment but the loudest voices are those against it.  
 

 
 
NEXT WORKSHOP: SEPTEMBER 22 
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M E E T I N G  N O T E S  
  

THEMES 

• Master Planned Community (MPCs) Examples 
o Particular relevancy? 
o These examples are facing redevelopment issues. 

 
• Need for Goals 

o Become foundation for all aspects of vision. 
o Should be driven by Board and Village reps. 

 
• Outparcels 

o Quality standards of development 
o Overall exterior boundary for Columbia 

 
• Transportation Challenges and Opportunities 

o Mass transit is a challenge 
o Need for east-west non-car dependent option 
o With locations near tech hubs, well-suited for pilot programs (AV, etc.)  

 
• Need for Design Guidelines and Area Plans 

o Village Centers 
o Out-parcels/infill parcels 
o Employment centers 

 
• Balance of Keeping Public Input without Overburdening Development Process 

 

TRANSPORTATION DISCUSSION 
1. (Alan): What evidence do we have those other three models (MPCs) are the best examples?     

 
Steve: Most MPC of this scale have not gotten to point of maturation that Columbia has. But we 
aren’t just holding ourselves to these examples; we are looking across the board in planned 

DATE:    October 9, 2020     
 
TO:   Workshop Participants  
 
FROM: Tom McGilloway    
 
SUBJECT: CA Vision and Planning-Workshop 4 Notes     
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communities; we bring them up because they are the ones at the cusp and starting to experience 
redevelopment. 
 
Ann: It’s a good question; doing a study of this at the moment. In General, she picked Columbia, 
Woodlands and Irvine as they were exemplary. They also succeeded financially in a way that 
could be models in private sector. They also offer a social mix and a quality of life for a variety of 
people. But they haven’t been perfect. Looking globally, there was a big European push at same 
time; they have aged unevenly, but these three examples hold up well.  
 

2. (Shari): When she was in Columbia’s sister city-Cergy-Pontoise, near Paris-there is a metro 
connection; same with sister city in London. This represents a big difference; we are car centric 
and may have missed out earlier on building mass transit connections.  
 
Ann: Quite true: they have metro stops but it is still uneven. It is a challenge for places like 
Columbia, but a lot of European models struggle with cross commuting patterns.    
 
Steve: These larger communities tend to be on the hinterlands where they would have had to 
achieve greater land use efficiency to support successful mass transit. A lot of these communities 
didn’t want mass transit-perceived social issues.  
 

3. (Brynn): Didn’t understand where in the process we established what our overall goals would 
be. 
 
Steve: Hoping Board and Village reps will articulate what goals you have. 
 

4. (Brynn): Transportation is a mechanism and should be based on goals for Columbia. 
 
Steve: Likes the idea of as we go into the next workshop, it would be great to create a broader 
foundation of goals. 
 

5. (Ginny): Agrees about some communities not wanting transit. Carroll County didn’t want it. 
 

6. (Brad): The whole transportation ecosystem is close to his heart; worked on autonomous 
vehicles (AV). Wants to point out 2 things to make an ideal candidate for transportation: One-
demographically, income and size wise, we are the right size to roll out pilot programs; to take 
advantage of them without becoming unwieldy-shuttles and rent-by-the-hour cars, etc. Being so 
close to tech hubs, we are well positioned. 
 

7. (Paul): One: Memorandum still in effect (May of 1965): prevent needless waste of time, energy 
and money in useless traffic movements for useful locations of land uses; speaks to the buildup 
of transportation then to zoning. Two: Surprised not to see in presentation transit FTP’s- in 
existence since Columbia was founded. Extend from Downtown to Gateway. He and others 
talked with County; County did an analysis of what might be-an autonomous shuttles-speaks to 
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slide #70. Howard County and Columbia have been forward thinking in the car area. What he 
sees with the congestion is a need for an east/west connector that’s not car dependent. 
 

 
GOVERNANCE DISCUSSION 
 

1. (Alan): We’ve moved toward the “developer’s servant” model: fear in the absence of a Columbia 
planning board. If we move toward administrative review of a very open planning process, 
everything gets approved; belies concept of planned community.  
 
Uri: No reason in principle that the county couldn’t adopt development guidelines that give you 
more predictability. 
 
(Alan): Would still be a fear of removing public involvement which is crucial.   

 
2. (Nancy): Are these issues still relevant since COVID?  

 
3. (Paul): CSPs destroyed by Marcia McLaughlin. The flow chart doesn’t work anymore; CSPs are 

gone-all we have are FDPS. Doesn’t make sense to have in the flow chart-no longer an 
overarching plan-we just have the floating zones-who is on first? To exacerbate the problem, as 
a resident, has no standing when zoning goes in.    
 
Uri: Point of putting in CSPs: Originally a middle process; the point about them should be subject 
to what goals are and where you want to go. It doesn’t make sense to jump right in.  
 
(Paul): Agrees. Need to define overall goals and what we want to see.. 
 

4. (Shari): Compare this to what went before. Public response only after project is already 
underway. Main comment: although process with little boxes looks complex, if you compared to 
what was there before, there was very little opportunity for public input; public could only 
respond when something was 2/3rds down the line. Understands how developers see this as a 
costly process. When you have infill projects (which is what we have)-small areas that are being 
redeveloped-these projects are very close to existing residential and people who have lived 
there a long time. Somehow we have to have some balance of making public aware of what is 
going on while at the same time moving projects along and without disregarding context of the 
larger master plan. 
 
URI:  In a sense there is a whole infrastructure of Village Center plans, but their status is purely 
advisory. It is a curious limbo world of regulations-not good overall. What precisely should be 
done should be a function of goals.   
 
Steve: He finds Columbia very unique because of so many outparcels; are you talking about land 
that is outparcels or infill within the boundaries of Columbia?  
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(Shari): Infill within Columbia.  The point about standing is very important and the point about 
guidelines not being regulations is important. 
 

5. (Ginny): If we are concentrating on Columbia, does it include employment centers? Does County 
see this?  
 
Uri: Yes, the County is looking at all of Columbia.  
 
(Ginny): Glad to hear this as it has either positive or negative on adjacent neighborhoods.  
 

6. (Ginny): Other point: Outparcels are a real issue for her as they are all zoned simple R-2, etc.  
The County Council has made a lot of changes, allowing the Housing Commission to put housing 
in a Planned Research District. Bottom line-this gives high density but not sure if good or bad. 
Another thing is community enhancement zoning. Example is fifty-plus adult communitie-while 
zoning is residential, developer uses that to say helping seniors, disabled, etc. This is allowing for 
much higher density as a matter of right without restrictions.  
 
Uri: Agrees. The trend is for commercial land to be increasingly open to residential development 
(in the region). Most new zoning codes are allowing residential to occur as a matter of right; 
impacts may or may not be severe.  
 

7. (Paul): Curious as to under what authority is Howard Hughes (HH) still considered original 
petitioner? 
 

8. (Brynn): How do members of the community provide input to housing opportunities plan?   The 
one slide showing the three different paths-what we are doing with the housing piece? How do 
residents get involved in the housing plan? 
 
URI: Draft documents are available to review and there is a public meeting in November. 
 

9. (Paul): In role of covenants, what is meant by a traditional role? 
 

10. (Shari): SHA is very traditional. 
 

11. (Janet): Long Reach. The County and village had agreed on a plan but it didn’t work out; the 
current plan is entirely driven by the County, not with village. With change in administration 
there was a change-a year ago June/July fell through. Since then, County is putting in a stop-gap 
measure. 
 

12. (Brad): Maybe discuss next time. It seems that in Uri’s presentation, in the original development 
plan, HH is responsible for that plan but no longer the right party to maintain that. What might it 
look like for another party like CA to take over that plan?  
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Uri: It’s like a ghost reaching out from the past-imposing influence-but can’t find original 
petition. The original one has changed hands resulting in a legal quagmire.  
 
(Brad): Is there a path to the resolution of this?  
 
Uri: This is a good question for Don Elliott. 
 

13. (Paul): Original petitioner is so important: Employment going on and HH just signs off-no 
planning for employment centers; it’s a mish-mash. Process is being abused and undervalued: 
need to look at goals. 
 

14. (Dick):  What concerns him-when Rouse put this whole thing together, you could always tell his 
parts from the outparcels which didn’t seem to fit. Need to put a boundary around what we 
think Columbia should be and apply the same standards. There are sections of Route 108 and 
sections of Snowden River Parkway that don’t’ fit. Need a comprehensive plan that covers the 
entire area. Paul is correct, HH has dropped the ball. We need an advisory panel. 
URI: So we are clear, are you talking about both the “stuff” outside and inside of Columbia? 
 
(Dick): There is a definition of Columbia and there are gaps, but then holes in the middle of 
Columbia also. Wants to see an exterior boundary. 

 
NEXT WORKSHOP: OCTOBER  15 
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M E E T I N G  N O T E S  
  
 
THEMES 
 

• General 
o Policies set up as steps from no intervention to more intervention. 
o Need for “meta-policies” in vision: look at holistically as well as individual components. 

 
• Diversity and Distribution of Affordable Housing 

o Differing opinions on whether it makes sense in western county. 
o Does not need to be equal distribution throughout county; there are many areas outside of 

Columbia, not located in the western part of county.  
 

• Open Space 
o Needs to be meaningful 
o Need master plan to identify enhancements and locations for new 
o Needs to be part of a connected system  
o Consider fee-in-lieu (don’t focus on past short-comings-how can we get this to work?) 

 
• Civic Engagement   

o Differing thoughts on definition 
o Needs to include political engagement 
o Not just cultural aspects 
o There needs to be more outreach to share importance of Columbia and get more involvement 

 
• Housing 

o Covenant restrictions-changing is a challenge 
o Anticipated resistance to changes in SF neighborhoods 
o Impact on open character that adding ADU’s would have 
o Impacts of redeveloping Gateway and Dobbin to the villages 
o Housing needs to be hand-in-hand with schools 
o Decentralizing affordable housing but doing it within Columbia 
o Importance of housing as part of a balanced multi-use vision 

  

DATE:    October 19, 2020     
 
TO:   Workshop Participants  
 
FROM: Tom McGilloway    
 
SUBJECT: CA Vision and Planning-Workshop 5 (October 15, 2020) Notes 
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• Transportation 
o Disagreement about path usage 
o Importance of allowing additional mode options on pathways 
o Interlocking Equation: Traffic and Mixed-use/housing development in walkable settings. 
o Meeting social goals and transportation goals. Focus on least amount of traffic impacts; not 

trying for no traffic impacts 

GENERAL 

1. (Alan): Survey seemed to be controlling and leading. 

Steve: We went through the notes from all the meetings and identified what we thought we heard you 
say was important. You brought us in as professionals so the other 20% is based upon our 
professional expertise. 

Uri: To develop the policies, we selected the obvious big “vote getters” and blended in other 
significant votes/comments. 

 

2. (      ): For a survey this hefty, more advance notice and time to complete is needed. 

 Team: Agree on tight timeframe and need to provide more time for future assignments.  

 

DIVERSITY POLICY DISCUSSION 
1. (Alan):  Only concern is the goal to disperse affordable housing to other parts in the county. Doesn’t 

make sense in western area if difficult to get services, access to transportation, etc.  
 
Steve: Was careful not to say equally distributed.  
 

2. (Dick): He’d like to see more of a connection between school districting and affordable housing. We 
need some reference to the effect schools have on affordable housing.  
 
Steve: We can acknowledge this as a situation. What can we do? How does it become a policy? When 
it is time to develop covenants; maybe that’s the time to address. 
 

3. (Paul): Agrees with what Dick was saying: we aren’t getting educational diversity in schools. Due to 
rental concentrations and affordable housing concentrations, this is resulting in a downward spiral. To 
turn into a policy, the Housing Opportunities Task Force has done this-look at where concentrations are 
located, and the policy is not to put more affordable housing in those areas. 
 
Steve: Believes that (what you said) was brought up in comments. 
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4. (Ginny): On Alan’s point about affordability, that we can’t have in the west because of transportation. 
She disagrees with this; in her experience, many people in affordable housing have cars, there is 
Neighbor Ride, etc. Ruling it out in a huge part of the county does a disservice.  
 

5. (Andy): Agrees with Alan’s comment about western part of county; it sits outside of the water and 
sewer district and it is difficult to put affordable housing there because it doesn’t have service and 
transportation, even if people have cars. 
 

6. (Alan): Cars still cost money to operate. 
 

7. Brynn: The people that she knows that have moved to Carroll County have done so because they want 
a bigger house.  They may have an “affordable house” but it is not what we traditionally think of as 
affordable house.  They have bought single family homes with 3-4 bedrooms, and land. 

 
 
 
 
 
OPEN SPACE POLICY DISCUSSION 
 

1. (Alan): Having the “in addition to” in the survey required you to follow the logic. 
 
Steve: We did that on purpose; but the “other” option allowed you to say something different. We 
purposely constructed to start with no intervention, then add more, then more. It is a “stair stepping” 
approach. It is designed to gauge your level of ambition. 
 
Steve: Our observation is that the County is very involved; for example, Walk Howard. Some of the 
comments in the meetings were that the County should take primary responsibility. If you feel CA 
needs to take more financial responsibility, we can discuss. 
 
Jessica: Funding of trails: there is some distinction between historic trails and the new multi-use trails 
which are County initiatives on CA lands. County efforts are also focused on missing gaps in historic 
CA paths. 
 
Steve: Point is to get trail system more multi-modal. 
 

2. (Janet): Back to trail discussion; it sounds like County’s investment is exaggerated. Happy that County 
is tapping into, but CA manages the bulk of that.   
 

3. (Brad): Open space is CA’s greatest asset. On the final draft policy, the wording about development 
including open space is not strong enough.  
 

4. (Andy): What is missing on draft policy open space #5. Sees problems in county where we just tell 
developer to provide open space, but the problem is it isn’t linked. It needs to be connected rather than 
be small isolated parcels.  
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Steve: “Key and meaningful locations” in the survey is code for that but it should be clearer: need to 
identify those key locations and there should be a map with acquisition and expansion opportunities. 
Need a master plan as to where this occurs.  
 

5. (Alan): Wants to emphasize that it’s a meta-policy. The problem with breaking into component points is 
that you lose a sense of the whole. Over the decades we lost a sense of coordination; these 
components interrelate. 
 
Steve: Likes term of meta-policy-overarching policies-need to understand the components to 
understand the whole. At next session, we will come back to take on at a meta-policy level. Uri is 
starting to look at these components and take a big look at some of these polices. Need to review at 
both levels; the meta-policies and the details. 
 

6. (Ginny): We currently have a fee-in-lieu of affordable housing. Perhaps if there is a real good open 
space policy-identifying what is needed where-and a developer is approved for higher density, he could 
contribute to a fund. We could get open space with more meaning but in a different location. 
 

7. (Alan): Fee-in-lieu didn’t work with affordable housing. 
 

8. (Dick): The charges for fee-in-lieu with affordable housing are inadequate. 
 
 

CIVIC ENGAGEMENT 
1. (Jessamine): Go back to first survey question in this area: worth noting and thought we need to 

evaluate, but then agrees it shouldn’t be CA doing this work (more festivals and events). It’s above and 
beyond what CA’s role should be. Needs to be more collaborative; CA shouldn’t own. CA could be 
more of a facilitator of these and be the backbone, but other organizations need to be involved. She 
sees a lot of duplication in Howard County. 
 

2. (Alan): We have an ongoing question about what we did with Symphony Woods: we own the land but 
can’t do anything on it. We shouldn’t give away the right to use our facilities. 
 

3. (Lin): This is an issue we are all familiar with. 
 
Steve: Is there a policy statement?  
 

4. (       ): Inner Arbor Trust granted a perpetual easement in programming Symphony Woods. This was 
done in cooperation with CA. About to present a reimagine concept for the park and talking about CA 
taking back more ownership of the parks. It is CA designated open space and curated by a 501 C3; 
don’t need to use CA funds. Lin is the chair of this non-profit, and the CA rep to the board is Janet 
Evans.  
 

5. (Paul): Agree we had events and rest of that but need to look back to classic definition of civic 
engagement, where people engage with government. He sees very little of this today-everything done 
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by volunteers, and we don’t get the volunteers. We can’t just focus on the cultural in our policies-we 
are missing a big part of this. 
 
Uri: In terms of policy, what form will this take? May be that you need some education for folks.  
 

6. (      ): Another real issue: people giving up time and talent and get little in return for this. It’s an ongoing 
problem. Current demographic Gen X and Gen Z not involved through these types of clubs, etc. as they 
do everything on the spur of the moment (there are exceptions). How to turn into a policy? Thinks CA 
and villages need to do more outreach. Concerned about what’s going on here: there is a very small 
group of committed Columbians making decisions, but larger population having no input. 
 

7. (Dick): That Symphony Woods thing is dumbest thing CA ever did but making progress on resolving.  
 

8. (Dick): In-lieu payments have been a disaster on open space. County doesn’t charge enough and then 
do what’s necessary with the funds. That’s why Ellicott City flooded twice. Need to have fee be 
significant enough to be worth it.  
 

9. (Andy): Might want to consider that civic and cultural activities are important and the General Plan 
Update needs to ensure places for these to occur. 
 

10. (Jess): Lots of demands on people. Community intranet idea she thought was cheesy but something 
like that could create a common space; a platform could help. 
 

11. (Laura): That was also her point; it is harder to engage other groups. She’s a Gen X. Her kids older now 
and she finds a lack of education about Columbia and what it stands for. Amazing to her that so many 
people don’t know what they can and can’t do (for example, with their properties). That’s why an 
intranet would be beneficial because people just don’t know. When her kids were small, she couldn’t be 
on board. Important to have more creative ways to engage other than events. But have to think about 
this-an intranet needs to be monitored. There can be some damaging downsides (need to be mindful). 
 

12. (Ginny): Congratulations to Milton for getting other generations involved; understand the importance of 
social networking.  
 

13. (Ginny): Fee-in-lieu. We need a county-wide system of what walkability really means, not just an 
isolated Columbia system and we need to determine how to fund it. Look at creative solutions. Doesn’t’ 
think we should throw out fee-in-lieu; we need to develop it better with safeguards. 
 

14. (Janssen): Response to Paul’s definition of civic engagement: civic engagement espouses both 
political involvement and non-policitcal involvement. 
 

15. (Alan): Another definition of civic engagement or civic participation is any individual or group activity 
addressing issues of public concern. Citizens acting alone or together to protect public values or make 
a change or difference in the community are common types of civic engagement. 
 

16. (      ): This does not seem to me to be about entertainment at all. 
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HOUSING 
1. (Paul): Saw a very slow implementation of going through any changes on existing housing properties. 

ADU’s on a small lot: he would just see a lot of people with a whole lot of problems with this and, 
frankly, doesn’t see it happening. They had an architect draw up potential changes to single family 
homes and nobody has taken those changes up. Wider issue: if CA really wants this, they need to get 
involved; maybe this is the time to change. He sees village level not adopting this because of covenant 
restrictions and he doesn’t see changing covenant restrictions. They are in the eye of the beholder, 
each village sets guidelines.  
 

2. (Alan): There must be different ways to do ADU’s; he has a basement apartment. He likes the draft 
policy around H-4. Likes this because it focusses on Columbia; we need to decentralize in Columbia. 
Doesn’t want to lose affordable housing in Columbia and doesn’t want to say “no more affordable 
housing in Columbia” This would be a lost opportunity.  
 

3. (Brynn): Trying to understand policy statements about Gateway, Dobbin and Villages. Hasn’t really 
thought through-what will impact of developing these other areas be to the village? Have seen that 
impact with development that already occurred. Focus plans for villages needs to be done hand-in-hand 
with what is happening with Dobbin. 
 
Steve: This topic came up earlier; there is something in here about a larger vision plan for Columbia 
and it would capture what you are talking about; a larger vision plan that includes these other plans. 
 

4. (Lynn): Housing development has to go hand-in-hand with schools. With our current economic 
situation, we don’t have enough money to build schools. Where do we put the kids? Need to say 
something about this in the policy.  
 
Steve: We do talk about village planning needing to be sensitive to capacity, but we don’t specifically 
articulate about schools.  
 

5. (Lynn): Her experience is that schools are often an afterthought.  
 
Steve: Are there charter schools in Columbia?  
(Answer: Not a need; people move here because of the school system-because the school system is 
such high quality.) 
 

6. (Dick): There are private schools; no need for charter. 
 

7. (Brynn): We talk about higher density housing, but what is the market for this higher density? Is it 
milllenials? Who is it?   
 
Steve:  Observation from other communities: when you have a housing shortage, it tends to address 
all segments. The greatest shortage seems to be mid-price which tends to be in higher density. 
Woodlands and Irvine are starting to think about how do we take in young people who are actually 
looking for higher density housing in walkable districts. 
 

8. (Ginny): To follow up on issue where children go to school. She is not opposed to redevelopment  but 
where will you do it? Where will the children go to school? Might require rethinking some apartment 
communities which could be a good thing. Just not true that you can’t do affordable housing out in 
western part of county.  
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9. (Jansen): Understands concept of ADUs and typically thinks of basement units. We are talking about 

separate units; not sure how much traction this is getting in other places.  
 
Steve: He is head of an ADU committee and there are essentially two kinds of ADU’s: freestanding and 
converting a part of house. It’s a wildfire in parts of the county; you can get affordable housing in a 
decentralized way by doing this. It is often seen as a less impactful approach rather than all affordable 
housing in one place. It works well for seniors and young people. A senior can convert a garage and 
create some income and provide a place for a moderate income service worker so they don’t drive an 
hour.  
 
Uri: What controls ADU’s in the county is the county zoning code. It allows you to build a unit but it has 
to be connected to the house right now. Montgomery County has allowed people to build a unit 
disconnected from the house and they lack sf constraints. The real issue is should the County be more 
liberal? 
 

10. (Brad): Glad of previous comment from Lynn. His question and comment is what higher density 
means; is that what people are looking for?  
 

11. (Lynn): It’s not that we don’t want space; we want services. Prioritizing that over space is a cost 
constraint. With that, apartment flats with high prices are non-starters. But higher density on the 
periphery (of Town Center?) could work.  
 

12. (Andy): In Columbia with the New Town zoning for SF lots, there’s a max coverage provision. It is done 
purposely to keep the community open; in general, can only keep about 30% open. He’d be concerned 
if we tried to up that coverage and is not sure it would be well-received. Columbia has a green open 
look; need to consider this. Owen Brown has a variety of housing styes that we haven’t gotten into: 
zero lot lines; duplexes, etc. Should Gateway be housing or should it remain industrial and commercial 
because that is what we are losing? The thought of converting to housing-this needs discussion and 
thought. Would not want to turn entire village center into housing units. They help but they shouldn’t be 
the single focus. The same with Gateway and sees this happening on Route 1. Commercial got lost that 
was supposed to be integrated into housing. 
 

13. (Dick): Comment about ADU’s-when you go through detached SF neighborhoods, there are restrictions 
so you get a nice rhythm-a nice feel. In other places, people buy these houses and put up a 
mcmansions that throws off character. If you start adding onto buildings or putting ones behind, it 
destroys the continuity and context of the community. Reluctant to get into this area. Also saw 
situations where village regulations allow increase in coverage to put in sunroom; sometimes it is too 
large and doesn’t understand why we allow this. It destroys the continuity. 
 
Steve: Dick’s comments well noted. When we talk about Gateway, the vision is multi-use: not all 
housing. One of the principles of redevelopment is to create a mix of uses that minimize impact on 
local roads. For example, get a mix of stuff on the same site as part of vision planning. Housing tends 
to pay the bills and represents the largest cash flow; retail is almost breakeven. Housing is important 
component. Office is fine but tends to be speculative and longer to absorb. However, as a community 
we need to set parameters for the right balance. 
 

TRANSPORTATION 
1. Discussion in Chat on golf carts and concern about the right climate here. 
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Steve: Golf carts brought up because they were mentioned in previous meetings. 
 

2. (Alan): Golf carts remind him of awful retirement communities in the Southeast; need to encourage 
people to walk if they can’t bike or use motorized wheelchairs. The idea of golf carts on trails doesn’t 
cut it. 

3. (Alan): We will need to grapple with congestion and need to be OK with greater congestion in 
downtown Columbia; need to think about changes in road usage which begs the question: are we going 
to be OK as a community with greater congestion outside of downtown? 
 

4. (Paul): Major usage he sees on paths is around the lakes; the rest are underutilized. Other real issue is 
that people don’t feel safe (in terms of visibility). Would be good to get more people on the trails so 
other folks are around. We need to reinstate the Welcome Center for Columbia. We do this in Ellicott 
City. Need to encourage and facilitate other uses (on trails?). 
 

5. (Nancy): Disagrees about usage; her path gets a lot of use. 
 

6. (Janssen): How are other MPU’s dealing with multi modal? 
 
Ann: A lot of new towns in the west (and even more so in Europe) do better with bus systems and light 
rail. 
 
Steve: Working on a community in Texas where the whole focus is on connectivity and they are 
exploring using multiple trail types. 
 
Steve: We need to have a vision; the idea of autonomous shuttles is an opportunity. 
 

7. (Janssen): You said it was easier in a community with a blank canvas; but that’s why he is asking the 
question. He sees this infrastructure of pathways with various speeds; sees that these have been 
implemented in older cities and doesn’t’ think it has to be a blank canvas; it’s possible and necessary in 
Columbia.  
 
Ann: They do happen in new cities as well; its not impossible. 
 
Steve: Clarifying that wasn’t saying it can’t be done; was saying it is easier. The whole Complete 
Streets movement is about this; taking existing towns and recapturing roadway space for other uses. 
Many communities are redoing bike lanes and making wider bike lanes. There is a whole renaissance 
in bikeway design, but there are tradeoffs such as losing travel lanes. 
 
Steve: Alan raised a good point earlier; we keep talking about need for housing but keeping community 
alive and evolving. When you do build housing and more office, how do you deal with traffic? When we 
talk about building more housing, it is about how do you do this with mixed-use and in pedestrian 
districts that allows people to survive better without cars. This also helps create opportunities for 
transit nodes to facilitate transit systems. It is an interlocking equation. Issue: you still have traffic 
impacts but the secret is how do you balance other social goals; how to develop with the LEAST 
amount of traffic impacts. Need to be able to buy into meeting other social goals. 
 

REDEVELOPMENT 
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 To be discussed at Workshop #6 
 
NEXT WORKSHOP (Workshop #6):  November 5th 
 

  

  

  

 

 

 

M E E T I N G  N O T E S  
  
 
THEMES 
 

• General 
o GPU process and how CA Planning and Visioning Dovetails 
o Methodology for using survey responses to inform policies 
o Clarification on NT Charrette-focus on land use and design; not zoning 

 
• Redevelopment 

o NT Charrette is opportunity to address focus areas (this group can provide input on what these 
areas are) 

o Village Center redevelopment happening slowly (not all agree with this)-more streamlined 
process is needed 

o Process discourages high-quality developers from pursuing redevelopment projects 
o Can’t separate transportation from the equation 
o Need to think about which areas to include in the NT Charrette 

 
• Governance 

o The concept of selling assets is a concern in terms of losing important community facilities 
o If CA is spokesperson for community; need to clarify its role with respect to Columbia (how 

representative it is) 
o Columbia is community-oriented; can’t forget this 

• Zoning 
o Distinction between standards and guidelines 
o Need to maintain Columbia’s “signature” 
o Concern with outparcels and lack of clear Columbia boundary 
o Need for predictability in process (concerns that CB-29 does not achieve this) 
o Resident involvement is important. Need to determine if it happens at the front end (in 

determining standards and guidelines) or a part of project review process 
o Changes to NT zoning 

 Concern with impacts to open space protection 
 Potential for a new zoning district that is unique to Columbia (protects open space and 

“signature” elements) 

DATE:    November 6, 2020     
 
TO:   Workshop Participants  
 
FROM: Tom McGilloway    
 
SUBJECT: CA Vision and Planning-Workshop 6 (November 5, 2020) Notes 
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GENERAL 
1. (Paul): Will reiterate a previous comment; having 15 people set policy for a 100,000 person HOA with 

no participation by lien payers is not credible. 

 

REDEVELOPMENT DISCUSSION 
   

1. (Brynn): Draft Policy R-1-Didn’t see where third bullet policy came from. For Survey Question #22, the 
option that got 4 votes seemed polar opposite to the one with 5 votes; not much different but the one 
with 5 votes informed the draft policy. 
 

2. (Shari): Agrees with Brynn. Did not see the survey option with 5 votes as being dominant for Survey 
Question #22. Also, to say “accelerate redevelopment with professional assistance” does not say the 
same thing as collaborating with the County, which is the way this needs to come about.  Excluding 
affordable housing goes exactly the opposite of what we are saying. Concerned of implications to 
loosen standards…the last statement is problematic. 
 
Steve explained that all the statements in the responses came from the survey or respondents’ ideas; 
he reiterated that most of the survey responses build upon each other. In forming the draft policy, for 
those that build upon one another, he adds then up. 
 
Steve asked for clarification regarding the perception that we were suggesting reducing standards. 
 

3. (Shari):  There has been talk about difference in parking and setbacks and different requirements for 
open space and amenities. 
 
Steve responded that one of the things we discussed is the “signature of Columbia” This is part of the 
process; we are not suggesting lowering the standards, rather clarifying them. 
 

4. (Shari): That is a good point; there are aspects of design that are characteristic of the unique character 
of Columbia. She really likes that study says we need to look at a wide array of uses, not just housing 
and retail. Need to look at this in a creative way. 
 
Steve suggested we need to identify the definition of a Village Center; why not ramp up its role to 
include cultural and civic engagement. Funding becomes an issue but could be funded in part by 
redevelopment. 
 
Steve indicated that we would remove any language that might imply reducing standards. There seems 
to be some energy to get moving on redevelopment with the Village Centers. How do we accelerate 
this? This is where idea of incentives come forward.  
 
Perhaps we need to define density and a density that is not in contrast to Columbia’s character. 
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5. (Dick): You mentioned three areas and said they weren’t Columbia proper, but they are. Snowden River 

Parkway is Columbia, and it is being spoiled. Other comment: as we look at things to set up in terms of 
what we ARE looking for, we need to look at why some of these things aren’t happening. One obstacle 
is the school system. Incentives make him nervous; maybe we should look at disincentives. One of the 
problems in CA is that there are a lot of people who don’t understand Columbia and the Rouse vision. 
We at CA need to address that and understand/communicate the history. Another big problem is that 
the big box stores hurt the Village Centers. Need to find another way to reinvent the Village Centers. 
Outparcels are another big problem; New Town zoning is spotty; as we look at what we want to do, 
need to include outparcels.  
 

6. (Paul): He is on advisory committee for HoCo by Design. Appears that guidelines adopted specifically 
exclude Village Centers and Downtown. Having said this, he wanted to speak to Draft Policy R1, talking 
about better redevelopment; not sure what this means. In Oakland Mills they passed the village plan, did 
marketing plan and got a lot of professional assistance but this didn’t make a difference. 
 
Uri clarified that the GPU and New Town Charrette will look at Village Centers and 
employment/commercial corridors and Gateway but not Downtown.  
 

7. (Ginny): Council Bill 29 passed a long time ago and is very restrictive in terms of what developers and 
communities can do. We need predictability-CB 29 does not achieve this; Council said it needs to be 
amended but this isn’t the time. If we keep the same constraints it will impede progress- predictability 
is important. Location also needs to be considered; some Village Centers are in better locations. Need 
to stop thinking that every Village Center needs to have “XYZ”. Also need to look at the broader area 
around Village Centers and we need government and consultants helping on this. Predictability for 
developers is crucial. 

  

ZONING DISCUSSION (Following Don Elliott’s Presentation) 
 
Don shared that 3 or 4 years ago Village Center redevelopment was hot, and it got a lot of attention. He 
agrees CA should have a significant say on this.  But it should not be done the way it is currently…the best 
developers will get burned out if you insist on being involved every step along the way 
 
Don indicated a big difference between development standards and development guidelines is that 
standards are required; guidelines are not. A project can’t be denied if it doesn’t follow a guideline. A 
process is cumbersome when there isn’t clear distinction between the “should” and the “shalls” and they 
are all intermixed.  The clearer you are with what is required and what you wish to be done the better. 
Multiple hearings will not work; nobody around the country is going in that direction. 
 
NT zoning needs to be replaced but with something unique to Columbia. 
 
  

1. (Alan): Overall question: we’ve already had Village Centers underway; why are people saying it 
isn’t it working? What problem are we trying to solve? It is not clear to him. 
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Don responded that the issue you are facing is that you have several Village Centers that have 
not redeveloped; you could stay the course but it would take a long time to get them 
redeveloped. All commercial areas need to evolve over time; if he showed the process diagram to 
many high-quality developers, they would say, “I’m not touching that project.” 
  
Steve indicated that it was his impression that the two Village Centers in process are taking quite 
a while: a more streamlined process might allow them to move through more quickly. 
 
Don shared that with what he knows about the Village Centers when they toured around four 
years ago is that he also got the impression there was some “cherry picking.” The developers 
were choosing the ones that had the best potential; there was concern from the County that  
several of them would not be attractive to developers and they wouldn’t be interested in 
redeveloping them. 
 

2. (Renee): A little bit confused. There is a transportation piece much bigger than what people are 
talking about. Until we address real transportation needs, none of this will work. She’s all for 
resident involvement. Doesn’t always likes the comments, but that’s what makes areas work -
with resident involvement.  
 
Don shared that he doesn’t disagree, but it is worth discussing. Should the resident involvement 
be at the front end in developing the guidelines and standards or later on in reviewing each 
project proposal? He also stressed he does not work for developers nor represent them. His focus 
is on how to get a better place and how to do it efficiently.  
 
Steve agreed that transportation is an absolute important part of the equation. 
 

3. (Renee): Agree that regional transportation goes hand in hand with local, but if we’re trying to 
build a dense downtown like Clarendon, we won’t have it because we don’t have the 
transportation system that will make that work. Each Village Center-they aren’t going to support 
retail. It doesn’t work to just look at as retail and housing. What about recreation, education or 
medical complexes? 
 
Steve indicated that this reinforces the notion of doing Village Center focal plans; looking at 
them fresh is good. 
 

4. (Renee): Concerned about getting away from NT zoning; it protects open space. If zoning 
changes, how can we ensure OS is protected? 
 
Don indicated that nobody wants that OS ratio changed. He recommended that they take 
current NT zoning and replace it with a different form that is unique to Columbia. The first part 
might indicate that the NT open space district exists in this form and is off the table or stated in 
some other way to protect it.  
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Jessica responded (later in the discussion) to the comments on open space in CHAT. Some food 
for thought: when we talk about creating a district of open space, we can differentiate between 
larger district corridors that comprise the 36% but can also have other open space areas within 
development areas with site design and standards. These open spaces still contribute to the feel 
of the open space network but don’t need to be part of a specific open space district.  
 

5. (Shari): NT charrette-most people don’t know this is being planned and it will come up. Was 
originally told NT zoning would not be included in the process but understands from advisory 
committee that there will be NT charrette. 
 
Uri clarified that the charrette does not address zoning changes. The charrette meant to be a 
design charrette. The actual language to put in the General Plan should set up a Columbia 
framework plan. Highlights will be mutually defined by CA, Villages and the consultant team. 6 
focal areas identified (not yet). Some design work for each of the areas. There is a lot of flesh to 
put on these bones.  
 

6. (Shari): So, re-examining of the framework?  
 
Uri clarified that yes but not full plan for Columbia. It is a partial look at important ideas with 
land use and design emphasis. Village Centers could be part of this. The process for deciding this 
not currently set up but CA should have input into this. In our policies we have language about 
increasing input from Columbia representation.  
 

7. (Brad): The idea piqued his curiosity that if the process is predictable, it could attract higher 
quality developers and asked if this was backed up by practice.  
 
Don thinks it is but added that some would disagree with him. To some degree developers want 
to make a profit and the more money they spend on process, the less they have to spend on 
design. We can’t assume that their budget keeps increasing. Usually working within a specific 
budget  
 

8. (Brad): The key question: how do you capture everything you want to in a set of standards? 
 
Don responded that it is very hard, but Columbia is a very engaged community. You go through a 
process and if it is wrong, you amend it. This happens all the time.  
 
 

GOVERNANCE DISCUSSION    
 

1. (Brynn): Agreeing with Don’s comments to setting standards. Feels that input is better at the front end, 
but a level of trust is needed; that you trust and believe in the process.  
 

2. (Ginny): Brynn said it well. She wants to explain that Kimco owns 7 Village Centers and can do 
whatever they want if approved. Would love to see County look at Oakland Mills in terms of 
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predictability and standards-to be a pilot and attract a creative developer. But CB 29 discourages 
developers and residents from getting involved. 
 
Uri responded that Oakland Mills has done more work more recently than others and supports the idea 
of being a pilot. 
  

3. (Alan): For GPU and New Town Charrette, how can we say there are 6 areas without knowing what they 
are? 
 
Uri explained that this was established a year ago before anyone knew details and it is UP to 6 areas. It 
is fairly generic language and can be refined. 
 
Steve suggested that these focus area plans could include multiple Village Centers and another area 
such as Gateway; it is flexible to determine which areas are most appropriate?  
 
Uri stressed that there is also a transportation component and it is important to look at.  
 

4. (Dick) Regarding selling assets. CA going through problems with pandemic and has had to make a lot 
of decisions. This has nothing to do about zoning; they are internal discussions with CA and this topic 
doesn’t belong in this discussion. Going back to idea of governance; most towns have borders; we 
don’t have that-Columbia consists of whatever land areas Rouse was able to assemble and we have 
out parcels. If we are going to do a plan for the area, it has to be inclusive. What currently happens in 
the outparcels violates standards for what Columbia is about; we need to have a physical area where 
everything is compliant, and it can’t just be on the basis of what Rouse bought.  
 

5. (Nancy):  Wilde Lake went through a major renovation and it went on for years. Huge struggle and was 
hoping it would be an example for other Kimco properties, but this is not the case. 
 

6. (Alan): It’s a small thing; you used phrase that suggested “every effort” to increase tax base. This 
should be “reasonable efforts” there is an important difference. More important, for CA and Columbia, 
people need to be involved. There really isn’t an agreement as to what is CA’s role in respect to 
Columbia; there are those who see CA as managers of facilities; others see CA as spokesperson for 
vision and values. We need to resolve before lumping together. 
 
Uri asked how does this affect process with how Columbia engages with the GPU?  
 

7. (Alan): If CA is to be seen as the spokesperson, then CA needs to do some work and open up to the 
community. If we are to act as spokesperson, we need to have legitimized. Last Point: he believes we 
have some restrictions in charter as to who we can transfer assets to.  
 
Steve asked if the group might have a position on which 6 areas are focused on in the general plan? 
Which areas deserve some attention, and do you want to develop a position for geographic areas? For 
example, there are very different areas-very different Village centers, commercial corridors and cluster 
of smaller parcels. As part of this, what are the signature elements of Columbia and how are they 
applied to each area? There’s an opportunity to explore this.  
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Uri suggested a quick poll on this that the Team will distribute to the group.  
(Responses that appeared in CHAT include: Gateway, a contiguous Columbia boundary, Dobbin Road 
Corridor, Own Brown Village Center, Outparcels. 
 

8. (    ): What is the relationship of this process of the 6 areas to the GPU?  
 
Uri responded that it is very much part of the GPU. The General Plan has a specific provision to allow 
Columbia to have some input on the process. 
 
Steve, along those lines, we do support the suggestion that we re-look at NT zoning. 
 

9. (Shari): How do you enforce standards that are outside of code? 
 
Uri responded that If the GP is a legally adopted document, it is a legal document. You want the 
General Plan to reinforce that design standards are going to be part of the zoning rewrite and 
applicable to the county and Columbia to ensure predictability. The General Plan should have language 
to set this up as important next steps. 
 

10. (Shari): Knows that in the past, there have been agreements for projects after public input provided and, 
in the process, things happen that do not follow the agreement. Question to enforcement: much of what 
communities have been involved in have been advisory and from the standpoint of guidelines. This 
speaks to issues of trust. Lots of people involved and spend a lot of time, yet the project moves 
forward but doesn’t seem to follow advice. This doesn’t seem to be any feedback or response to the 
input. How do other communities respond to this? 
 
Uri responded that Council Bill 29 gave the village plans no authority; they are purely advisory, 
resulting in a weird limbo status.   
 
Steve: Village Center focal plans. Irvine is a community that struggled with the same process. Irvine 
Ranch is within the City of Irvine.  They do specific plans, similar to focal plans, and the specific plan is 
a legally binding document. That specific plan becomes a legal plan. Are you thinking same thing? Will 
the focal areas plans be more legally binding?  
 
Uri responded that they could be but is that realistic to build in x numbers of Village Center plans? 
 
Steve responded that for general plans, language is advisory and provides guidance and Uri added that 
we’d all want a commitment. 
 

11. (Shari): That helps; to understand what other communities have done, what some options are and how 
we can modify and adapt. 
 
Uri added that most general plans in Central Maryland include, or include by reference, sector plans 
that are legally binding. Howard County is the exception, but this may be time to think about sector 
plan for Columbia and outparcels. 
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12. (Dick): CA needs standing and the right to be involved in the process. We have DPZ and Council and he 

has a lot more confidence in Jessica and Kristin than DPZ. Columbia is community oriented; a place 
where people can grow with focus on people. CA doesn’t take campaign contributions. We get elected 
by villages and are trying to do what is right for the constituents; we have a definite role to play.  
 

13. (Dick): Fee in lieu. It is not a question of it having shortcomings; it’s a device to be used to send 
problem somewhere else. Example: if you want to have full spectrum housing (Janitor living in same 
area as CEO, per Rouse vision) and you have developers who put in stretch of mcmansions and pay a 
fee to put poor people somewhere else; this is not Columbia. 
 

14. (Ginny): Housing task force shows data. For example, Maple Lawn paid into fund. 
 
 

 
  

NEXT STEPS 
 

1. Team to develop simple poll to distribute to group to understand priorities they see for the up to 6 focal 
areas (to be distributed November 11) 

2. Team will reformat the policies from Workshops #5 and #6 to incorporate discussion from both 
workshops and distribute in a WORD document to CA on November 11th for distribution to the Board 
and Village Representatives.  

3. Board and Village Representatives return their comments/suggested edits to Kristin by November 16. 
4. Team will incorporate comments/edits and distribute out again by November 24 prior to Workshop #7. 

   
 
NEXT WORKSHOP (Workshop #7):  December 3 
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M E E T I N G  N O T E S  
  
 
THEMES 
 

• General 
o Purpose of this vision and planning document: Is this a broad vision or primarily a document to 

provide input to Howard County for HoCo by Design?  
o Document structure: provide clarity on what information informs GPU. 
o Purpose of surveys – to take the “pulse” of the group; not final decisions or votes. 

 
• Housing 

o Provide more clarification/description on small lot housing, micro-units, ADU’s, etc. 
o Need for creative thinking on types of new housing, not just new housing 
o Need to consider protecting character of SF neighborhoods. 

 
• Civic Engagement 

o Does it belong in the plan? Lots of discussion…some felt not necessary; others felt it helps 
provide the whole picture and context.  
 

• Open Space 
o Need policies that address “resiliency” 
o Need to plan regionally/watershed-wide. Involve the State and Federal Government; not just 

County and CA. Need to have all four.  
 

• Redevelopment 
o  Need to think of “experiences” and creating “places”. A community of experiences. 

 
• Transportation 

o Need to clarify “complete streets”- provide more descriptive information as to what they 
include. 

GENERAL 

DATE:    December 4, 2020     
 
TO:   Workshop Participants  
 
FROM: Tom McGilloway    
 
SUBJECT: CA Vision and Planning-Workshop 7 (December 3, 2020) Notes 
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1. (Paul):  Can’t do voting and won’t make comments tonight. Nowhere did statement of work include 
affordable housing. This meeting was not advertised on CA’s website. There wasn’t enough time to 
review policies in PowerPoint.  
 
Steve clarified that the PowerPoint did not include new information related to the policies. It was the 
same information sent out to the group the previous Friday.  
 
Kristin reiterated from introduction that there will not be voting tonight; there will be a draft and plan 
distributed to CA in January. 

2. (Dick): He downloaded the whole policy document and has lots of notes. In general, we have a lot of 
“shoulds”, and he would like to see the language be more forceful (“it needs to”). He is going to write 
up a number of comments tomorrow; most of his other comments are “English major” related things. 
 

SURVEY DISCUSSION 
   

1. (Dick):  Surveys: not sure what the relevance of this is. We are amateurs trying to develop tactics that 
will depend on a lot of demographic and economic information.  We should focus on the big picture of 
what we want Columbia to look like and leave up to experts to decide how to do this. How much 
workforce is needed is a demographic and economic decision. Noticed that we (from survey) want to 
put 3.3 % more housing in Dorsey’s Search, but it is all built out. 

2. (Shari): Need to look at infill and design standards because we are built out.  
 

3. (Brad): Echo part of Dick’s comments and had a hard time putting his numbers in context. Need to take 
input with grain of salt. 
 
Uri agrees that it needs to be taken with a grain of salt and that the purpose of the surveys was to get 
a general sense of priorities for reference by professionals. 
 
Steve agrees that dividing out among each village center can be tough; but it is good to see where 
people are thinking there is opportunity.  
 

4. (Ginny): Concerned that we didn’t have enough choices; nothing covered retail; maybe there should be 
residential in the mall or in Guilford Industrial Park. She recorded these ideas and assumes they were 
covered in “other”. (Yes, they were). 
 

5. (Laura): The County is giving people opportunity to provide input…that’s why we are here; to provide 
community input; not be the experts.  The surveys provide opportunities for input from the community.  
 

6. (Lin): Still thinks we need to consider residential in the mall 
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DIVERSITY DISCUSSION   
1. (Ginny): Policy D.4-we need to look at County doing subsidies for low income.    

 
2. (Jessamine): I think maintain should be changed to "maintaining" in the vision statement for Diversity. 

 
3. (Shari): When we talk about diversity of housing; not just the economic structure, but types of housing 

also. Maybe this is within design standards-setting up some parameters. Columbia really needs to have 
fundamental housing for single, people on fixed incomes, etc. and be more future-oriented.  
 

4. Dick):  He sees things in the policies about housing age. There is nothing wrong with old houses; the 
problem is not age, but how well they have been maintained or how they maintain their functions.  

 
 
OPEN SPACE DISCUSSION 

 
1. (Shari and Ginny): If we just concentrate on stream erosion, we are missing the bigger picture. CA has 

been working on stream restoration. With more climate shift with more flooding, we need to look at the 
larger context; regional types of plans that consider floodplain boundaries that are out of date and other 
factors. Watershed wide planning. 
 
Steve suggested policies related to “resiliency” 

2. (Ginny): To add to what Shari is saying, the development of the drainage systems is pathetic and is 
costing the County and the State. We need to involve them in this planning. The State needs to be 
involved as does the Federal Government (not just CA and County). All 4 entities. 
  
 

CIVIC ENGAGEMENT DISCUSSION 
 

1. (Renee): She is confused and thought we were putting together a document for HoCo by Design. She 
doesn’t disagree with this that we should be including civic engagement. CA went through a very 
lengthy strategic planning process and we shouldn’t be rewriting it-why waste time on this? 
 

2. (Dick): Agrees this shouldn’t be the focus – the fact that County is changing zoning should be the 
focus. 
 

3. (Jessamine): Hears what people are saying but disagrees. We could provide more structure to the 
document to be clear what is provided to the County, but the whole context is important.  
 
Steve clarified that this document is multi-faceted. The original proposal is a broader goal with one 
aspect related to providing input to the general plan process.   
 
Kristin added that the scope of this will be applicable to HoCo by Design, but the vision needs to be 
applicable to all projects, not just HoCo by Design 
 
Uri confirmed that this document is input to CA which will inform YOUR input to County, per the CA 
RFP Scope. Not meant to be direct input to County. There may well be that some things are overlap; 
there are a lot of things directly relevant to vision. 
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Kristin and Jessica added (following the meeting) that the CA strategic planning process was related 
to the organization itself; this effort is focused on the community.  
 
There was general back and forth regarding this topic, the purpose of this document and how it informs 
CA, not direct input to the County. Some suggested that the board can discuss separately. 
 

4. (Ginny): Under C.4, Civic Engagement, add CA Board before the village boards—You left CA Board out.  
 
 
HOUSING DISCUSSION 
 

1. (Dick):  He sees things in the policies about housing age. There is nothing wrong with old houses; the 
problem is not age, but how well they have been maintained or how they maintain their functions.  
 

2. (Ginny): Doesn’t see an acknowledgement of de-concentration of existing affordable housing or no 
mention of FARM rates. This is a big issue. 
 
Steve shared that H.4 and H.5 address the concentration of affordable housing 
 

3. (Ginny): Reiterated that this needs to be tied into FARM rate; we don’t mention this.  
 

4. (Ginny): ADU’s question - can’t do in NT zoning? 
 
Uri clarified that many counties in Central MD are relaxing ADU requirements…Howard County is in 
the middle of the spectrum of what other counties are doing. May require some covenant 
modifications. 
 

5. (Dick): One of the things about the AFO(?) regulations; they lapse after 3 years. As for lot size, there are 
no big lots in Columbia. When more than one family lives in a single family, you get parking problems-
houses with 6 or 7 cars. Biggest problem is that lot size covenants are not being enforced; not sure 
how they get by zoning; if you have rules, they need to be followed.  
 
Steve asked if there is support for ADUS if those issues are adequately addressed?  
 

6. (Dick): Clarified that if you build mother-in-law unit, then when mom dies you bring renter in and 
character of neighborhood changes. SF neighborhoods in Columbia have a certain character; when you 
start putting multiple families, you destroy. 
 

7. (Jessamine): There are some large lots in Hickory Ridge and Oakland Mills. 
 

8. (Nancy): There are a few very large lots in Harpers Choice tucked away.  
 

9. (Shari): The focus on ADU’s: other communities where people used ADU’S, they often use as ABNB. 
Not opposed but need to take these things into consideration. Some of the smaller types of housing 
being developed in communities-clustered housing with central eating areas and shared laundry-
brought about by because of sustainability. We haven’t experimented with this in Columbia, but there 
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are areas where we can apply for these to be a creative future-looking place. Maybe an RV park could 
be a place for a pilot project? Look to creative developers around the country. If we say we need more 
housing and NOT different housing, then we need more schools and more roads. This is expensive and 
not sustainable; ultimately, we will need to rethink about building new; how can we reuse and 
repurpose. There is room for creative thinking. 
 
Ann responded that the European Union ran a program for some time that looked at placing pilot 
projects in maturing new towns.   

 
TRANSPORTATION DISCUSSION 
 

1. (Ginny): Consider expanding bridge over 29 (existing pedestrian bridge linking Oakland Mills) for transit. 
LPP and Broken Land Parkway need to incorporate bike and transit…perhaps this is what is meant by 
“complete streets”. (Yes, need to have further definition). 
 

2. (Dick): Biggest transportation frustration is getting downtown Baltimore or Washington…wish there 
was a way to enjoy those resources with transit…it is a regional question.   

 
 
REDEVELOPMENT DISCUSSION 
 

1. (Dick): We talk about village centers as if same deal; they aren’t - some have better access and some 
are very successful; others need to have housing. Wilde lake successful because people live there and 
can support retail. Long Reach has a lot of low-income housing which destroys the village center. Need 
more upscale housing there to give that shopping center more opportunity. The village center market 
study made a few years ago was worthless 
 

2. (Shari): She has some concern; we seem to be at an inflection point as when the first mall transformed 
America, we are now questioning large malls and brick and mortar stores. People are interested in 
experiences by going to a “place”. Columbia is built around experiences including the experiences of 
the outdoors-the lakes, the topography- and we really need to think about what kind of experiences are 
we creating. Not just aesthetics of buildings, but what are buildings doing? Maybe they have a 
community function. Where can we be looking?  
 
Steve responded that the jury is still out related to office and where it is going in terms of demand. 
There is still demand but maybe lower intensities. Consider the whole work at home thing. His 
observation is that everyone is waiting to see. Retail is different and it is transforming; there are 
experts at the center of experience-based retail.  Retail that attracts people-markets, food halls, etc. 
 

3. (Dick): We have not said much about the mall; all the anchor stores are in trouble and we may find that 
the whole thing needs to be rethought. 
 

4. (Brynn): Why is it feasible to develop initially without high density but redevelopment requires high 
density?  
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Steve responded that part is pragmatic. When you have an asset with an existing income stream, you 
decapitate that while you redevelop. Need to compensate for that with the redevelopment. Density 
doesn’t necessarily mean really high density…higher density is all relative to what was there.  
 
 
Ann responded that If you develop on raw land it is cheaper than demolishing and rebuilding. Also, 
when the development is new, it is on land that is often on the edge, but by the time it is being 
redeveloped it is more central, likely with better services, making it more expensive. 
 

 
GOVERNANCE 

 
1. (Dick):  CA’s financial situation; that’s a temporary deal…doesn’t belong in here.  We are naïve with our 

cooperation with the County. County is not a friend of CA; they don’t like us in their knicker and don’t 
want CA in their way. That’s a hurdle. What we really need is a regional plan for Columbia. 
 

2. (Brynn): People don’t understand what area Columbia is, what isn’t and what is role of Columbia 
Association and the County and it impacts civic engagement.  
 

 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 

1. Distribute workshop notes. 
 

2. Refine policies based on this discussion. 
 

3. Draft report to CA January 8. 
 

4. Final report to CA January 22.  
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Appendix D: MPC Trends
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CA Planning and Visioning

MPC Trends

Population Diversity – TRENDING IN OTHER LARGE MPCS

1. Trend: Also becoming more racially / ethnically diverse due to in-
migration
• China
• Other Asia
• Hispanic
• Indian
• Middle Eastern

• Greater variety of ethnic specific events, celebrations, festivals
• Shift in retail tenants to capture unique ethnic needs / preferences
• Organic growth of special groups focused around ethnic activities 

(cricket)
• Some inner region migrations to form up ethnic clusters and 

groupings

Response:  Celebration of greater multi-cultural diversity with:
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Open Spaces and Stewardship – TRENDING IN OTHER LARGE MPCs

1. Trend: Increasing focus on the concept of Green Infrastructure, 
that is, linking and connecting natural and man-made 
open space into a linked, holistic network

• Increase Open Space Access and Trail Connectivity
• Enhance  wildlife movement and genetic health
• Reduce Urban Heat Island effect
• Design in ‘multi-functionality’

Response:  Develop master open space plans where every 
component is connected to each other for 
maximum access and movement opportunities

ructure, 
made 

vity
h

Open Spaces and Stewardship – TRENDING IN OTHER LARGE MPCs

2. Trend: Healthy eating, locally grown produce and an interest in food 
production are increasing as a national value and aspiration

• Incorporating small community farms (2-40 acres) operated 
by third party farmers

• Participatory educational programs for children and 
families

• Farmers markets
• Food festivals and fairs of increasing scale and regularity

Response:  Farm to Table and in-community organic farming are 
becoming components of many MPCs.
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Open Spaces and Stewardship – TRENDING IN OTHER LARGE MPCs

3. Trend: Increasing investment and emphasis on ecologically-based 
open space management

• Retro-fit parks with landscape of ecological value
• Institute bio-filtration regimes to enhance water quality
• Evaluate new landscape for carbon sequestration values
• Establish community bio-diversity index and use over 

time to increase diversity
• Reforestation programs
• Invasive species eradication programs

Response:  Greater use of ‘good science’ to measure and enhance 
biodiversity and increased value of ‘landscape services’

Civic Engagement – TRENDING IN OTHER LARGE MPCs

1. Trend: Research indicates a significant market segment seeks 
greater community engagement and participation

• More programmable spaces and places for gatherings 
and events

• Innovative funding mechanisms to sustainably sponsor 
events

• Intra-community internet platforms for exclusive internal 
connectivity 

• Aggressive support for and creation of affinity groups and 
clubs

Response:  MPCs are increasing activity programming 
and digital connectivity
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Mix of Housing – TRENDING IN OTHER LARGE MPCS

• Finer housing type segmentation (8-12 housing types in a village)
• More senior housing plans
• Multi-generational plans
• Universal Design (variation of ADA)
• Innovative types: micro units, co-housing

• Gen Z
• Gen Y
• Gen X
• Baby Boomers
• Maturists

Response:

1. Trend: Better understanding of the housing needs of population 
segments
• Singles
• Alternative families
• Childless families
• Conventional
• Active Adults
• Aging Seniors

Affordable  Housing – TRENDING IN OTHER LARGE MPCS

• Developers pursuing both mixed-income and freestanding 
affordable sites

• Affordable Land Trusts increasingly becoming bridge entity 
between development community and city jurisdictions

• Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) becoming popular vehicle for 
older, mature communities

Response:

1. Trend:
• Increasing need for affordable and work force housing in most 

new communities, especially with strong local economies
• MPCs continuing to incorporate affordable housing in new 

development approvals and business plans 
• Increasing pressure from state and regional planning agencies 

to provide affordable housing
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Redevelopment – TRENDING IN OTHER LARGE MPCS

• Focus on housing with at least 2x densities over existing
• Avoid locations within existing established neighborhoods
• Create exciting mixed use, urban spaces appealing to emerging 

demographics
• Reduce retail in concert with market trends, but often in conflict 

with local city tax generation needs

Response:

Trends: 
• Most MPCs have not yet reached a redevelopment stage
• Those that have focus on:

- Pre 80’s industrial parks
- Pre 80’s apartment projects
- Underperforming pre-80’s retail sites

Irvine Redevelopment Projects

Transportation – TRENDING IN OTHER LARGE MPCS

• Focus on Next-Gen mobility to offer non-auto transport options, 
especially in Town Centers and higher density districts
- Mobility Hubs
- Zip cars
- Shuttles
- Bike Share programs

Response:

Trends: 
• Increasing desire to reduce need for two cars for two income 

households (help offset increasing housing costs) 
• Adaptation of technology in transportation especially for younger 

age groups to provide alternate modes

MaaS

Mobility Hub

Autonomous Shuttle



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 359

Transportation – TRENDING IN OTHER LARGE MPCS

• Shift from congestion management to reduction in VMT 
(Vehicle Miles Travelled)
- Better land use balance
- Focus on optimal Internal Trip Capture
- Transportation Management Plans (TMPs) to reduce 

single passenger ridership
- Unbundling parking on high density projects

Response:

Trends: 
• Climate Change concerns lead to reduced Green House 

Gas emissions from vehicles (largest carbon source in 
suburban settings)

Mixed Use Redevelopment

Balancing Land Use to Maximize 
Internal Trip Capture
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Appendix E: Survey Results 
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Appendix E1 Columbia  
Vision Questionnaire
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Columbia Vision | Questionnaire Results

July 20, 2020

Instructions: As Howard County embarks this year on a General Plan update, it is appropriate 
for Columbia to refresh and validate its community vision in order to confidently input into 
the county planning process. The Columbia Association is facilitating a series of workshops 
with community leadership to discuss and refine guiding principles moving forward.  The 
following brief questionnaire, developed by CA consultants, will provide input into the 
process by helping gauge areas of concern, opportunity and emphasis. CA consultants will 
share the results with you during the first workshop.

Intro
The original Rouse vision is more than 50 years old based on the founding cornerstones of Build a Complete 
City, Respect the Land, Provide Growth for People and Make a Profit.  Are these still viable and worth striving 
for in the 21st Century? The following principles were articulated in the CA 2015 Vision update. To what 
extent should the CA and Howard County continue to prioritize the following 5 principles from Rouse’s initial 
vision?

I. Diversity / Inclusion
Rouse built Columbia as an “open community,” one that would be a new model to overcome racial 
and economic discrimination and segregation.  He also incorporated amenities to enhance the lives of 
Columbians of various ages and stages of life.

Please say how much you agree with the following statements from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree 
(5).

II. Land Stewardship
The distinctive, tight weave of Columbia’s open spaces, residential neighborhoods and other development is 
a distinguishing feature of the community.  These open space resources provide health, recreation , aesthetic 
and ecological benefits that contribute to Columbia’s quality of life. 

III. Land Use and Design
Rouse imagined a plan for a “complete city”, not just a residential community.  The focus on livable 
neighborhoods in close proximity to a significant amount of employment and shopping areas set it aside 
from other developments.  He also planned for the long-term understanding that Columbia would continue 
to grow and evolve over time.

IV. Neighborhoods and Destinations
Rouse envisioned quality neighborhoods organized three or four to a village that would be anchored by 
a village center comprised of shopping, educational and civic/recreational uses.  The nine villages were 
developed around a Town Center, the commercial core of Columbia.

V. Community Facilities and Services
Rouse placed great emphasis on, and planned for, transportation, public faculties, civic and recreational uses 
to serve the whole community.

Columbia Vision Questionnaire
Survey Open 7/21/2020 - 7/29/2020
16 Responses



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 365
Columbia Vision | Questionnaire Results 1

1. Your name: 2. Name of village you represent:

Columbia Vision Questionnaire
Survey Open 7/21/2020 - 7/29/2020
16 Responses

Laura Torres

Jessamine Duvall

Nancy McCord

Brad Butler

Andy Stack

Renee DuBois

Brynn Conover

Susan Krabbe

David Wissing

Sheri Fanaroff

Milton W. Matthews

Lynn Foehrkolb

Janssen E. Evelyn

Shari Zaret

Dennis Mattey

Janet Evans

3. Assign a ranking of 1-5 (1 being MOST important to 5 being LEAST important) to each of the 
following five principles by dragging and dropping.

(3) Columbia Association

(2) Hickory Ridge

(2) Long Reach

(2) Owen Brown

(2) Town Center

(2) Wilde Lake

River Hill

Kings Contrivance

Harpers Choice

1. Diversity and Inclusion

2. Stewardship

3. Land Use

4. Community Facilities and Services

5. Neighborhood and Destination

First Choice Last Choice 
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I. Diversity and Inclusion

While there exists a number of active adult and assisted living 
communities in Columbia, we should shift more emphasis 
onto housing, activity programming and support services 
for older people.

3.14
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Columbia was always intended as a multi-ethnic and multi-
racial community. To continue this tradition, programming, 
ethnic food/retail and related housing types (multi-
generational) should be expanded.

4.00
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Consistent with the original Rouse principles, the CA should 
actively promote Columbia’s continued openness to all 
races/ethnicities.

4.93
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Interfaith centers were a major innovation at the time of 
initial development and continue to serve an important role. 3.29

Average Number
1

2

3

4

5

Redevelopment in village centers and other locations could 
provide new, higher density housing, allowing Columbia’s to 
further diversify, consistent with its original goals.

4.00
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Columbia should more aggressively pursue housing 
innovations such as co-housing, micro-units, multi-
generational plans and mixed use.

4.00
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

The robust array (during normal times) of concerts, arts 
and other activities are a sufficient offering of cultural 
engagement opportunities.

3.64
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Redevelopment of Village Centers should include new and 
well developed plazas, commons and other urban open 
spaces for residents to participate in community life.

4.79
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Columbia needs to grow housing, retail and amenities 
aligned with and attractive to migrating, well educated 
millennial and Gen Z workers.

4.14
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Columbia should continue to be open to all economic levels 
consistent with its founding principles. 4.87

Average Number
1

2

3

4

5

Young people raised in Columbia will find it an inviting, 
affordable and engaging place to return for work and raising 
a family.

3.43
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

1 5
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II. Land Stewardship

The current character and upkeep of the conserved natural 
woodland is appropriate and not in need of restoration or 
reforestation.

3.31
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Open space maintenance, trash and recycling efforts are 
well managed, appropriate and not currently in need of 
modification.

3.88
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Although the park acreage in Columbia was based on needs 
determined over 50 years ago, the array of usable parks seem 
appropriate for today’s population and lifestyle.

3.75
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

The recreation activity programming managed by the 
association has adjusted appropriately over time, is 
sufficiently diverse and scaled for the current Columbia 
population.

3.19
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

There needs to be a greater focus on the aging population 
when programming health and wellness activities. 2.81

Average Number
1

2

3

4

5

The vision for Symphony Woods becoming a new Central 
Park is on track and on vision. 2.73

Average Number
1

2

3

4

5

For Columbia to attract a high quality, young, well trained 
work force, its parks and amenities need an evaluation and 
potential overhaul.

3.50
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

1 5
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III. Land Use and Design

As homes continue to increase in price, more affordable and 
work force housing needs to be included in  Village Center 
and Downtown Columbia redevelopment.

3.94
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Neighborhood clusters, that make up each of the villages, 
could be enhanced to achieve a higher level of community, 
socialization and neighbor-to-neighbor interaction.

4.19
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

The general mix of land use in Columbia is well balanced and 
should continue similarly into the future. 3.44

Average Number
1

2

3

4

5

The global changes in retail may require Columbia’s retail 
centers to downsize creating redevelopment opportunities 
we should support.

4.19
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Although well intended, design guidelines stifle innovation 
and keep the community from being architecturally 
refreshed.

3.13
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Pressures placed on parks and community facilities from 
Downtown redevelopment are not significant and are being, 
or will be, adequately mitigated.

3.00
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

For Columbia to attract a younger, high quality work force, 
retail, restaurants and nightlife need to shift and become 
more cutting edge and contemporary.

3.94
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

1 5
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IV. Neighborhoods and Destinations

We need to be more aggressive in redevelopment of the 
village centers with curated retail, infill housing and place-
making.

4.31
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Allowing higher density in village centers to facilitate 
redevelopment is worth the tradeoffs of greater traffic and 
other impacts to adjacent neighborhoods.

3.75
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

The Hickory Ridge redevelopment proposal is a sound  
approach to revitalizing a village center, with higher density 
apartments and modest mixed-use retail.

4.06
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

A major effort needs to be undertaken to reposition 
the employment corridors including stronger branding, 
coherent landscape and best-in-class signage.

3.81
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Greater effort should be made to procure grants, incentives 
and other financial means to upgrade older, deteriorating 
homes and neighborhoods.

4.56
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Older apartment projects, primarily adjacent to village 
centers, provide opportunities for redevelopment to more 
current housing needs.

4.63
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Projects like Verona Apartments in Oakland Mills, which 
is going to HCHC for affordable housing, is positive and 
consistent with Columbia’s vision to be open to all economic 
levels.

3.69
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

1 5
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V. Community Facilities and Services

Economic diversity within neighborhoods provides 
advantages to all income groups and should be prioritized. 4.19

Average Number
1

2

3

4

5

The concentration of affordable housing in some villages 
could be adjusted by adding more Downtown and 
redeveloping some existing projects to market rate housing.

3.63
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

The Howard County multi-layered transit network works well 
and is adequate for the population and its generally auto-
oriented lifestyle.

2.00
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

On the other hand, younger age groups are looking for more 
walkability and less auto dependency.  We should focus on 
developing multi-use, high ‘walk score’ districts.

4.31
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

The County’s Connecting Howard County, Walk Howard 
and Bike Howard programs should be strongly supported 
since they would greatly expand “active mobility” options in 
Columbia.

4.19
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

CA should explore relationships with Uber and Lyft to find 
ways of providing expanded and customized On-Demand 
ride-share programs.

3.44
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Police records suggest a correlation between affordable 
housing and a higher level of police activity. This is a concern 
and requires thought and action.

3.81
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

A response to issues of safety and nuisance in some of the 
neighborhoods should be increased access to innovative 
programs to address psychiatric, substance abuse and other 
social issues.

4.31
Average Number

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

1 5
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I. Diversity and Inclusion
• Columbia’s older neighborhoods and older schools need to be “renewed’ as a matter of EQUITY.  Affordable housing needs 

to be re-framed as “multi-economic housing”, that speaks to mid-level dual income families. Full spectrum housing (not 
luxury enclaves) would best serve the goals of Diversity & Inclusion.

• First and foremost, I would separate diversity and inclusion.  My experience in working and residing in many communities 
over my career, I have seen firsthand that there is not always a correlation between the diversity of a community and 
inclusion. 
Also, in the early 1960’s when the Columbia community was founded, the advocacy of and pursuit of diversity as a  guiding 
principle was quite unique.  Now, 53 years, I do not believe the message is not as unique and probably will not resonate as 
prominently with younger generations.

• Regarding Statement 13, Although I strongly agree with the statement, Columbia is really not “affordable” to young 
families starting out.    

• The neighborhood centers located in most villages are an important asset for the villages to create opportunities for 
Building communities. 

• There is a distinction between being open via ensuring we don’t have particular barriers (allowing Columbia to be open) 
and being open via mandating certain things. Rouse designed Columbia to be open, but sometimes economic conditions 
precluded openness. He ensured a variety of housing to allow different people to live in Columbia, housing cots were 
so much different back then. That housing is far more expensive then he ever imagined it would be. And he designed 
Columbia with over 30% open space regardless of its impact on openness.

• There needs to be less focus on housing for seniors and more affordable housing for young people and families.

II. Land Stewardship
• CA needs to do a better jon of evolving their “play” amenties to compete with newer and fresher offerings, especially 

when it comes to the fees charged for (in many ways) inferior standards.  Gyms and Polls are a prime area for changes to 
compete with the Lifetime Fitnesses and other newer facilities.

• CA’s 95 miles of Open Space pathways continue to attract new residents, keep home prices high, and is the most popular 
aspect of Columbia as a place to live and work (per years of CA market research).  The Park in Symphony Woods needs to 
be supported as a “Green” showcase for Columbia’s environmental commitment, and an open, affordable gathering space 
for all age groups.

• Columbia’s parks are well maintained and enjoy a great deal of use by all age groups from my observation.  I use at least 2 
of them daily and value them.  Watershed stewardship has come a long way in just the past few years.  Symphony Woods 
is a problem especially because CA gave it up to an unrealistic planner who blew thru funds without much in the way of 
results.  I’m hoping the current IAT will move back toward the original plan of a REAL Central Park, not a Disney type look-
alike.

• I answered question 22 as “Agree”, but I would like to make a distinction. Its open space is a great asset and doesn’t need 
an overhaul. It appeals to a young, well trained work force. It just needs to be protected. It is a different story with its 
amenities. Columbia does need to evaluate and overhaul its amenities to appeal to a young, well trained work force.

• I believe the Columbia community was built by a private developer with the intent to attract families and others to what 
was once a rural setting in Howard County, MD.  The over abundance of community amenities, especially outdoor pools, 
tot lots, buildings, was part of a marketing strategy to bring people to this new community. 
My concerns 53 years later are with CA’s financial ability to maintain these amenities and whether all these amenities are 
still viewed as a “value add” for community stakeholders, including residents. 
At a point in the near-term, I do believe that there needs to be a community-wide discussion covering “quality” versus 
quantity”, with respect physical assets owned by CA.

• Open space and amenities are extremely important, but not sacred. Decisions should be made with an emphasis on 
maintaining Columbia’s status as a desirable community for all ages, especially younger generations.

• Over all I think CA does a good job caring for the open space around Columbia.  There had been talk years ago about 
changing tot lots to friendlier spaces for people of all generations.  

• There needs to be a greater balance of land preservation and housing/retail space.  The downtown area is already crowded 
with high rises and traffic congestion
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III. Land Use and Design
• CA must continue to closely monitor development in and around Columbia to ensure that new buildings fit in with the 

character of our city. That being said, change is inevitable and we must adapt to remain a community of choice.

• Design in Columbia is far from interesting.  The new buildings in the Merriweather district are big boxes with no interesting 
or eye catching design.   
It’s a shame the opportunity for unique design was lost.   Overall buildings in Columbia are boring. 

• I do not think the “village” concept is working at all. Only residents who have lived in Columbia for 50 years know what 
village they live in, and those who do not know, don’t care. It is no longer relevant to residents.

• Land use and design is definitely an area which has not been sufficient updated over the years and, in my opinion, is 
hurting the community.  For example, I believe, outside of redevelopment in the downtown area where there are new 
apartment homes and eventually condos being built, a lot of the community’s housing stock looks “tired”.

• More affordable housing needs to be incorporated across Columbia and Howard County not focused on Downtown. 

• Question 30 is a difficult one to answer in light of the pandemic. Does enhancing neighbor-to-neighbor interaction make 
sense in the current situation?

• The concept of the end all/be all Village Center to serve only the residents of a village is antiquated and needs a refresh.  
Village Centers can and should still be hubs for retail and entertainment but these needs to be planned to bring people 
not only from a single village, but from across Columbia.

• The Village Center concept is still key to why Columbia functions so well, when most of suburbia is a bland and 
boring wasteland of strip malls. Mid-rise mixed development housing could be introduced, if roads in and out are not 
overwhelmed. Allowing “duplex” additions to existing older single family homes close to shopping would be an additional 
incremental way of adding affordable units without the drawbacks of high rise urbanism.

• While overall land use is well-balanced looking at Columbia as a whole, there are significant clusters of commercial or 
industrial space that could be balanced more effectively.

IV. Neighborhoods and Destinations
• Affordable housing needs to be seamlessly included, and integrated into, all new housing developments in the younger 

villages. Higher levels--20%--are needed to offset perceptions of exclusion of minority members from new Howard County 
schools being built in the western part of the county. We need to work actively against re-segregation of housing and 
schooling.

• I was not sure what was meant by “reposition the employment corridors”. The examples provided are fine and I support 
them. But some could take “repositioning” to mean adding housing or mixed use. That might lead to a very different 
answer.  

• Similar to a previous comment, the village center concept does need to be refreshed and housing will be need to be a part 
of that change in order to bring developers and people willing to invest in these village centers.

• Statement 35.  Not sure I have enough information to give an answer.

• This is an area where I have found CA Board members to be selective in their advocacy of Mr. Rouse’s vision for the 
community.  My point being that some will frequency say “do not change that which has been successful” but selectively 
forget that Mr. Rouse knew that the community must continue to evolve.

• We must incentive the purchase and remodeling of older homes in the older villages. Low-interest loans, property tax 
rebates, and suggestions on how to “upgrade” older home models (example: the patio homes in Oakland Mills and other 
standard home models) for 21st-century living.

• What is HCHC?  I think there needs to be a plan to incorporate affordable housing across the county.  There should be 
affordable housing planned near every Elementary school. 
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V. Community Facilities and Services
• Affordable housing should be interspersed with market rate so as not to create a concentration which is generally 

regarded negatively. 

• I believe having a mix of housing throughout Columbia should be a goal that aligns with Rouse vision. 

• I believe that mixed-income housing and incentives for buying older homes in Columbia’s core are our best bet for success. 
I would also support some type of rent control in Columbia. The way I see it, we have plenty of low-income housing and 
plenty of expensive, market-rate housing. What’s missing is housing that meets the needs of young families, people who 
work in Columbia (teachers, police, skilled trades, etc.). There are very few single-family homes that cost less than $500,000 
and even less in the “starter home” range of $250k-400k.

• I believe the emphasis that Mr. Rouse focused on community facilities and services may have been appropriate for a 1960’s 
rural Howard County.

• I do not see how adding more market rates housing to downtown will help in the villages with high concentrations of 
affordable housing.  Doesn’t make sense to me.  

• I don’t think it is CA’s responsibility to work with Uber and Lyft or to address transportation issues at all. That is a Howard 
County responsibility.

• Regarding question 43, I don’t think CA should be in that business - it should be the County handling that. 
Regarding question 44, I hear that consistently in Owen Brown. In certain areas, if a “family” leaves, the area suddenly has 
less crime and becomes a better place to live.  
Regarding Question 47, Columbia has much more affordable housing than other parts of the County. It is not clear that 
Columbia (including the Downtown) needs more affordable housing than what is already planned.  
One of the things I liked about Rouse’s vision is that he designed Columbia for 120,000 people and it can nicely handle 
120,000. But once you get more than 120,000 people, we are going to have problems. It wasn’t designed for more people. 
I believe that land has a maximum carrying capacity and when you go beyond that big problems occur. It puts too much 
pressure on open space and amenities.  Columbia was designed with a variety of land densities and a maximum number 
of dwelling units which makes Columbia livable. Look at how different Route 1 would be if the County had said 1/2 of the 
acreage had to be single family detached housing and a lot less townhouse/multifamily units and 30% of the land had to 
be connected open space. 

• Unfortunately, all neighborhoods experience crime incidents no matter the affluence.

• Using small electric “jitneys”, like those at destination tourist sites, would enhance Village transit to and around Downtown.  
Also, Point to Point technology currently exists for individually scheduled pickup and drop off transit via fleet of minivans. 
This would be great amenity for families & seniors! CA could sell reduced rate subscription service to Annual Charge 
payers.
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Columbia Association - Columbia Planning and Visioning
Survey Open 10/10/2020 - 10/13/2020
16 Responses

October 10, 2020

Key Vision Issues and Candidate Policies

Instructions: Please select only one policy option for each vision issue. If none of the options 
capture your preferred choice, write yours in under “Other” and select it.

For this survey, when we say “affordable housing” we include moderate income housing (60-
80% of Area Median Income) as well as workforce housing (80-120% of AMI).  Low income 
housing is <60% of the AMI.
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16 Responses

1. The early definition of, and support for, diversity has evolved and needs to 
expand to include race, income, age and ethnicity.

We have a higher than average level of diversity in the spirit of Rouse’s vision.  Additional 
focus on this topic is not necessary.1

Refine our existing  policy whereas CA welcomes the increasing diversity of ethnicity, 
the aging population, young workers and the economically challenged while striving to 
align facilities and programs accordingly.

6

In addition to the second bullet above we should clarify the demographic, stage of life and ethnic makeup of 
the community and actively ensure that recreational, social and cultural programming and facilities reflect the 
needs of each segment.

6

Other:2
• Continue to acknowledge that Columbia’s growth potential exceeds the limits of its currnet zoning (ie:  mixed 

use development in commercially zoned areas).  I agree with bullet #2 but question the work involved in refining 
it as in #3.  This should be an ongoing assessment involving not only our ever changing demographics but 
looking toward the future.  We need to look toward the County and beyond as we redefine our purpose.  Will we 
be able to afford the recreational facilities we currently operate?  the many programs and events we produce?  
We need to stop trying to be everything to everybody, but instead look towards how we can work with other 
entities to push this vision out to surrounding communities.

• Rouse included racial and ethnic diversity, and economic diversity in the Vision for Columbia.  CA needs to re-
energize this commitment, include younger cohorts (20--40 year olds) and set goals for Inclusion (including 
encouraging new leadership from all segments of the community).

2. Social equity (the active commitment to fairness, justice and equality) is today a 
more focused and meaningful goal than simply achieving diversity.

The founding principles of equal access to housing, education and social services 
has been and will continue to be endorsed and will continue as a goal of CA and the 
community at large.

2

Simple policy isn’t enough, CA needs to more aggressively focus and invest in providing 
parity across the community in programming and facilities ensuring equal access to all 
groups and neighborhoods within the community. 

3

In addition to the second and third bullets above, CA should go on record that the County needs to study 
and, if needed, enhance shuttle and bus service, access for the disabled  and increase mobility options for the 
disadvantaged. 

8

Other:3
• All of the above.

• I agree with bullets 1 & 2 but there is a limit economically to what CA can do and still survive.

• I feel like these responses are all over the place. CA should continue to keep social equity in mind but it’s really 
incumbent on the County to ensure policies are equitable.

I. Diversity
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3. Affordability is linked to diversity. Columbia has historically provided the 
majority of affordable housing in the county and as a result exhibits its highest 
levels of diversity.

Columbia has done more than its fair share of providing affordable housing.  No more 
needs to be constructed. 2

Columbia’s leadership in providing affordable housing to support a diversity of economic 
levels should be carried forward in similar proportion as the housing stock continues to 
expand through redevelopment.

6

Columbia has done its part and it is time for other portions of the county to play an increased role in providing 
economic diversity through affordable and workforce housing. 

3

Other:5
• Both second and third bullets

• Columbia, as the most dense development in Howard County,  needs to continue its leadeership in providing 
affordable housing while working with the County to expand affordable and workforce housing in the county.  
Columbia needs to continue to build housing for all economic levels, including upper income properties as well.

• I agree with 2 but think it’s also time for other parts of the county to play an increased role.

• Some parts of Columbia have done its share but not all villages.  The county needs to increase affordable 
housing in the areas that don’t have its fair share.

• Columbia and the county should look at new options for affordable housing such as tiny houses and micro 
units. 



COLUMBIA PLANNING AND VISIONING : APPENDIX 379
Columbia Planning and Visioning | Results 3

Columbia Association - Columbia Planning and Visioning
Survey Open 10/10/2020 - 10/13/2020
16 Responses

4. Columbia is blessed with an abundance of open space which differentiates it from 
other Master Planned Communities (MPCs).  Much of it consists of drainageways 
and lakes, however, which are expensive to maintain.

Our open space system is more than adequate and well maintained.  No policy changes 
are required at this time. 1

Much of the cost of maintenance is from upstream drainage outside of Columbia.  
CA should request the County explore shared maintenance and/or more aggressive 
upstream management programs.

13

1 Other:
• CA has made great strides in Watershed management because of cost sharing projects with the County.  Great 

collaboration & partnership by McCoy & Open Space.

5. The Columbia trail network is robust with some segments highly used and others 
less so.  Measures might be taken to increase their use and function.

The trail network is functional and well maintained.  No greater focus or additional 
expenditure is needed at this time.0

The County’s Walk Howard pedestrian network master plan provides good guidance on 
upgrading our trail network.  However we need to push the County for more aggressive 
funding and implementation.

5

In addition to the second bullet above, we need trails to play a bigger role in active mobility (walking, biking, 
scooters, e-bikes) especially around our Village Centers.  Although various trail improvement programs are 
underway, an additional study should be commissioned to look at expanding key segments for multi-modal 
use, creating more width or multiple lanes if needed (bike vs. walking), and improving signage. 

8

Other:2
• I agree with the 2nd bullet and I philosophically agree with the third but wonder how that would all be funded.

• In addition to 2 and 3 above, CA should look at more creative uses within the pathway system to encourage 
more useage.

II. Open Space
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6. Surveys have shown the community to be generally satisfied with the recreational 
facilities provided.  Some components might require a refresh if the highest level of 
service is to be achieved.

Surveys indicate a high level of satisfaction with the CA facilities.  Maintaining current 
practices and programs is the reasonable course. 4

In general things are very good; however, work is needed on the tot- lots.  They should 
be refreshed with more up-to-date equipment and intergenerational design concepts. 

5

7

Other:
• Empahsizes should be on what Columbians value most, pathways and outdoor pools.  Gyms and other facilites 

are being subsidized by lien payers and need to show a positive cash flow.  The Haven in the lake needs to be 
terminated as well as Fairway Hills.

• In addition to bullet two some may need to be closed and other use established

• Look at refreshing open space usage, including tot lots, adding experiences,  looking at a more creative use of 
93 miles of pathways

• Recreational facilities = tot lots? I don’t know what is being included in “recreational facilities” here. If there is a 
specific question about tot lots, ask it specifically.

• Tot lots are not the only aspect of recreational facilities that should be examined.

7. Our open spaces are natural systems as well as recreational and it has been 
pointed out that other MPCs have developed a more ecological perspective on 
their management.

Reforestation programs occur as needed and at a level sufficient for the community.1

Diversity is also a natural systems attribute so we should look more at our open space 
from an ecological standpoint by providing more education including interpretive 
signage throughout the network.

1

In addition to the second bullet above we need to incorporate active  bio-diversity strategies, including more 
aggressive reforestation and  habitat enhancement, into our open space management and maintenance 
programs. 

10

Other:3
• I agree with active bio-diversity strategies but cannot say definitively if aggressive reforestation should be part 

of it. 

• Open space is provided as a function of the streams in columbia.  Water mangaement needs to be coordinated 
with the County thru some agreement. 

• We need to incorporate active bio-diversity strategies, including more agressive reforestation and habit 
enhancement into our open space management and maintenance programs.
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8. The original master plan open space allocation has been preserved generally 
intact over the decades, but as the population increases could the open space 
network be expanded?

The open space system is generous and currently expensive to maintain.  The current 
network is more than adequate.1

As redevelopment occurs, it is not unreasonable to request additional parks in exchange  
for higher density and additional units.

2

In addition to the second bullet above, underutilized land such as oversized parking lots, County-owned land, 
and other vacant lands could be targeted for possible acquisition to strategically expand the open space 
network. 

8

Other:5
• As redevelopment occurs, it is not unreasonable to request additional small parks, plazas and courtyards as 

quality people gathering places and additions pro rata for additional density.

• Don’t know that it needs to be expanded, but the concept of converting underutilized land as open space is 
intriguing...imagine what we could do with the Mall parking lot to create a true Downtown.  Same extends to 
Gateway and the many commercial parks.  We are definately entering a period of extreme change, so everything 
is on the table.

• I agree but those additional parks should be funded by the developers & county. The 3rd bullet is too pie in the 
sky given the limitations on CA’s finances.

• Long Reach VIllage Center, with the lack of progress on redevelopment, poses a prime oportunity for a new park.

• Open space is not protected since it does not have the same legal protection as under county law.  This needs 
to be rectified.
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9. Columbia ranks very high in cultural facilities and programs.  Other classic MPCs 
on average have more open civic and community events.

We have a robust array of civic and cultural programs sufficient to meet our community 
needs. 0

Once we get back to normal, CA should evaluate the array of concerts, festivals and 
other events and then update and potentially expand to better meet our emerging 
demographic, including further activating our Village Centers. 

10

In addition to our current events, we need to make a commitment to an expanded series of festivals-including 
culinary, music and arts-that occur annually to generate a higher level of civic energy and community interaction.

3

Other:2
• Columbia’s cultural events are predominantly provided thru the County.  This should be continued and expanded

• I agree with 2 and 3, but would encourage cooperation with business, arts organizations, public and private 
funders to do this.  Many of CA’s programs are pedestrian and could use an infusion of creativity.

10. Some other MPCs have developed exclusive community intra-net pages 
designed to organically facilitate local affinity groups, clubs and organizations.

We have a good inter-community communications network.  If people want to get 
together to do things they know how to do it. 3

CA should explore developing a web-based resident connectivity app exclusive to 
Columbia that allows affinity groups to more easily form and engage in shared activities. 

9

3 Other:
•  Bullet #2 is a necessity but what we are truly missing is a newspaper-like vehicle, digital, paper, whatever that 

presents community news, events, and commentary.  Encouraging blogs, podcasts,etc that focus on community.

• CA is on the sidelines.  I do not wake up each day looking for what CA might be providing that day.  Civic 
engagement is low and done usually thru the Villages.    Do not see a need for another communications facility.

• I support opportunities for additional options for affinity groups but do not believe CA has the expertise to drive 
that functionality.

III. Civic Engagement
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11. The region is growing as new jobs are created, and these jobs are bringing more 
workers to the area than the amount of new housing being built. This is causing 
both reduced affordability and quality of life impacts through longer commute 
times.

We have enough housing.  More will just increase congestion. 2

New housing is being constructed in Downtown Columbia and over time Village Centers 
and older apartment projects may get revitalized. We should support these efforts when 
they arrive but not rush them.

1

We need to be more active and develop Focus Area Plans for all of our Village Centers that encourage new 
housing, at an appropriate scale, as the centers redevelop. 

1

In addition to the third bullet above, we need to work with the County to create new redevelopment incentives 
and design guidelines that facilitate the redevelopment of old apartment projects and older, obsolete 
commercial development into tasteful, design-current, additional housing units.

8

12. The County General Plan Update provides an opportunity to discuss the future 
of housing county-wide.  CA has an opportunity to be a voice in that discussion.

IV. Housing

Other:
• In addition to the fourth bullet above, we need to work with the County to create new redevelopment incentives 

and design guidelines that facilitate the redevelopment of older, obsolete commercial development into 
tasteful, design-current, additional housing units.

• In addition to the fourth bullet above, we need to work with the County to create new redevelopment incentives 
and design guidelines that facilitate the redevelopment of older, obsolete commercial development into 
tasteful, design-current, additional housing units.

• The third bullet could also be re-development older apartment into recreational use and some housing

• There definitely needs to be a plan for smart development and sustainabile increases in density, but the County 
is incapable of making that determination or thoughtfully managing that process. I would like to see the 
revitalization/redevelopment of older real estate but do not believe the County provides a reliable source for 
overseeing that.

4

Yes, we should take a strong position that new development in Downtown Columbia is 
enough and represents our fair share.  The County needs to find other places for growth.3

CA should take a clear position that new housing is needed but that new development 
and redevelopment should be spread equally across the county, including Columbia, on 
a fair-share basis. 

7

Columbia and its adjacent commercial corridors have opportunities for more urban redevelopment than 
other parts of the county.  Areas proximate to Downtown Columbia, Columbia Gateway/GE and Dobbin Road/
Snowden River Parkway, and to a lesser extent our Village Centers, can, and should, be a focus for new housing.

4

Other:2
• agree more with bullets 2 and 3 but feel more affordable housing needs to go outside Columbia if we are to deal 

with the equity issue in the Columbia schools in the older villages.

• For Columbia, new housing should be focused in Downtown, the Village Centers, and eventually Gateway (if a 
reasonable mixed use plan can be developed for Gateway; what happened in Route 1 is not acceptable).
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13. The imbalance between jobs and housing has pushed prices up so that even 
though Columbia is affordable relative to some parts of the county, it is increasingly 
out of reach for younger families and young, qualified workers that we need to 
energize our job base.

14. Columbia has by far the lions share of low-cost, affordable housing in the 
county, but as demand for housing grows and prices continue to increase more 
may be needed.

We have enough affordable housing.  New projects can go elsewhere. 2

New projects, redevelopment or otherwise, should carry their fair share of mixed income 
housing. This is an acceptable solution. 

0

Our low income housing is too concentrated in several villages.  We need to work with the County and use the 
General Plan Update and new redevelopment opportunities to, over time, maintain and grow, but de-centralize 
this type of housing within Columbia. 

12

Other:2
• Both bullets 1 and 3 are valid, affordable housing needs ot be spread across Columbia as well as the county as 

a whole.

• Within Columbia and in the rest of HOCO. 

We don’t need anymore housing in Columbia.  We have done our part.  Let the County 
place housing in other locations.

1

This is not a low income, statutory affordable housing issue; it is a mid-price, 
workforce housing issue.  General support for higher density housing and incremental 
redevelopment of Village Centers will help reduce pressure on housing prices.  

3

Although the second bullet above is valid and supported, we need to be more active in recycling our housing 
stock with revised guidelines, Village Center Focus Plans and a more streamlined approval process. 

9

Other:3
• Bullets two and three above as well as creating the zoning and codes for tiny homes or compact studios. 

• Need to be more creative in re-developing our older communities all over the County.

• Two main components of increased housing prices are the steady increase in the value of e land and the cost of 
construction (including County fees, etc). We do need to consider recycling our housing stock and a streamlined 
approval process.
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15. Lower density housing in neighborhoods is also aging and in some places 
located on fairly large lots.  These provide an opportunity for reinvestment and an 
incremental increase in units.

16. The original mix of housing types was progressive for its time but not as 
responsive to the wide variety of family types that have evolved and currently 
seeking housing. We have an aging population with unique requirements while 
at the same time need to attract young families to energize our workforce and 
community life.

The original mix of single family, townhomes and apartments has recently been 
supplemented with downtown urban apartments. Sufficient choice has been provided. 

6

We need to advocate in the General Plan Update  process for additional housing types ranging from co-housing, 
extended family units, ADUs, micro-units as well as those new types being developed in recent MPCs. Opening 
up more large and small redevelopment opportunities with guidelines can help achieve this. 

9

1 Other:
• Use Gateway for creative housing solutions

The original density in our single family neighborhoods should be retained.  Housing 
types, lot sizes and guidelines are fine as is.

2

Single family units ARE receiving reinvestment by homeowners and buyers. The 
issue is Mansionization and new guidelines need to be developed to control size and 
neighborhood impact. 

3

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are an emerging mechanism to provide workforce housing as well as income 
to homeowners and seniors.  We should refine village covenants to allow ADUs and encourage new units within 
neighborhood-sensitive guidelines. 

3

Other:

5

• Both a focus on preventing mansionization and ADUs are warranted.

• Create village centers outside of Columbia--do away with the fee in lieu of affordable housing

• I agree with both the 2nd & 3rd bullet points.

In addition to supporting Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), we need to support incremental small scale 
redevelopment in our neighborhoods such as replacing single units with a duplex or triplex if the lot is of 
sufficient size. New guidelines need to control the overall size and architecture so that it reads as a single home 
and doesn’t overly change neighborhood character. 

3
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17. Average commuting time for Columbia residents continues to increase and the 
cost of housing makes dual car ownership  more difficult for low/moderate income 
families.

We live in an auto-oriented society and that is not likely to change.  We have transit for 
those that want or need it. 

0

We need to continue to support the County’s and regional bus transportation networks 
and confirm that routing achieves social equity goals. 

1

The second bullet above is not enough: we need to request the County explore additional shuttle programs 
(including autonomous shuttles originating in Downtown Columbia and connecting Village Centers and 
employment nodes), on-demand programs and other innovations that increase non-auto connectivity. 

6

In addition to the third bullet above, we need to request the County pursue the development of Mobility Hubs 
in Downtown Columbia and Village Centers as well as MaaS (Mobility as a Service) programs. (see transportation 
appendix from Workshop #4)

8

18. Next-gen regional transit, i.e. Bus Rapid Transit, needs to connect higher density 
cores to be efficient.  Several mixed use cores, in addition to Downtown Columbia,  
would allow more effective transit to arrive sooner.

V. Transportation

Other:
• We live in an auto-oriented society and that is not likely to change; however we can improve transit (buses, ride-

sharing, e-scooters, etc.).

1

It is the County’s responsibility to provide functional bus service for those that need it.  
They are doing a pretty good job.  Additional focus or expenditure not needed at this 
time.

0

We need to explore the relationship between Village Center intensification and the 
feasibility of additional transit connectivity between them, Downtown Columbia, 
corridor employment centers and local MARC stations

2

In addition to the second bullet above, we should request the County to initiate Focus Area Plans for the 
Columbia Gateway, Dobbin Rod and Snowden River Parkway areas in order to facilitate and accelerate one or 
more of these areas in to higher density, transit oriented developments. 

10

Other:3
• Bullet 3 should start with Gateway 

• It is the County’s responsibility to provide functional bus service for those that need it. Additional focus/
expenditures are needed, but it is a County responsibility.

• Transit fights to get funding and this has been a low priority for HoCo.  the emphasis on funding is schools.  Bus 
sevice is not reliable.  The current systme needs to be modernizeed before any funding is provided for BRT
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19. Active Mobility (walking, biking, electric bikes, kick and E- scooters) is gaining 
favor across the country as a means of reducing auto dependence and increasing 
health.

20. Currently, County Infrastructure Adequacy guidelines require a redevelopment 
project to improve effected roadways in the immediate area.  More global non-
auto, trip reduction strategies are not a part of such mitigation funding.

The system works well in that local streets that are stressed get fixed. 2

As a part of the General Plan Update process we need to recommend a change of policy 
if we’re going to move toward more progressive, less conventional mobility (shuttles, 
active mobility, on-demand) as a means to offset redevelopment traffic impacts. 

14

0 Other

Columbia has a robust trail system and it is working well.  No more focus or expenditures 
are needed at this time.  

1

We should expand the current bike share program by extending stations and adding 
electric bike options.  

3

In addition to the second bullet above, specific trail linkages around Village Centers and other destinations 
should get priority treatment for widening, as needed.  The signage program should be updated and expanded. 

8

Other:4
• Columbia has a robust trail system and it is working well. The signage program should be updated/expanded.

• The County should pay for option 3

• The path system provdes connectivity and shoulod be also utilized for golf carts as the population continues to 
get older.  This is done in many other planned communites like Peashtree city near Atlanta.  The pathways are 
currently underutilized .

• Trails are a viable option need to be evaluated for multi-modal transportation to protect pedestrians on foot

21. Pressures to increase road capacity will accompany planned and additional 
future growth.

Limit growth to current road capacities.1

Living with more congestion in activity centers is an acceptable by-product of more 
growth and it can be mitigated by  innovative non-auto multi-modal provisions. 

3

Recalculate road capacities assuming major increases in telework, changes in ecommerce 
and declining commercial and office needs in the mid-term, and use of autonomous 
vehicles in the long term. Monitor the situation and defer all major capacity increases.

11

Other:1
• A clear plan needs to be in place to support future growth - not a theoretical “non-auto multi-modal” provision 

that never comes to frutition. There needs to be accountability for any plans that propose alternatives to 
increased road capacity.  
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22. After Downtown Columbia, the Village Centers are the largest redevelopment 
opportunity within Columbia.  They are each unique in character, market 
opportunity and challenges.

We will convert untenantable retail space to other uses as needed and prefer to not add 
any high density housing as it creates traffic and compromises existing village character. 

0

The Village Centers are redeveloping at a slow pace with intensive community input, 
which is appropriate to achieve consensus and minimize village disruption. 

4

Most of the Village Centers are in need of active intervention.  We need to change attitude, be more open 
minded, streamline the approval process and move on to their next generation.

1

A change of attitude is fine as in #3 above, but to really accelerate redevelopment each needs a new Village 
Center Plan/Focus Area Plan developed with professional assistance and in collaboration with the County. 

3

23. Many support new housing in theory and the repositioning of Village Centers 
but are concerned these will negatively effect the unique character of Columbia.

VI. Redevelopment

Other:
• Streamlined process, better county collaboration, incentives for thinking outside the box, but not for shortcuts 

that do not provide support for a diverse and growing population. 

• we also need to stop thinking of village center as stores and housing.  Let’s think of large sports complexes for 
some of them

2

The best way to control the negative impacts of redevelopment is to have very little or 
none outside of Downtown Columbia.0

New and re-development would be ok if it incorporated key signature elements that 
reflect the best of Columbia’s character.  What these are need to be defined, but if done 
so could  provide the core content for a new set of exciting, context-sensitive guidelines. 

6

In addition to the second bullet above, we need to use the General Plan Update as a vehicle for putting forth a 
housing distribution plan for Columbia that includes new housing and redevelopment but identifies specific 
locations that are a ‘good fit’ for the community.

6

Other:3
• None of the above

• we also need to re-invent some of the housing where we have too much low income units

• Zero trust that the General Plan Update will adequately address the needs of Columbia. Believe there is great 
opportunity for thoughtful redevelopment of village centers, but have seen little eveidence to encourage 
optimism that it will happen.

In addition to the third and fourth bullets above we need to completely revamp the approval process and 
identify incentives to draw developers’ interest, such as density bonuses, exclusion from affordable housing 
requirements, and others TBD. 

5
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24. Significant redevelopment opportunities exist outside Columbia proper in 
Gateway, Dobbin Road and Snowden River Parkway.  These provide an opportunity 
for additional housing, jobs and retail.

25. Retail is problematic in several of the Village Centers as market demand has 
been diverted to better locations and more popular chains. Since the core of every 
Village Center (and some neighborhood centers) is retail, a mid-long term strategy 
would be of value.

Natural market forces will guide retail changes and/or closures over time. 1

Wilde Lake Village Center is an example of market-driven repositioning of retail.  We 
should be supportive of this approach for other centers although each will have its own 
unique retail formula. 

8

Being supportive in the second bullet above is not enough, we need to proactively develop a master retail 
strategy for Columbia that identifies supportable retail types and quantities for each center as well as corridor 
redevelopment areas. This becomes our roadmap regarding support for and input into county and developer 
proposals.

4

Other:3
• CA does not own property in the Village centers except for some rec facilites.  CA should work with the Village 

Boards on what might be redevelopment opportunities.

• How come there are several empty stores in WLVC?  First we need to ask do we need all the village centers 
anymore

• It’s too late for a master retail strategy that could benefit the village centers - the development has already 
happened. 

Market forces will guide incremental redevelopment of these areas over time. 0

Although outside of our purview, we should officially support efforts to redevelop 
these areas to help supplement our housing stock with minimal impact on Columbia 
neighborhood or village character.

2

We should be more aggressive and develop a greater Columbia vision plan as part of the General Plan Update that 
identifies specifically what uses and intensities within these corridor areas would best benefit the community. 

10

Other:3
• An eleventh Village!

• bullet 3 also where do you think the children are going to attend school and what is that impact

• Employment/industrial parks need a Plan.   Agree with the last statement also.
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26. A sizable inventory of 40 year and older commercial and apartment buildings 
are scattered throughout Columbia providing additional opportunities for new 
housing.

Natural market forces will guide redevelopment of these areas over time. 1

CA should request the county develop a policy encouraging and supporting 
redevelopment of mid to large size parcels for mixed income housing to assist in 
expanding the communities affordable housing stock. Such projects should be 
compatible with Columbia community character.

8

The County should be requested to develop a fund for acquisition of older, underutilized parcels within the 
county for mixed income housing development.

4

Other:3
• again you are missing the point of saturation in some villages and the impact on the schools the tenants and 

the community

• Combine 2 and 3...there are aging strip malls through out the county that could be the basis for redefining 
neighborhood, offering places for enhanced community development.  This should be done as a countywide 
exercise including Columbia in the study.

• None of the above.  More and replacement affordable housing needs to be discouraged.  new residents look at 
FARM rates and decide not to buy based on poverty rates at schools.
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27. The relationship between Howard County and CA is an appropriate topic for the 
General Plan Update.

The County has a valid planning process, we can participate as residents but that is 
sufficient.

0

Clear efforts to enhance and define a collaborative role and identity for CA/Columbia in 
the General Plan Update should be made.

14

2

28. Columbia plans should be explicitly acknowledged in the General Plan Update.

VII. Governance

Other:
• A “Columbia Planning Board” would support the business parks, give clear guidance to infill projects and 

preserve the unique sense of place of Columbia as a successful MPC.

• Covenant review runs with the land.  Until CA takes over design review and approval from Howard Hughes, CA 
has no leverage with HoCo government.

The County will include Columbia in its planning process as it has in previous updates. 1

A Sector Master Plan for Columbia should be incorporated into the General Plan Update.13

1 Other:
• The NT district has never been updated as part of previous General Plan updates.  Agee 

that a Sector master Plan shjould be done for Columbia.

29. Design standards for redevelopment in and adjacent to Columbia must be 
addressed in the General Plan Update and beyond.

Regarding this topic the status quo is acceptable, our efforts are better spent on other 
issues.

1

Principles for such design standards and a manual for their application must be part of 
the General Plan Update commitment.

2

In addition to the second bullet above, the status, responsibility for, and regulatory role 
of the Village Center Plans must be revisited and clarified in the General Plan Update. 

3

Beyond the third bullet above, discussions with the County during the General Plan Update should resolve, at 
a general level, the tradeoffs involved in integrating  revisions to New Town zoning within the overall zoning 
code.

3

Other:
• CA currently has the ability to review and approve Design prior to projects being submitted to the County.  It has 

chosen not to do so.  The County DAP is purley advsiory and is toothless.

1

Beyond the fourth bullet above, CA should be prepared to exchange the current iterative redevelopment 
approval process in the Downtown and Village Centers for predictable design standards in whose crafting CA 
has been directly involved.

6
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30. CA revenues are declining, putting pressure on services.
With declining revenues, a plan for a prioritized reduction in services and a “no net 
increase in costs policy” is needed.

2

Reducing subsidies combined with relinquishing some services to the County or other 
providers is an appropriate strategy.

5

Renegotiating FDP constraints on selling CA assets with the County should be the core 
strategy.

1

Other:

0

• 2 and 3 are appropriate.  I hope CA’s economic problems are temporary but this gives us the opportunity 
to reassess our relationship with Columbia and the County.  If HHC is able to continue its development of 
Downtown, CA should have significant financial strength going forward.  But the future is unknown at this time.  
To me, 2 and 3 are relevant to both good times and bad.

• All of the above are needed for the long term

• Alll of theabove  should be considered

• Do nt understand what this question is hoping to accomplish.

• I believe there are a combination of means but we do not need to pay higher taxes in HOCO or COLUMBIA.  We 
need to have a group discussion possibilities but the above responses do not do it for me. 

• Raise the assessment

• Review and revise the CA Business Model, to better reflect current practices and future financial sustainability.

• the county and the state should be contributing to some of our services--open space--income subsidy to those 
in need--child care---overpasses and other safety road issues--etc.

Boosting the residential tax base should be the priority strategy to address revenue decline.

8
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November 11, 2020

HoCo by Design New Town Planning Framework Focus Areas
CA Board and Village Representatives Polling   

Instructions: During the New Town Planning Charrette as part of the Howard County General 
Plan Update, the Consultant Team led by City Explained, Inc. (CEI) will develop a planning 
framework for the Columbia area (minus Downtown Columbia) with an emphasis on village 
center redevelopment, employment and commercial corridors, and the Gateway area. The 
Consultant Team will evaluate market and economic opportunities, as well as measure 
general impacts to supporting infrastructure, as part of the New Town Planning Framework.

In addition to an overall Columbia Framework Plan and map,  a master plan concept for up 
to six focus areas will supplement the planning framework map and be used to illustrate big 
ideas expressed as recommendations in the document. The focus area studies may include 
new (or improved) streets, blocks, parks, and buildings (determined after focus areas are 
selected) using plan view format (top-down map). Perspective drawings, street view scenes, 
and/or architectural details (deemed appropriate by the Consultant Team for conveying 
information) will highlight the community’s preferred design principles for community 
character in the Columbia area (up to twelve drawings in total). This example suggests the 
kind of products contemplated (https://bit.ly/LondonderryExample). The work will also 
include transportation analysis and testing and recommendations. 

So that the Columbia Planning and Visioning process can inform which focus areas are 
examined as part of the charrette, please identify no more than six (6) that you think are 
important to consider for developing focus area plans. 
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1. Village Centers (Including Adjacent Outparcels)

Wilde Lake Village Center

Gateway Area

2

10

Long Reach Village Center

Snowden River Parkway Corridor

7

9

Harper’s Choice Village Center

Dobbin Center Area

7

6

King’s Contrivance Village Center

Oakland Ridge Industrial Park

Hickory Ridge Village Center

Other

Oakland Mills Village Center

Owen Brown Village Center

Dorsey’s Search Village Center

River Hill Village Center

Other

1

2

2. Commercial/Employment Areas 
(Including Adjacent Outparcels)

3. Other:

1

6

4

2

9

6

0

10

5

10

5

• Rivers Corporate Park;   Route 100

• Village of Wilde Lake or Long Reach in terms of dealing with aging housing stock and affordable housing.

• All the Columbia Employment Centers in #2 above as well as the rest in columbia.  What general uses should be 
encouraged?  Currently uses are churches, storage lockers, etc. that are not adding to property taxes nor to the 
general positive view of Columbia.

• Town center community association 

• THe Guilford Employment Park off Snowden around Berger RD

• this survey has very little to do with the original intent on his seminar.

• Where exactly is Oakland Ridge Industrial Park?
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