


 (c) External Relations Committee – None  
 (d) Board Operations Committee  
  1. Consent Agenda  
   (a) Appointments to Dorsey’s Search Architectural Committee  
  2. Other  
   (a) Committee Structure Governance Documents  
 (e) Other Recommendations  
  1. Other  
   (a) Position Paper on the Adequate Public Facilities Bill (CB 47-

2010 and Resolution 97-2010) and Draft Letter from CA to 
the County Council 

 

10. Tracking Forms 5 min. 
 (a) Tracking Form for Board Requests  
 (b) Tracking Form for Resident Requests  

11. Talking Points 2 min. 
12. Adjournment – Approximately 10:30 p.m.  
13. Closed Meeting of the Board of Directors  

 
Next Board Meeting: Thursday, July 22. 2010 

 
ARRANGEMENTS FOR AN INTERPRETER FOR THE HEARING IMPAIRED CAN BE MADE BY 
CALLING 410-715-3111 OR TDD 410-715-3129 TWO DAYS IN ADVANCE OF THE MEETING. 





Resident Request Tracking Log
FY 11


As of July 2, 2010
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A B C D E F G


Number Originator Issue/Task Description
Origination 


Date
Assigned To 


(Department) Due Date Closed Date


1 Tom Scott, ABC


Job Descriptions for various 
positions in Admin Svcs, 
Communications & Marketing, 
Community Services 6/7/2010 Human Resources 7/7/2010 7/2/2010


2 Lillian Shapiro Re: CSS.  Has CA paid ITC?


6/24/10-
Resident 
Speakout Steven Sattler 7/24/2010


3 Tom Stanton


Re: Widening of Route 29.  Has 
CA initiated lobbying efforts in 
support of the affected residents?


6/24/10-
Resident 
Speakout President's Office 7/24/2010
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DRAFT MINUTES 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 


Held:  Thursday, June 24, 2010 
 


       To be Approved:  July 8, 2010 
 
In accordance with written notice the CA Board of Directors Meeting was convened on 
Thursday, June 24, 2010 at t the Columbia Association Building.  The following 
Members were present:  Ms. Cynthia A.S.H. Coyle, Chair, Ms. Suzanne Waller, Vice 
Chair, Mr. Michael Cornell (Phone), Ms. Kathleen Dragovich, Mr. Alex Hekimian, Mr. 
Phil Kirsch, Mr. Andrew Stack, and Mr. Russ Swatek.  Staff Liaisons Present:  Mr. Rob 
Goldman, Ms. Susan Krabbe, Mr. Chick Rhodehamel, and Mr. Steve Sattler, and Mr. 
Phil Nelson, President. 
 
CALL TO ORDER – The Board of Directors Meeting was Called to Order at 7:30 pm, 
by the Chair, Ms. Coyle. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF CLOSED/SPECIAL MEETING 
May 27, 2010 – Board of Directors Closed Meeting, following the regular meeting, in 
accordance with 11B-111(4)(iv), Consultation with staff personnel, consultants, attorneys 
or other persons connected with pending or potential litigation..  The Meeting began at 
9:45 pm, and closed at 9:55 pm.   
June 10, 2010 – Closed Board of Directors Meeting, held in accordance with 11B-
111(4)(vi), Consideration of the terms or conditions of a business transaction in the 
negotiation stage if the disclosure could adversely affect the economic interests of the 
homeowners association. Nine members voted to close (Ms. Zaret was absent). The 
Closed Meeting commenced at 10:15 pm, and adjourned at 10:59 p 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA – Ms. Waller Moved to Approve the Agenda.  Mr. Kirsch 
seconded.  Mr. Swatek requested that Item 10(2)(b) be added ‘Desired Outcomes for 
Strategy Sketch’.  The Motion, as amended, Passed Unanimously.   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Board of Directors Meeting, September 24, 2009 – 
Ms. Waller Moved to Approve the Minutes of September 24, 2009.  Mr. Hekimian 
seconded.  The Minutes were not approved due to some unanswered questions. 
June 10, 2010 – Board of Directors Meeting – Ms. Waller Moved to Approve the 
Minutes of June 10, 2010.  Mr. Swatek seconded.  Ms. Waller asked that these minutes 
not be approved because they were incomplete. 
 
COMMITTEE AGENDAS 
(a)  Performance Oversight (Strategic Implementation) Committee 
  Purchasing Exception – Motion Fitness 


The motion to recommend approval of the Purchasing Exception Passed by 
Unanimous Consent. 


 
 







RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BOARD ACTION 
The Key Strategic Issues Radar Screen – FY-2011 Passed Unanimously. 
 
Desired Outcomes for Strategy Sketch:  The Columbia Association will be a leader in 
encouraging alternative modes of transportation and pedestrian accessibility. Passed 
Unanimously.   
 
 
ADJOURNMENT – The Board of Directors Meeting adjourned at 10:30 pm. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted 


 
Barbara Y. Barnes 
Recording Secretary 








 
 
 
 
DATE: June 30, 2010 
 
TO:  Russ Swatek 
  Alex Hekimian 
  Michael Cornell 
 
FROM: Chick Rhodehamel 
 
THROUGH: Phil Nelson 
 
cc:  Columbia Association Board of Directors 
 
SUBJECT: Developing a Strategy Sketch for the Strategic Issue S-2, 
“Internal Columbia realities and the changing face of the region and state 
create a need for CA to take the lead in ensuring the Columbia community 
is re-evaluated and strengthened to provide a blueprint for the future.” 
 
 
I have attached as background, three Strategy Sketches from FY 10 that relate to 
the current strategic issue S-2. In reviewing possible desired outcomes that this 
strategic issue might suggest, it became apparent me that aspects (or at least 
some very similar aspects) of this strategic issue S-2, have been addressed 
previously in Strategy Sketches developed by the PSC in FY 10. Specifically 
these were: 
 
 Downtown redevelopment should be considered in the context of 
Columbia’s vision and mission. (S-1 in FY 10) 
 
 The original Village concept must be reevaluated and re-imagined to 
address socio-economic realities. (S-3 in FY 10) 
 
 CA must align Capital Budget priorities and services to address aging 
infrastructure. (S-4 in FY 10)  
 
The Board Approved Strategy Sketches for these former strategic issues were 
copied from the Strategic Plan posted on the CA web site and are attached for 
reference and review. I look forward to resuming work with the committee on the 
Strategy Making Process on July 8th. 
 
 
 







S-1  STRATEGIC ISSUE: 
  Downtown redevelopment should be considered and addressed in the context of Columbia’s Vision and Mission. 


 
A.  ORGANIZATIONAL STRATEGIC GOALS REFERENCE:  (page 3) 2-3-4-5 
 
B.  DESIRED OUTCOMES: 
 


1. Columbia is a model community of innovative transportation, pedestrian accessibility, walk-ability and safety.   
2. Columbia is a place that encourages diversity in housing opportunities and Town Center will be made up of an 


appropriate mix of residential and commercial properties which meet the needs of all residents. 
3. Columbia respects its open space and is a watershed management leader and the Columbia Association as well 


as developers and residents use non-invasive, native Maryland plantings in their landscape designs and open 
space. 


4. Symphony Woods is protected and serves as Columbia’s Community Park. 
a. Restoration and maintenance of a vibrant natural ecosystem 
b. Provision for a gathering place for individuals and community events & passive recreation 
c. Merriweather Post Pavilion is an exciting and active destination 
d. Limited roadways or buildings of a park-like scale 
e. Connectivity and accessibility to the rest of Downtown 


5. The Columbia Association is a key player in the development of downtown Columbia.   
a. There is an ongoing CA advocacy effort to ensure that Downtown development proceeds consistent with 


Columbia’s vision & goals 
b. CA fosters and maintains constructive relationships with the other stakeholders in the development of 


Downtown Columbia 
c. CA works with other stakeholders to develop programs and services (as part of the development of 


Downtown Columbia) that serve the needs of the community 
6. Columbia is known for its building preservation and innovative and creative architecture, buildings and structures 


are platinum LEED certified, and residents are greening their homes. 
7. The local government and the private sector pay their share of the development and re-development of 


Columbia. 
 







C.  GUIDING PRINCIPLES:  TO BE DETERMINED 
 
D.  STAFF ACTIONS/EVENTS SEQUENCE: 


i.  Action Sequence for Outcomes in Advocacy Grouping 
1. Monitor developer(s) plans as they relate to CA’s desired outcomes; 
2. For those that do relate, conduct an analysis to understand the consequences of the developer(s) plans, which 


may require more detailed specifications for the CA outcomes;  
3. Engage community members to get their perspective on both the developer(s) plans and the CA outcomes that 


may be in conflict;  
4. Secure Board approval of the more detailed outcome specifications;  
5. Develop a plan to advocate on behalf of Columbia residents to the developer(s), the County planning agencies, 


and the County Council.   
 


ii.  Action Sequence for Issues Related to Being True to the Columbia Vision  
 


1. Monitor issues related to being true to the Columbia Vision outcome statements; 
2. Identify issues which may detract from CA’s ability to be true to the Columbia Vision;  
3. Gather further information/data to fully understand the issue that may detract from CA’s ability to be true to the 


Columbia Vision;  
4. Develop a plan to address the issue that will result in an outcome that is consistent with the Columbia Vision.  


 
iii.  Action Sequence for Outcomes Related to what CA Owns/Controls  


 
1. For each outcome related to what CA owns/controls, fully analyze all options for achieving that outcome; 
2. Engage community members to solicit their perspective on the various options for achieving each outcome;  
3. Secure Board approval for the specific options for achieving each outcome;  
4. Develop specific plan and timeline for implementation of the approved options...  







S-3.  STRATEGIC ISSUE: 
The original Village Center concept must be evaluated and re-imagined to address current socio-economic realities, 
community needs, and changes in the business climate.   


 
A.  ORGANIZATIONAL STRATEGIC GOALS REFERENCE:  (PAGE 3) 3-4 
 
B.  DESIRED OUTCOMES: 


1. There are Master Plans for each village reflecting the unique personality and geographic boundaries of each 
Village Center in Columbia  


2. There are places for residents to congregate in each Village Center during all seasons.  
3. Zoning changes assure the viability of the Village Center Concept. 
4. Redevelopment of CA owned buildings and/or land in the Villages will incorporate “green” technologies, 


sustainable materials, and programming with innovative, creative, and functional architecture so that the “warm 
and human” character is retained.   


5. Village Centers are “people centers” which will expand and be modified over time, reflecting the changing 
requirements of the community. 


 
C.  GUIDING PRINCIPLES:  TO BE DETERMINED 
 
D.  STAFF ACTIONS/EVENTS SEQUENCE: 


1. Continuous data collection and modeling   
2. Continuous updating of Outcome data points in relation to mission and vision statements as well as Board 


Goals and Objectives 
3. Continued monitoring of Howard County planning and zoning activities and policy making. 
4. Continued monitoring of demographic “shifts.” 
5.  Continued monitoring of the styles and spirits of the times 
6. Continued public input and CA Board direction 
 


 







S-4.  STRATEGIC ISSUE: 
 CA must align capital budget amenities and services to address aging infrastructure. 


 
A.  ORGANIZATIONAL STRATEGIC GOALS REFERENCE:  (page 3) 4-5 
 
B.  DESIRED OUTCOMES: 


1. CA has developed a Master Planning process that incorporates physical land use, equipment replacement and 
the potential changes in lifestyles, spirit of the times and demographics with CA capacities  


2. CA practices good stewardship of user and property owner investment to ensure that all assessment payers, 
and program users receive a valid rate of return on investment 


3. The CA Board has developed a set of “core products” that reflect CA’s capabilities and capacities for program 
and facility offerings and that continue to add value to life and property 


 
C.  GUIDING PRINCIPLES:   
 CA uses capital funds to enhance environmental and community sustainability. 
 
D.  STAFF ACTIONS/EVENTS SEQUENCE: 


1. Continuous data collection and modeling   
2.  Continuous updating of Outcome data points in relation to mission and vision statements as well as Board 


Goals and Objectives 
3. Continued monitoring of the economy 
4. Continued monitoring of demographics 
5.  Continued monitoring of the styles and spirits of the times 
6. Continued public input and CA Board direction 
7. Continued data collection and monitoring of community needs and desires 
 


 





		PSC Strategy Sketch for S-2 Memo from Chick Rhodehamel

		PSC fy10 strategy sketches S-1 S-3 S-4 for 7 8 10 mtg






 
 
 
 
To:  Columbia Association Board of Directors 
From: Phil Nelson, President 
Subject: Building Options 
Date: June 11, 2010 
 
Background: 
 


 Last year, the Board directed the President to begin negotiations with General 
Growth Properties for the purchase of the GGP (formerly Rouse Company) 
Headquarters Building. 


 An offer to purchase the GGP building was tendered in February of this year, and 
was only recently rejected even though the offer sheet asked for a response by 
March 12, 2010. 


 Since the Board has listed either obtaining existing office space or building new 
office space as a high priority, staff would like to present options for the Board to 
consider. 


 As has been indicated in previous reports, CA currently leases two entire floors 
(20,733 square feet) in the current building located at 10221 Wincopin Circle; 
another 3,771 square feet in 20 Corporate Center for IT use; and, almost 1,400 
square feet in the American City Building for Columbia Archives.  The lease 
payments for fiscal year 2010, based on a total 25,842 square feet of space, 
equal $688,000, or just under $27 per square foot.  It should be noted that the 
Columbia Archives space is deeply discounted as it holds the entire collection of 
documents and related materials of James Rouse. 


 At the Board’s direction, due to the uncertainty of acquiring either new space for 
lease or purchasing floor space, staff signed extensions of the current leases 
with renewal rates of $24-to-$28 per square foot.  One significant element of the 
leases states that unless CA leases or purchases floor space from General 
Growth Properties, CA is still obligated to pay the leases on the current buildings 
until August 31, 2014, provided CA gives notice of early termination by February 
2013.  In essence, this means that unless CA buys or leases property from GGP, 
CA could be responsible for 2 to 3 years of lease payments or an amount ranging 
between $1.4 and $2.06 million. 
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 Proposals/Options: 
 


 With GGP’s rejection of the offer to buy their Columbia Headquarters Building, 
CA is back in the starting blocks in terms of meeting the Board’s goals of 
obtaining an office building. 


 Staff would offer the following options, and staff will also provide a 
recommendation later in the report. 


 
1. Look for other Lease Property More Conducive to CA Needs.  The Board could 


instruct staff to investigate other leasing possibilities.  The aim would be to 
reduce the lease cost per square foot.   
 
NOTE: The current lease offers an additional 5 years renewal term at the rate of 
$29.20 per square foot. 
 
Positives include:  


a. Not being required to perform capital replacements/improvements or 
incidental maintenance which would be the responsibility of the landlord; 
and, 


b. Not (directly at least) having to pay taxes and depreciation on the facility. 
  
 Negatives include:  


a. Continuing a pattern of paying leases without building any equity in a 
property;  


b. Being subject to potential lease increases;  
c. Being at the mercy of a landlord who may or may not be inclined to repair 


or upgrade leased space; and  
d. Using capital funds to make improvements to property CA does not own 


when major alterations to the building are needed.  This became apparent 
when CA needed to make improvements to the HVAC to accommodate 
computer server room upgrades in the current building.  All costs had to 
be borne by CA and we anticipate no return on investment if and when CA 
moves out of the building. 


 
2. Investigate the purchase of an existing building either as an outright purchase or 


as an equity partner:  The Board could direct staff to investigate the possibilities 
of either purchasing an existing building, or purchasing a portion of an existing 
building through an equity partnership position. 


 
Positives include: 


a. CA would have an investment property and would gain an equity value in 
the property over time. 


b. If the Board chooses to develop a 501 (c) 3 not for profit, the 501 (c) 3 
may be able to issue tax exempt bonds that would improve investment 
opportunities, and that could also significantly reduce the overall interest 
rate for bond amortization.  
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c. Due to the fact that there are several significant vacancies in the inventory 
of existing buildings, CA could very well obtain a very positive purchase 
price.  Conversely, with BRAC realignment looming in the near future, 
vacancies could soon disappear, and purchase prices could increase 
significantly. 


 
Negatives include: 


a. Depending on the condition of the available buildings, CA could have to 
make significant investments in upgrades to suit CA’s purpose and 
mission. 


b. Being an equity partner means that CA could have to share in the costs of 
improvements to other parts of the building that CA does not use.  


c. If other portions of the building are sold, new ownership would be an 
unknown and CA would be subject to unknown management styles and 
ownership philosophies (if CA were not equal or majority equity owner).  


d. It is more than likely that any existing building would not meet any of the 
LEED certification requirements which would require CA to invest 
significantly in retrofitting the building to meet Board “Going Green” goals 
and objectives. 


 
3. Construction of a New Building.  The Board could direct staff to investigate the 


possibilities of constructing a new building.  CA currently owns land in the 
downtown area i.e., Symphony Woods, and also owns land in Columbia 
Gateway.  Knowing that the Board would rather CA maintain a presence in 
Downtown Columbia, but would rather not construct a building in Symphony 
Woods, staff is providing other options for constructing a new building. 


 
Positives include: 


a. CA would have outright ownership of property and would be the sole 
agent for any improvements to the property as well as the sole provider of 
funds for any improvements. 


b. During this phase of the economic downturn, CA could get reasonable 
construction rates, and as stated previously, if the Board chooses to form 
a 501 (c) 3 not for profit, that partner may be able to issue tax exempt 
bonds that would improve investor potential and offer an extremely 
reasonable interest rates for money borrowed to construct the building.  


 
Negatives include: 


a. CA would have sole responsibility for maintenance and upkeep as well as 
capital replacements of the property. 


b. CA would have sole responsibility for property taxes assessed on the 
property. 


c. CA could have significant debt service payments to retire any loans 
secured to finance construction costs. 
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4.  Solicit Partnerships to Construct a New Building.  The Board could direct staff to 
work with governmental agencies or other non-profits to construct a building.  
The building could provide a Town Center location for any group or agency that 
might see a partnership with CA in construction of a building as advantageous. 


 
Positives Include: 


a. Partnerships could reduce CA’s share of the overall costs. 
b. CA would be building equity rather than just paying lease fees. 


 
Negatives Include: 


a. Unless one of the partners is GGP, depending on the timing of building 
construction and occupancy, CA could be responsible to continue paying 
lease fees at the current headquarters location. 


b. CA would be responsible for sharing all building maintenance and 
operating expenses. 


 
Should the Board choose to continue with the process staff will prepare more detailed 
information for submittal. 
 








 
 
 
DATE:  June 30, 2010 
 
TO:  Russ Swatek 
  Alex Hekimian 
  Michael Cornell 
 
FROM: Chick Rhodehamel 
 
THROUGH: Phil Nelson 
 
cc:  Columbia Association Board of Directors 
 
SUBJECT: Financial Advisory Committee Membership Volunteers 
 
 
The Columbia Association advertised publicly for volunteers from the community willing to 
serve on the Financial Advisory Committee (FAC) for FY 2011. The Planning and Strategy 
Committee (PSC) sought volunteers whose background or careers were in the financial 
management arena and live or work on CA assessed property.  The announcement 
released June 8th stated the deadline for submission of resumes was June 29, 2010. Current 
members of the FAC for FY 2010 were asked of their interest in serving again and were 
requested to submit a resume also. 
 
By the deadline, I had received positive 7 responses from the community of residents 
interested in serving on the FAC for FY 2011. They are: 
 
 Ryan McCarthy- Village of Wilde Lake 
 
 Nina Grigsby- Village of Oakland Mills 
 
 Roger Hultgren- Village of Harpers Choice 
 
 David Land- Village of Long Reach 
 
 James Howard- Village of Long Reach 
 
 Bernard Jennings- Village of Harpers Choice 
 
 Marvin Lawson- Village of Hickory Ridge 
 
Members of the PSC have copies of the resumes of all of these volunteers and will be 
recommending membership to the FAC based on the qualifications provided by the 
volunteers. 
 







 
 
 
DATE:  June 30, 2010 
 
TO:  Russ Swatek 
  Alex Hekimian 
  Michael Cornell 
 
FROM: Chick Rhodehamel 
 
THROUGH: Phil Nelson 
 
cc:  Columbia Association Board of Directors 
 
SUBJECT: Possible Charges for the Financial Advisory Committee (FAC)- 
  FY 2011 
 
 
Alex Hekimian of the Planning and Strategy Committee (PSC) and CA Staff have suggested 
some areas of financial interest or concern as possible charges to the FAC for FY 2011. The 
PSC members will discuss and deliberate these and possibly other topics for 
recommendation(s) for the FAC charge(s) for FY 2011. 
 
Alex Hekimian has suggested: 
 
Analyze current rate differentials between residents and non-residents for all CA services, 
and evaluate (a) the possibility of adjusting the differentials to provide residents sufficient 
discounts in return for paying CA’s annual charge, or (b) simplifying the rate structure so that 
CA sets only the non-resident rates and provides an annual credit on their Resident Cards 
that can be applied toward paying user fees. 
 
Analyze before and after financial results of public recreational services that were contracted 
out to private management. 
 
Analyze trends in usage, income, expenses, and net assets of CA services for the past 10 
years. 
 
CA Staff has suggested: 
 
Analyze trends in revenue generation by the Community Associations (Villages) and 
develop recommendations for the CA Board. 
 
Review the Management Partners report on CA’s rate structure and develop 
recommendations for implementation with particular attention to the following 
recommendation of the consultant: “Management Partners has recommended the Board 
adopt a policy with ranges of cost recovery targets for each service area based on their level 
of benefit to the community, the community and individual, and to the individual.” 





		Memo-Financial Advisory Committee Membership Volunteers

		Memo-Possible Charges for the FAC-FY 2011
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To:  CA Board of Directors 
From: Phil Nelson, President 
Subject: CSS Analysis Process 
Date: July 2, 2010 
 
As was reported to you, the final phases of software development for the Customer 
Service Software (CSS) have hit roadblocks.  Several elements of the finance portion of 
the software proved to be unreliable.  Several attempts to fix the situation proved 
fruitless so I made the decision to stop the project.  I feel that CA needs to have an 
outside firm with both software development and finance/accounting expertise review 
the product and make a determination if the product can be fixed and/or to give us other 
options. 
 
I have attached a schedule of what’s transpired so far since work on the project was 
stopped and what we hope to accomplish with the outside firm that is selected.  The 
schedule also includes a time frame for the firm to conduct their studies.    
 
The main goal now is to provide our members with a product that works and a product 
that can be sustained and maintained well into the future.  I regret that programming 
was not completed, but I will not release a program that does not meet all of CA’s and 
our members’ expectations.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Customer Service System (CSS) Assessment Process 
 
The Columbia Association (CA) requires Information Technology Consulting services to assess 
our custom developed software program currently in production to determine if the application 
meets the functional and business requirements established, is built on solid architectural 
foundation, can be sustained and maintained for many years, and has the capability to support 
future modifications.  The successful firm will be required to perform a thorough review of the 
evidence, provide supportable findings and justifiable recommendations necessary for CA to 
make key decisions regarding the CSS project.  The process to contract with a professional IT 
firm is described below: 
 


1. A CSS Assessment Team comprised of Steve Sattler, Nagaraj Reddi, Susan Krabbe 
and Patrick O'Malley was convened for this project 


 
2. Gartner was contacted to provide a list of Professional Information Technology firms that 


have conducted similar assessments 
 


3. The purchasing office searched known sources and contacted the State of Maryland, 
Howard County Government and Howard Chamber of Commerce for firms with specific 
experience in these types of projects  


 
4. Forty five (45) firms were contacted to gauge their interest in this project 


 
5. Formal interviews were conducted with five highly qualified firms based on a detailed 


scope of work 
 


a) Deloitte & Touche LLP 
b) KPMG LLP 
c) RDA  
d) RWD Technologies 
e) PricewatershouseCoopers (PwC) 


 
6. Proposals have been received from two of the above firms with the remaining proposals 


due by July 6, 2010 
 


7. Proposal evaluation will be completed by July 9, 2010.  Evaluation criteria includes a 
firm’s proven documented methodology and processes for performing assessments, 
proven record of expertise, and professional qualifications and resumes of proposed 
staff 


 
8. Contract Award will be completed by July 16, 2010  


 
9. The assessment will be completed August 27, 2010 and presented to the Board of 


Directors  
 


10. The schedule for completion of a highly successful CSS software program is contingent 
on the results of the assessment and decisions made to complete the project   

























 
 
 
To: The Columbia Association Board of Directors  
From: Phil Nelson, President 
Subject: Symphony Woods Status Report 
Date: June 29, 2010 
 
As everyone is aware, the Howard County Council adopted some fairly rigorous 
guidelines for planning the proposed Town Center redevelopment and revitalization 
projects.  With the advent of these regulations came a whole series of Community 
Enhancements, Programs and Public Amenities (CEPPAS) meant to guide a portion of 
the planning process.  The CEPPAS are intended to set high standards of consistent 
planning and to hold the development community and those wishing to build public or 
private improvements to meeting uniform planning and development regulations. 
 
Currently, CA is working on plans to develop Symphony Woods Park into more of a 
“people place” and a gateway and the hub of the proposed Town Center development 
project and the Merriweather Post Pavilion property.  Staff has been meeting with the 
Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning to work through the new and 
untested guidelines.  Since this is the first venture for using the new guidelines for both 
CA and the County, staff believes that both parties will have to be deliberate and 
persistent in bringing the Symphony Woods project to fruition.  It is staff’s belief that 
because many of the first phase projects include nothing more than concrete flat work in 
the form of pathway enhancements, water feature rough in plumbing and vegetation 
planting that we will be able to maintain a projected work schedule of securing permits 
in April of 2011.   
 
Staff believes this assertion to be true since the County Director of Planning and Zoning 
said she saw no reason why CA could not start the design process.  Staff feels that 
County Planning staff understands that it is important that CA shows progress and that 
CA will be able to start construction once CA has moved through the 
development/regulation process.   
 
Recommendations: 
 
As a result of these meetings with County staff, it is my recommendation that CA work 
through the development process that the County has imposed in CB58 and CB59 and 
the various Community Enhancements, Programs & Public Amenities.  The primary 
reasons for this recommendation are: 
 







1) Demanding and being granted an exemption from the stipulation that GGP begin 
several CEPPAS prior to County approval of CA’s Final Design Plan and Site 
Design Plan may save us minimal time over the adopted County process.  
Requesting that the County modify their process for Town Center Development will 
take time to initiate and then to be reviewed by the County.  The political fallout from 
this could have significant impacts for the bigger picture programs and projects that 
CA might want to do in the future, and  


2) Demanding and being granted an exemption from the development guidelines could 
very well set a precedent that could be used by others to take advantage in working 
around the very purpose of the entire County developed and adopted CEPPAS.  
Precedents, in most cases, are the basis for bad planning and judgment. 


 
The true irony here is that by demanding and being granted an exemption from the rules 
and regulations that the County Council feel are in the best interests of the residents of 
Columbia and Howard County, CA will be the one that opens the door to the 
possibilities of bad planning and judgment. 
 
From a personal standpoint, I am fully aware of some of the past difficulties in working 
with other agencies, but I am working as hard as is possible to build partnerships that 
put us at the table rather than under the bus.  I don’t want CA in a position where we 
might win one small battle but lose the extended war. 
 







Symphony Woods Park 
Planning Process 7-1-10rev


Planning Primary 
Step Responsibility Details Approval Target Dates


Downtown Design Guidelines 
(req'd by Downtown legislation- not 
a CEPPA)


GGP  Draft of Guidelines was part of  '08 submittal; final version is in 
process (per P & Z staff). GGP may submit in time for 
December approval.                                                                   


Design Advisory Panel (DAP) Dec-10


Guidelines provide general principals to consider in design of 
buildings as well as building orientation, heights,block 
configuration, etc.


Design Development (DD) CA Purpose is to refine Concept Plan to more precise scale in 
consideration of approved budget, ped & bike connectivity 
concerns & results of coordination efforts with Merriweather, 
Rec & Parks, GGP, Bureau of Highways etc.                              


Aug 2010- Nov 2010


Note that Board-approved Concept Plan is proposed to be 
constructed in no less than 2 phases.  Phasing will be more 
precisely determined  based on budget & other considerations.


RFP for SW Park Phase 1 & 2 Planning & Design services has 
been drafted & will be advertised after resolution as to whether 
modifications are required based on State grant requirements.


FDP Pre-Submission 
Community Meeting


CA Purpose is to allow developer to provide info to community and 
to allow community to ask questions.


N/A Nov-10


Regulations stipulate notice and property posting requirements.


Neighborhood Concept Plan 
(req'd by Downtown legislation- not 
a CEPPA)


GGP/CA Must cover the entire Merriweather neighborhood as depicted in 
the Downtown Plan


Planning Board with DAP 
advice


Jan-11


Must show how the proposed FDP is consistent with the 
neighborhood as described in Downtown Design Guidelines


Neighborhood Design 
Guidelines  (req'd by Downtown 
legislation- not a CEPPA) 


GGP/CA Includes block configuration, parking & service functions, street 
lighting & furniture, green building & site design, etc. 
Specifications must provide sufficient detail to guide 
appearance of neighborhood over time. 


Planning Board with DAP 
advice


Jan-11


Must be consistent with Downtown Design Guidelines
Final Development Plan CA Purpose is to specify land uses, etc. allowable on subsequent 


SDPs
Planning Board Dec 2010-Feb 2011


Must include: storm water management concept, 
environmental features, context plan, restoration 
enhancements on CA property per Merriweather & Crescent 
Environmental Enhancements Study & many other details. 


The planning steps below are the minimum anticipated and the target dates should be considered "best case scenario." Symphony Woods Park will likely be the first development 
under the Downtown Plan legislation.  This may result in delays as CA and the County work through the process for the first time. Note that several Community Enhancements, 
Programs & Public Amenities (CEPPAS) required for GGP  are not not included hereon but must be underway prior to County approval of the FDP and SDP. 







Symphony Woods Park 
Planning Process 7-1-10rev


SDP Pre-Submission 
Community Meeting


CA Purpose is to allow developer to provide info to community and 
to allow community to ask questions


N/A Jan-11


Site Development Plan (SDP) CA Purpose is to indicate the location and construction 
specifications for structures, SWM, paved areas, grading, 
drainage, on site utilies, landscaping and other improvements 
within a site proposed for development. 


Planning Board Jan 2011- Apr 2011


Phase 1 Construction Permits CA At minimum: grading permit for pathway construction; building 
permit for entry plaza retaining walls


Dept. Of Inspections & Permits Apr-11
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