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Respass, Charity

From: Ann von Lossberg <1089nights@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 1, 2023 3:44 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Affordable housing in Howard County

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you 
know the sender.] 
 

 
Dear Sirs/Madam: 
 
I have worked both with Bridges for Housing Stability and served on the board of Help End Homelessness, Howard 
County, so I know the population affected here well.  
 
We can all see the changes going on in the job market, the cost of rent, the price of food, etc. and the underclass only 
grows. Many things haven't changed since the pandemic. You know this, it is not difficult to understand.  Yes, it's 
happening everywhere BUT Howard County is a very affluent county, the third most affluent in the country. We are 
more in a position to address this need than many.  
 
We need to shift our priorities in favor of developers to priorities in favor of people.  Please please rethink our 
priorities for the next fiscal year! 
 
Sincerely, 
Ann von Lossberg  
10073 Windstream Drive 
Columbia Md 
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Respass, Charity

From: Thomas Nassau <nassaujt63@verizon.net>
Sent: Friday, September 1, 2023 2:04 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Accessible Housing

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the sender.] 
 
 
I have just learned about our neighbors with disabilities finding severe shortages of ADA‐compliant housing accessible to them. 
There are  18,000 households in Howard County with at least one member with disabilities. 4,000 spend more than 30% of their 
income for housing, and that housing most often does not really meet their needs. Those are significant numbers of people in 
our midst, including people who work, go to school and volunteer in our community.  I think our community has the resources to 
make such housing available. Please remember those with disabilities  in your planning for housing in the future. 
 
Judith L Nassau 
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Respass, Charity

From: Angela Volcy <guerdy_angela@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 6, 2023 3:33 PM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Ball, Calvin
Subject: HoCo By Design & Village Center Apartment InFill Constituent Concerns

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the sender.] 
 
 
To the Howard County Council, 
 
I am writing as a long time African‐American homeowner in zip code 21044 and as a concerned voting citizen. As you debate 
HoCo By Design and the possibility of infilling Columbia’s village centers with apartments units, please consider the following: 
 
1. The recent efforts to change village centers into apartments under “mixed use” language thinly veils corporate interest in 
profit over the express wishes of the affected constituents. As is well documented, zip code 21044 already has a plethora of low 
income apartments, a homeless shelter, and a mental health outreach center. 
 
2. Columbia has worked well for so many years because the original design allows for well thought out coexistence of single 
family and townhomes with other forms of housing. Removing trees and infilling village centers with apartments despite clear 
evidence that the 21044 area is already burdened with more than its fair share of rental units as compared to other areas of the 
county is unhealthy for the long term viability of Columbia as a safe family destination. 
 
3. Real estate agents are already quietly advising to move away from 21044 to areas like Maple Lawn given that Columbia’s 
character is changing in a manner which lowers homeowners property values. 
 
4. Columbia should not resemble nearby cities with high rises and very limited green space. Rather, a mix of well thought out 
housing choices, green safe open spaces, and village centers, which function as gathering places make Columbia so inviting. 
 
5. Forcing low/mixed income unsightly high rises into village centers is not logical when: local schools are already over crowded; 
due to overcrowding our youngest residents are being bussed to elementary schools further away; 230 new apartment units in 
Hickory Ridge Village Center would result in 2000 more cars daily on local roads; accidents frequently occur on Cedar Lane due 
to speeding violations; stormwater runoff and soil erosion are already huge concerns; global warming linked to deforestation is 
on the uptick; and existing apartment vacancy rates in zip code 21044 remain high. 
 
6. Crime is on the uptick in areas with an unequal mix of low income residents including the newly developed Wilde Lake Village 
complex where I lived for one miserable year when my home was being rebuilt. Drugs, dog feces in the hallway and along the 
building exterior, limited parking, and trash room overflow were the norm. 
 
7. Similar to the past history of redlining and its negative impact on Black home ownership, the recent push to infill village 
centers with a disproportionate increase in high density apartments will lower the property values of homeowners in the 
surrounding areas. 
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8. The Hickory Ridge Village Center covenant, for example, prohibits residential use. Property owner’s nearby including Clemens 
Crossing purchased with the promise of homes versus apartments. Hickory Ridge is also racially, age, income, and religiously 
diverse and thriving. 
 
9. I am also aware that some council members who consistently vote in favor of village center infills are recipients of developer 
campaign funding. Corporate greed and political aspirations should not overshadow integrity and fairness. Property ownership is 
the bedrock of law and of society. 
 
In closing, if you care about lifting persons out of poverty, please focus on viable paths to home ownership versus supporting a 
developer’s interest in profits at the expense of Howard County citizens. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Angela Crump‐Volcy 
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Respass, Charity

From: lmarkovitz <lmarkovitz@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, September 7, 2023 5:23 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Amendments to general plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you 
know the sender.] 
 
Thank you for your hard work on the general plan. I assume a lot of amendments are anticipated. I hope that any significant 
ones or even the notion of a large volume in total, will lead to scheduling public hearing on amendments.  
 
Take care, 
Lisa Markovitz  
 
 
 
Sent from my Galaxy 
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Respass, Charity

From: STUART KOHN <stukohn@verizon.net>
Sent: Saturday, September 9, 2023 10:09 AM
To: via Howard-Citizen; CouncilMail
Subject: Re: [HOWARD-CITIZEN] Fwd: Amendments to the General Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you 
know the sender.] 
 
FYI,  
 
The Howard County Citizens Association, HCCA continues to be proactive in trying to have the County Council conduct an 
additional Hearing to discuss any Amendments they introduce regarding the General Plan. Phone calls were made to both the 
Chair and Co‐chair offices. We believe the public should be able to comment on such Amendments especially if one believes in 
transparency. The following is posted on the County website, “Amendments to the General Plan will be pre‐filed at noon on 
September 25, 2023 and posted under CB28‐2023.” Thus five days after the Public’s hearing regarding their suggested 
Amendments.  
 
We have strongly suggested a Public Hearing be convened to discuss the Council’s Amendments which we believe some will be 
substantive. We hope the Council will agree with our request.  
 
Stu Kohn 
HCCA President  
 
PS ‐ sent to Council Mail. 
 
Sent.from my IPhone 

 

 
 

On Sep 6, 2023, at 9:44 AM, joel hurewitz <joelhurewitz@gmail.com> wrote: 

  
There also is apparently going to be HUNDREDS of amendments.  
 
Joel Hurewitz 
 
On Wed, Sep 6, 2023 at 9:42 AM lisamarkovitz <lisamarkovitz@gmail.com> wrote: 
That's unfortunate, especially since the County site, where you sign up to testify, actually defines this hearing 
as General Plan Amendments. Not being able to see any prior to the testimony date doesn't make much sense.  
 
Also, it will be important to note if amendments are substantive and should have another public hearing.  
 
Lisa Markovitz 
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Sent from my Galaxy 

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: 'STUART KOHN' via Howard‐Citizen <howard‐citizen@googlegroups.com>  
Date: 9/6/23 9:17 AM (GMT‐05:00)  
To: via Howard‐Citizen <howard‐citizen@googlegroups.com>  
Subject: [HOWARD‐CITIZEN] Fwd: Amendments to the General Plan  
 
FYI,  
 
The following email was sent to the County Council concerning the forthcoming scheduled 20 September 
General Plan Hearing to discuss proposed Amendments to the Plan. We are extremely disappointed that as of 
now the Public will not have an opportunity to directly voice any concerns and provide suggestions to the 
Council’s Amendments.  
 
Stu Kohn 
HCCA President  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: STUART KOHN <stukohn@verizon.net> 
Date: September 5, 2023 at 4:19:08 PM EDT 
To: councilmail@howardcountymd.gov 
Cc: Stu Kohn <StuKohn@verizon.net> 
Subject: Fwd: Amendments to General Plan 

  
Dear County Council Members,  
 
Good Afternoon. 
 
Please see the emails below regarding our inquiring as to the date any of your Amendments to 
the General Plan will be filed and the response received from Michelle Harrod. 
 
We were hoping your Amendments would be included before the General Public’s testimony 
on 20 September. Based on the response from Michelle this is not to be the case. The Public 
should have the opportunity  to see your suggested Amendments in advance so comments can 
be made to establish the possibility of the best 20‐year strategic plan possible.  
 
Is there any consideration to establish a Hearing for the Public after ALL Amendments have 
been filed? We would think some of the Amendments filed will be substantive. If a meeting 
with the Public is not possible it will look as though you as our Council Representatives are 
unfortunately placating your constituents. The General Plan is too important to not have a final 
wrap up with the Public in order to receive the necessary feedback for a Plan we hope to be 
proud to call a vision for the future. Perhaps you might consider revising the 20 September 
Hearing date until after all your Amendments have been filed. We no doubt think it would be 
beneficial for all concerned parties. 
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We would appreciate your feedback. 
 
Stu Kohn 
HCCA President  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Harrod, Michelle R" <mrharrod@howardcountymd.gov> 
Date: September 5, 2023 at 11:43:04 AM EDT 
To: STUART KOHN <stukohn@verizon.net> 
Subject: RE: Amendments to General Plan 

  

Stu,  

  

Amendments will be posted under the General Plan legislation CB28‐2023. At 
this time, there is not a scheduled public hearing after September 26th.  

  

Thank you,  

Michelle R. Harrod 

Howard County Government 

Administrator to the County Council 

  

410‐313‐3111 (office) 

443‐398‐6013 (cell) 

mrharrod@howardcountymd.gov 

  

From: STUART KOHN <stukohn@verizon.net>  
Sent: Monday, September 4, 2023 7:19 PM 
To: Harrod, Michelle R <mrharrod@howardcountymd.gov> 
Subject: Re: Amendments to General Plan 
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[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please 
only click on links or attachments if you know the sender.] 

  

Michelle,  

  

Thanks for the response especially on your day off. 

  

The General Plan Public Hearing as you know is scheduled for 20 September to 
discuss Amendments. Will there be a scheduled Public Hearing to discuss the 
Council Amendments after 26 September? Where will the Council’s 
Amendments be posted on the County’s website?  

  

Stu  

Sent from my iPhone 

 

On Sep 4, 2023, at 6:19 PM, Harrod, Michelle R 
<mrharrod@howardcountymd.gov> wrote: 

  

Stu 

  

Amendment prefile for General Plan is no later than 
September 25th. We will make amendments available no later 
than September 26th. If Council members approve making 
amendments public sooner we will post them as soon as 
authorized.  

  

Get Outlook for iOS 

 

From: STUART KOHN <stukohn@verizon.net> 
Sent: Monday, September 4, 2023 11:11:59 AM 
To: Harrod, Michelle R <mrharrod@howardcountymd.gov> 
Subject: Amendments to General Plan  
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[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. 
Please only click on links or attachments if you know the 
sender.] 
 
 
Michelle, 
 
Good Morning, 
 
When is the Council’s deadline for submitting Amendments to 
the General Plan and when will the Public be notified? 
 
Stu 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

‐‐  
NOTE 1: When you choose REPLY, it will go to the entire group. 
To send to one member, enter that address in the TO window. 
  
NOTE 2: HCCA does not take responsibility for the content of messages posted on the listserv; assertions should 
be verified before placing reliance on them. 
‐‐‐  
You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Howard‐Citizen" group. 
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to howard‐
citizen+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com. 
To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/howard‐citizen/B941FE03‐4A37‐
411D‐9107‐492E4B2302AC%40verizon.net. 
‐‐  
NOTE 1: When you choose REPLY, it will go to the entire group. 
To send to one member, enter that address in the TO window. 
  
NOTE 2: HCCA does not take responsibility for the content of messages posted on the listserv; assertions should 
be verified before placing reliance on them. 
‐‐‐  
You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Howard‐Citizen" group. 
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to howard‐
citizen+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com. 
To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/howard‐
citizen/64f881aa.050a0220.81b32.ff76%40mx.google.com. 
‐‐  
NOTE 1: When you choose REPLY, it will go to the entire group. 
To send to one member, enter that address in the TO window. 
  
NOTE 2: HCCA does not take responsibility for the content of messages posted on the listserv; assertions should 
be verified before placing reliance on them. 
‐‐‐  
You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Howard‐Citizen" group. 
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to howard‐
citizen+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com. 
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To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/howard‐
citizen/CAN2n8SdyEBhR4VyDCVTOgpL34‐qKPiiq%3DDAG8Ri7q5G6C2mp_w%40mail.gmail.com. 
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Respass, Charity

From: Angie Boyter <angie.boyter@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 9, 2023 10:39 AM
To: CouncilMail
Cc: Royalty, Wendy
Subject: Amendments to the General Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you 
know the sender.] 
 

Council members, 

 A LOT of work has been done by county employees, council members, and interested citizens  on the proposed revised General 
Plan. I know the council plans to propose many amendments to what has been submitted, and I am sure many will be 
substantive. I have been looking forward to the opportunity to testify about the proposed amendments on September 20.  

Unfortunately, if the information Stu Kohn  has is accurate, the proposed amendments will not be available to the public until 
after the hearing. We do not need another general hearing on what we like or want changed  in the original proposal. You have 
heard that already. We need to know how you responded to what we said. 

Clearly if the proposed amendments are not available, it would only make sense to reschedule the hearing until at least 2 weeks 
or so after the public has access to the proposed amendments. Please do this to avoid wasting your time and ours. 

Angie Boyter 

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded Message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  
Subject: Re: [HOWARD‐CITIZEN] Fwd: Amendments to the General Plan 

Date: Sat, 9 Sep 2023 10:09:05 ‐0400 
From: 'STUART KOHN' via Howard‐Citizen <howard‐citizen@googlegroups.com> 

Reply‐To: howard‐citizen@googlegroups.com  

To: via Howard‐Citizen <howard‐citizen@googlegroups.com>, councilmail@howardcountymd.gov 
 

FYI,  
 
The Howard County Citizens Association, HCCA continues to be proactive in trying to have the County Council conduct an 
additional Hearing to discuss any Amendments they introduce regarding the General Plan. Phone calls were made to both the 
Chair and Co‐chair offices. We believe the public should be able to comment on such Amendments especially if one believes in 
transparency. The following is posted on the County website, “Amendments to the General Plan will be pre‐filed at noon on 
September 25, 2023 and posted under CB28‐2023.” Thus five days after the Public’s hearing regarding their suggested 
Amendments.  
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We have strongly suggested a Public Hearing be convened to discuss the Council’s Amendments which we believe some will be 
substantive. We hope the Council will agree with our request.  
 
Stu Kohn 
HCCA President  
 
PS ‐ sent to Council Mail. 
 
Sent.from my IPhone 

 

 
 

On Sep 6, 2023, at 9:44 AM, joel hurewitz <joelhurewitz@gmail.com> wrote: 

  
There also is apparently going to be HUNDREDS of amendments.  
 
Joel Hurewitz 
 
On Wed, Sep 6, 2023 at 9:42 AM lisamarkovitz <lisamarkovitz@gmail.com> wrote: 
That's unfortunate, especially since the County site, where you sign up to testify, actually defines this hearing 
as General Plan Amendments. Not being able to see any prior to the testimony date doesn't make much sense.  
 
Also, it will be important to note if amendments are substantive and should have another public hearing.  
 
Lisa Markovitz 
 
 
 
Sent from my Galaxy 

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: 'STUART KOHN' via Howard‐Citizen <howard‐citizen@googlegroups.com>  
Date: 9/6/23 9:17 AM (GMT‐05:00)  
To: via Howard‐Citizen <howard‐citizen@googlegroups.com>  
Subject: [HOWARD‐CITIZEN] Fwd: Amendments to the General Plan  
 
FYI,  
 
The following email was sent to the County Council concerning the forthcoming scheduled 20 September 
General Plan Hearing to discuss proposed Amendments to the Plan. We are extremely disappointed that as of 
now the Public will not have an opportunity to directly voice any concerns and provide suggestions to the 
Council’s Amendments.  
 
Stu Kohn 
HCCA President  

Sent from my iPhone 
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Begin forwarded message: 

From: STUART KOHN <stukohn@verizon.net> 
Date: September 5, 2023 at 4:19:08 PM EDT 
To: councilmail@howardcountymd.gov 
Cc: Stu Kohn <StuKohn@verizon.net> 
Subject: Fwd: Amendments to General Plan 

  
Dear County Council Members,  
 
Good Afternoon. 
 
Please see the emails below regarding our inquiring as to the date any of your Amendments to 
the General Plan will be filed and the response received from Michelle Harrod. 
 
We were hoping your Amendments would be included before the General Public’s testimony 
on 20 September. Based on the response from Michelle this is not to be the case. The Public 
should have the opportunity  to see your suggested Amendments in advance so comments can 
be made to establish the possibility of the best 20‐year strategic plan possible.  
 
Is there any consideration to establish a Hearing for the Public after ALL Amendments have 
been filed? We would think some of the Amendments filed will be substantive. If a meeting 
with the Public is not possible it will look as though you as our Council Representatives are 
unfortunately placating your constituents. The General Plan is too important to not have a final 
wrap up with the Public in order to receive the necessary feedback for a Plan we hope to be 
proud to call a vision for the future. Perhaps you might consider revising the 20 September 
Hearing date until after all your Amendments have been filed. We no doubt think it would be 
beneficial for all concerned parties. 
 
We would appreciate your feedback. 
 
Stu Kohn 
HCCA President  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Harrod, Michelle R" <mrharrod@howardcountymd.gov> 
Date: September 5, 2023 at 11:43:04 AM EDT 
To: STUART KOHN <stukohn@verizon.net> 
Subject: RE: Amendments to General Plan 

  

Stu,  

  

Amendments will be posted under the General Plan legislation CB28‐2023. At 
this time, there is not a scheduled public hearing after September 26th.  
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Thank you,  

Michelle R. Harrod 

Howard County Government 

Administrator to the County Council 

  

410‐313‐3111 (office) 

443‐398‐6013 (cell) 

mrharrod@howardcountymd.gov 

  

From: STUART KOHN <stukohn@verizon.net>  
Sent: Monday, September 4, 2023 7:19 PM 
To: Harrod, Michelle R <mrharrod@howardcountymd.gov> 
Subject: Re: Amendments to General Plan 

  

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please 
only click on links or attachments if you know the sender.] 

  

Michelle,  

  

Thanks for the response especially on your day off. 

  

The General Plan Public Hearing as you know is scheduled for 20 September to 
discuss Amendments. Will there be a scheduled Public Hearing to discuss the 
Council Amendments after 26 September? Where will the Council’s 
Amendments be posted on the County’s website?  

  

Stu  

Sent from my iPhone 
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On Sep 4, 2023, at 6:19 PM, Harrod, Michelle R 
<mrharrod@howardcountymd.gov> wrote: 

  

Stu 

  

Amendment prefile for General Plan is no later than 
September 25th. We will make amendments available no later 
than September 26th. If Council members approve making 
amendments public sooner we will post them as soon as 
authorized.  

  

Get Outlook for iOS 

 

From: STUART KOHN <stukohn@verizon.net> 
Sent: Monday, September 4, 2023 11:11:59 AM 
To: Harrod, Michelle R <mrharrod@howardcountymd.gov> 
Subject: Amendments to General Plan  

  

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. 
Please only click on links or attachments if you know the 
sender.] 
 
 
Michelle, 
 
Good Morning, 
 
When is the Council’s deadline for submitting Amendments to 
the General Plan and when will the Public be notified? 
 
Stu 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

‐‐  
NOTE 1: When you choose REPLY, it will go to the entire group. 
To send to one member, enter that address in the TO window. 
  
NOTE 2: HCCA does not take responsibility for the content of messages posted on the listserv; assertions should 
be verified before placing reliance on them. 
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‐‐‐  
You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Howard‐Citizen" group. 
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to howard‐
citizen+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com. 
To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/howard‐citizen/B941FE03‐4A37‐
411D‐9107‐492E4B2302AC%40verizon.net. 
‐‐  
NOTE 1: When you choose REPLY, it will go to the entire group. 
To send to one member, enter that address in the TO window. 
  
NOTE 2: HCCA does not take responsibility for the content of messages posted on the listserv; assertions should 
be verified before placing reliance on them. 
‐‐‐  
You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Howard‐Citizen" group. 
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to howard‐
citizen+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com. 
To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/howard‐
citizen/64f881aa.050a0220.81b32.ff76%40mx.google.com. 
‐‐  
NOTE 1: When you choose REPLY, it will go to the entire group. 
To send to one member, enter that address in the TO window. 
  
NOTE 2: HCCA does not take responsibility for the content of messages posted on the listserv; assertions should 
be verified before placing reliance on them. 
‐‐‐  
You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Howard‐Citizen" group. 
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to howard‐
citizen+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com. 
To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/howard‐
citizen/CAN2n8SdyEBhR4VyDCVTOgpL34‐qKPiiq%3DDAG8Ri7q5G6C2mp_w%40mail.gmail.com. 

‐‐  
NOTE 1: When you choose REPLY, it will go to the entire group. 
To send to one member, enter that address in the TO window. 
  
NOTE 2: HCCA does not take responsibility for the content of messages posted on the listserv; assertions should be verified 
before placing reliance on them. 
‐‐‐  
You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Howard‐Citizen" group. 
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to howard‐
citizen+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com. 
To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/howard‐citizen/3F79F593‐1EDC‐4F80‐93BD‐
A6FF9D4ED122%40verizon.net. 
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Respass, Charity

From: F Keenan <chettyoak@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2023 5:02 PM
To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin; boe@hcpss.org
Subject: Protect School and Infrastructure in Next General Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you 
know the sender.] 
 
Dear Elected Officials‐  
 
The current state of HCPSS is beyond disappointing. We have 200+ portable classrooms, redistricting happens every 2‐3 years, 
there is a significant backlog of maintenance issues, school construction cannot keep pace with population growth, and 
transportation cannot get our kids to school safely.  
 
Before finalizing the general plan it is critical that school planning and infrastructure protections become a priority.  Loosening 
APFO would be a terrible disservice to HCPSS.  Additionally, the council should reject elements of the general plan that could 
create a difficult to predict burden on the school system, such as by‐right ADUs. (I'm also very concerned that by‐right ADUs will 
increase the amount of private equity purchasing SFHs and exacerbate existing affordability issues throughout the county.)  
 
Please, make sure the next general plan protects our school system and takes important steps to improve the ability of Howard 
County to deliver a first class education to all its children.   
 
Frances Keenan 
Ellicott City 
District 1 
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Respass, Charity

From: larry Carson <karasov1@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2023 3:21 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: Age Friendly housing needs help!l

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you 
know the sender.] 
 

As I'm sure you are all aware, there is a tall, new complex of senior apartments on the West side of RT. 29 at Seneca 
Drive Bridge, Brightview Senior Housing. 
At a time when the senior population is growing fast, along with the number of seniors with limited incomes, this 
bright new project does not have ONE UNIT of below market or "affordable" housing! 
Why? Because Howard County does not require affordable housing in Columbia, outside the downtown 
redevelopment area, so the developers didn't include any. 
This is something that should have been remedied years ago! Please remedy it now, by ZRA. 
Village Centers may soon be redeveloped with more apartments. There should be some units for limited income 
people of all ages. How can we claim to be making any progress when we ignore this situation? Please ACt NOW! 
Larry Carson, Columbia. 
410‐381‐6506 
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Respass, Charity

From: Amy Oaks LoPresti <amyoakslopresti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, September 15, 2023 3:00 PM
To: CouncilMail
Subject: School planning and zoning

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you 
know the sender.] 
 
Council Members,   
 
I am concerned about the lack of adequate planning for schools and infrastructure in the new General Plan. Our school system is 
in absolute crisis, there is no excuse for the systemic failure of our buses, and this week Dr. Martirano has added insult to injury 
by rolling back (by 29%) the later school start times that took a decade to implement. HCPSS can, and must, do bette. Dr. 
Martirano should resign as a result of this epic failure.  
 
However, Dr. Martirano does not bear sole responsibility for this crisis. This failure comes at the heels of decades of 
underplanning in the county government. Decades of catering to developers at the expense of our children, our beautiful, 
historic Main Street, and the small town feel I grew up with here in the 80‐90s. The overdelvelopment and underfunding needs 
to end immediately. It is unacceptable that this new plan does not accurately project the school and infrastructure needs. It 
should not be adopted until it does so.  
 
We do not want to be a more dense county. We do not want to be our own urban center. We want to be the suburban 
utopia, with a world class school system for our children, that drew us all in. We want resale value.  We want to know our 
neighbors. We want to be assigned to the school a half mile away AND be able to get there during arrival and dismissal in under 
15 minutes. Please get back to basics. Make this county great again.  
 
Amy Oaks 
8416 Elko Drive Ellicott City 
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Respass, Charity

From: Christopher J. Alleva <jens151@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, September 15, 2023 3:06 PM
To: Eisenberg, Lynda
Cc: CouncilMail; Kendall, Mary; O'Connor, Kristin
Subject: HoCO By Design (CB 28-2023) NT Zone: Zoning Law and Covenants and Restrictions 1 of 2
Attachments: COLUMBIA 1965 M & O.pdf; 1964 Howard County Commissioners Presentation Part 1l 06122019.pdf; NT 

Zoning Case #412 1965.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you 
know the sender.] 
 

Hi Linda,  
 
Chris Alleva here. I understand you tried to watch Mr. Healy's livestream talk at River Hill on Monday and it got cut 
off. Also, you advised the County Council to send along testimony as they receive it so I am including the Council on 
this email so they can add it to the testimony.   
 
Not to worry, here he is giving the same talk to the CA Board on April 21, and last year to Hickory Ridge on November 
1, 2022. Mr. Healy was on the Rouse Co. team of lawyers that created the covenant regime in Columbia.  
 
Additionally, I am sending along copies of the actions of taken by County government that granted the NT Zone (the 
1965 General Plan Supplement and 1965 M&O) and adopted the PDP (July 16, 1965 (D&O).  
 
I realize this is a lot of information, so I want to call your attention to the most important thing, OVERALL 
DENSITY:  
 
The overall density (including downtown) of 2.5 units per acre was adopted as part of the 1965 General Plan 
Supplement and shortly thereafter incorporated into the Zoning Regulations and the PDP, and by extension the 
covenants. This created a HARD CAP ON THE MAXIMUM UNITS permitted at 35,680 (2.5X 14,272 acres) that can 
be enforced by any property owner in Columbia.   
 
There are currently 35,629 units approved and built leaving only 51 unbuilt units in all of Columbia. If you include the 
411 at Long Reach and Oakland Mills Columbia already exceeds the cap.  
 
The General Plan shows 9,617 units planned for Columbia that cannot be built under the current declaration of 
covenants. Alternatively, the County can condemn the covenants and pay just compensation to every property owner or 
the developer can purchase 3,846 acres and annex them into Columbia.  As I testified at the Planning Board, this 
matter raises substantial doubt regarding the viability of the General Plan update currently being 
considered.  Also, this may be material fact that should be disclosed to Howard Hughes so they can include it in 
the DEVELOPER’S CONTINUING DISCLOSURE STATEMENT for the Downtown Columbia Bonds.     
 

                                                           EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
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Below in the body of the email is a written summation of the substance of his talk (I also attached the pdf file).  He 
concludes: The New Town Columbia development meets all of the requirements for a “common scheme of 
development." That means that collectively the covenants and restriction are for the mutual benefit 
of all Columbia property owners, they can rely on them; and they have standing to enforce them.  
 
Columbia is a master planned community developed under a common scheme development. To restate: The scheme of 
development is set forth in the General Plan of Development for Columbia officially known as the Preliminary Plan of 
Development.  As codified in August 1965, Howard County Case BCC 412 where the PDP was approved and in 
accordance with paragraph (c.) of exhibit B, the petitioner was directed to subject the land to vertical and horizontal 
covenants, thus imbuing the PDP with two functions: 1.) Zoning: for mapping and a graphical representation of the 
plan showing the relationship of the various land uses in support of the County Zoning Regulations, and to document 
land use ratios and densities in support of, and consistent with: 2. The Covenants, i.e.  the vertical and horizontal 
covenants that all purchasers bought into can rely on.  
 
https://www.youtube.com/live/cmwNFuk-cdA?si=Y9SNKlmqIY1REPfX&t=2113 
 
Columbia The Planned City and the Legal Operation of theCovenants 
 

 

To help protect y
Micro so ft Office p
auto matic downlo
picture from the Columbia The Planned City and the Legal 

Operation of theCovenants 
 

 

 
Columbia NT Zoning Documents 
 
1. Developer Presentation to the County Commissioners, for the New Town, November 11, 1964 
2. Memorandum and Order, May 4, 1965 Granting the NT Zoning regulations, n/k/a Section 125 
3. BCC 412 Decision and Order: Approving the PDP, and ordering that all land be subject to covenants (plural) 
    enshrining in perpetuity that the New Town's overall density is capped at 2.5 units per acre in both the covenants 
and        the Zoning Regulations.        
 
Go to  NT Zone: Zoning Law and Covenants and Restrictions 2 of 2 
4.FDP Database Summary (DPZ Report)  
5. Columbia and Howard County Current Unit Mix and Projected Unit Mix  
6. 1965 General Plan Supplement in support of adoption of NT Zone  
7. Alleva Testimony to Planning Board. RE: Applicability of General Plan Policies  
8. Summary of Talk: "The Covenants and the People Tree; Reciprocal Negative Servitudes; and the Common Scheme 
of Development"   
9. The Columbia PDP 
 

November 1, 2022 
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The Covenants and the People Tree 

A Talk by John Healy, Esq. regarding Columbia’s Covenants and Restrictions 

 Restrictive covenants on property use are often utilized in developments to maintain the character of the neighborhood 
in accord with the development plan and to protect property values.[1] When restrictive covenants are created for the 
mutual benefit of all of the properties within a development, they may be enforced by each of the property owners 
against the other.[2] While at common law, restrictive covenants on land use were categorized as either “real 
covenants” or “equitable servitudes” depending on whether they were enforced in law or equity,   

 The modern trend, as represented by the Restatement (Third) of Property: Servitudes,[3] is to refer to both real 
covenants and equitable servitudes simply as servitudes. Columbia is a classic example of the application of reciprocal 
negative servitudes (restrictions) sometimes referred to as a “common scheme of development” that was created for the 
mutual benefit and protection of all property owners in the Columbia New Town.  The mosaic of covenants that 
concern the land in Columbia are written to satisfy all the legal requirements to irrefutably vest these reciprocal rights 
and obligations to all owners. Below are five (5) of the legal requirements: 

  
(1)   There is a common grantor (The Howard Research and Development Corporation in this case) of 
property who has a general plan or scheme of development (the Preliminary Development Plan) for the 
property; 
  
(2)   the common grantor conveys parcels or lots in the development subject to servitudes (restrictive 
covenants) designed to mutually benefit the properties in the development and advance the plan of 
development; 

  
     (3)   it can be reasonably inferred, based on the common grantor’s conduct, representations, and other oral 
and       written materials such as slide shows or advertisements, that the grantor intended the property against 
which         the servitude is imposed to be subject to the same servitudes imposed on all of the properties[4] 
within the plan       of development against which the servitude is imposed to be subject to the same servitudes 
imposed on all of           the  properties within the plan of development (Numerous examples and evidence of this 
abound); 

  

(4)   the property owner against whom the restriction is enforced has actual or constructive notice of the imposed 
servitude (all declarations of covenants and restriction are recorded in the land records); 

 (5)   the party seeking to enforce the restriction possesses an interest in property in the development that is 
subject to the servitude and has relied upon the representations or the express or implied representations of the 
common grantor that other properties within the general scheme of development will be subject to the servitude. 

 Conclusion: 

 The New Town Columbia development meets all of the requirements for a “common scheme of development. “ That 
means that collectively the covenants and restriction are for the mutual benefit of all Columbia property owners and 
they can rely on them. 

 ____________________________________ 
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[1] See, generally, Restatement (Third) of Property: Servitudes § 2.14, comment a. (2000); Citizens for Cov. Comp. v. 
Anderson, 12 Cal. 4th 345, 352, 906 P.2d 1314, 1318, 47 Cal. Rptr. 2d 898, 902 (1995) (“[m]odern subdivisions are 
often built according to a general plan containing restrictions that each owner must abide by for the benefit of all”). 

 [2]  See, Plumb v. Ruffin, 213 Neb. 335, 328 N.W.2d 792 (1983); Reed v. Williamson, 164 Neb. 99, 82 N.W.2d 18 
(1957). See, generally, Restatement, Richard R. Powell & Michael Allan Wolf, Powell on Real Property § 60.01[5] at 
60-11  See, generally, id., § 60.01[4] and [5]; Thompson on Real Property §§ 61.02(b) and (c) and 61.05 (David A. 
Thomas 2d ed. 2006); 1 Restatement, supra note 6, §§ 1.4 and 2.1, comment a.; Citizens for Cov. Comp. v. Anderson, 
12 Cal. 4th at 348, 906 P.2d at 1316, 47 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 900 (referring to law of real covenants and equitable servitudes 
as “‘the most complex and archaic body of American property law remaining in the twentieth century’” and as “‘an 
unspeakable quagmire’”). 

[3] See, 1 Restatement, supra note 6, §§ 1.3 and 1.4; 9 Powell & Wolf, supra note 8, § 60.01[6]. See, also, generally, 
Lawrence Berger, Integration of the Law of Easements, Real Covenants and Equitable Servitudes, 43 Wash. & Lee L. 
Rev. 337 (1986); Uriel Reichman, Toward a Unified Concept of Servitudes, 55 S. Cal. L. Rev. 1177 (1982); Ralph A. 
Newman & Frank R. Losey, Covenants Running with the Land, and Equitable Servitudes; Two Concepts, or One?, 21 
Hastings L.J. 1319 (1970). 

[4] As was said in Skyline Woods Homeowners Assn. v. Broekemeier that a grantor’s intent to create a plan of 
development may be proved “from the conduct of parties or from the language used in deeds, plats, maps, or general 
building development plans” and by looking “‘to matters extrinsic to related written documents, including conduct, 
conversation, and correspondence.’” Determining which properties are included within a plan of development is 
relatively easy where land is platted or subdivided, because “[i]n the absence of other evidence, the inference is 
normally justified that all of the land within a platted subdivision is subject to the general plan, and that land outside the 
subdivision is not included. Thus, where property is subdivided or platted pursuant to a plan of development, a 
presumption arises that the plan of development includes only those properties in the plat or subdivision 

 In contrast to the express multi-lateral imposition of reciprocal negative servitudes as one court explained:  implied 
negative reciprocal easement or servitude doctrine arose before the advent of comprehensive zoning (which is not the 
case in Columbia) in order to provide a measure of protection for those who bought lots in what they reasonably 
expected was a general development in which all of the lots would be equally burdened and benefitted. In those early 
days, it was uncommon for the developer to evidence the development or impose uniform restrictions through a 
recorded Declaration that would later be incorporated in individual deeds. They often filed subdivision plats of one 
kind or another but did not take the extra step of using one instrument to impose the restrictions. The common, almost 
universal, practice, instead, was for the developer to place the restrictions in the deeds to individual lots and, 
sometimes, to represent to the purchasers of those lots that the same restrictions would be placed in subsequent deeds to 
the other lots. Litigation arose most frequently when the developer then neglected to include the restrictions in one or 
more of the subsequent deeds and those buyers proceeded or proposed to use their property in a manner that would not 
be allowed by the restrictions. Because developers historically restricted properties as part of their plan of development 
on a deed-by-deed basis, the doctrine was created to fill the gap where a property was conveyed without restrictions in 
the deed. But a common practice today is for developers to place restrictions on an entire development all at once as 
was done in 1965 in Columbia where the Preliminary Development plan adopted is clear and establishment of the 
servitude is necessary to avoid injustice. The implied-reciprocal-servitude doctrine comes into play only when the 
developer does not follow the practice of recording a declaration of servitudes applicable to the entire subdivision or 
other general-plan area. See Black’s Law Dictionary 495 (10th ed. 2014) (defining “declaration of restrictions” as 
“statement of all the covenants, conditions, and restrictions affecting a parcel of land, usu[ally] imposed and recorded 
by a developer of a subdivision. The restrictions usu[ally] promote a general plan of development by requiring all lot 
owners to comply with the specified standards, especially for buildings. The restrictions run with the land” 
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i of their long-range essect on Hcna'ard County's needs* &'e fi2;;,'3.

" -that in order for our County to grow, local government snuiiit

provide a favorable- cliiaate for the g'rowth of our burgsonin.g

coffliaunity> ye fesl fchat we have begun to ase&t this n.i:5£;ld by t;

adop-fcioa of a more flexible and imaginafcive 2oaing 'S:eg'i...lat:.L^i:u:

Ke believe that Colum&ia pro'yidss the County wifch th&

opportunity and Bieans to utilise this new SSoaing concspfc in s's.

a wav as to accomodate our coaiing grow-fch i.n a more orderly,

logical fashion, avoiding the iiiistafces and pitralls which hacfi

befallen piecemeal growth in other areas. t3s shall contiuuc:

work with the developers of ColuiZ&ia to assure fchat this new

CoKtiauni-fcy develops .in such a way as to snhance the general

welfare of the entire County.

It appears to us that -fche Plan for Coluaabia is a good one

and fchat its fulfillment can raafcerially benefit the Cous'ifcy in

the main-tenance of the beauty and stability of our existing

Co.'niau'aities through the cosaiag period of groirfth.

th.e

M j

. ^,,:; 1

"•^"'^.J't'T'iir'^
>'^t :.i!t ^'^1?r^- i^_.^
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The industrial, Instifcutional.., .catail. racreational &s'id other

facilities which Coiuia&iu will provide should add fco th® erell

bsing of the entire County. Xn th® eucourageiaent of ^£;11 ii'alauc

cd, high quality, and co^prehe.nsive aew coaiiaunities such as

ColuK'blas WQ aean to posJLtivesly d&'auns-krafce our desire •to ss&a

the Coura-ty develop -th® bss'b possible en'vironaient for all or li;;5

citisens..

In studying -fchs E'etifeion, ws have considered the pos.sibilifc-,;"

of gra.nfciag only a porfcioa of this area sought to be riasoriCia»

ye have rejected tl-sis course of action, because vis f's'tj'l fcha';;

Columbia is an entity.

Kte intend, than;, to grant tbs res-oraxyi.g in its ii;at.';,;-',i c-;;1

order to cive iaa:cisuU5i s.s.wsssice to -the dfiiVsleoeE's; euac this -su'! .^ 1c;

of our inteatiou to do e.11 we can to s&e •fche project ;-iucc,i;j.'..!;do,.,

S'rosa tiis evidence adduced at the hearing ue finds

a« That thtS &e'fcifeioa coapli.ss witli Section. 17.021 o:s the

Zoning Regulations.

b» Sha-fc the proposed develop&isnt., "'Colusi-ibia" 5 con ati tu'te;:;.

a Key Town, r.ssefeiag th® requiresaente of S&cfci.ou l';e,01 ;
i

of 'c!'t® Zoning Ke'gula-tioasa i

c. Tl-iafc a Ete'w Sowa District: should be located at •fefeA p;ccii:!.:;.s";

ed site. j

d. That fchs PreliEiinary Devslopsaent' Plan con.stifcu.tCiS &

geasral land use plan for t'n.® area covered, tfaereiby

desigaod to aecsfc the objectives set forth in Sectious

1 and 2 of this Orditiemceo

It is, therefore, this 10& day of Auorust, 1965, by the Boacd

of County Cormissioners of Heward CouQ'fcy, OHl3£;ES3B tbs.fc the

Petition of. She Howard Research and Oevelopa'sesnt ....^.-por&fcion. it!.

iSoninq Case ?'M12 to reclassify from present Soaing cl&ssi;i;ica.- j
I

tion 13,690.118 acr-QS,tSior<s or less, -in the Second;, Flf-fch a.n<_! i

Sixth Electioa Districts to a tfew S'Qwn (NT) Zoning District A., i

CGUI'iTY
COMMISSiONERS

OF
i-;OWAF;D COUl\TY

>li&:^iS
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TEXT OF PRELmiNAEY DEVELOPMENT PLAN i'^W^S

1. The drawing -bo which this text material is attached
[I sets forth the general location of the -uses wi'fchm the proposed
' New Town Site as required by Section 17.021(c)(4) .of the Zoning
, Regulations of Howard County and con'fcains -fchose addi'fciona.l re-
ij quirements of said Section which are appropriately presented in

the form of a drawing.

2. The raajo.r planning assumptions ajid objectives proposed
are as follows:

(a) The proposed New Town of Columbia is designed -co
be an economically and culturally self-sufficient community. Over
the fifteen year -period scheduled for development, the population
of the New Town should become somewhat in excess of one hundi-ed
thousand. As planned, the New Town will consist of a central
business and cultural area surrounded by a series of residen-cial

I; areas referred to as villages". Each such village will have its
II own small commercial area as well as its own recreational f&cili-
i| ties. A system-of public transportation in •the form of a Eiiriibu.s
i system will connect outlying areas with the central district ir-

the manner shown on the attached drawing.

I (b) The Proposed New 'i'o'K'n Site lies in the path of ex-
pansion of two of ^the fas'bsst growing cities of •bhe United S-fca-ces.
Market studies indicate •chat the popzila'fcion of this corridor re-

IIgion in which the Proposed New Town Site is loce.tec; is now in-
!j creasing by approximately 11,000 households per year, while the
jl Baltimore - Washing'con area as a whole is increasing by approx-

imately 45,000 per year. The existing popula-cion of the Baltimore
Washington area is somewhat in excess of 4,000,000. Based upon

ij these estimates and the projections which can be made -cherefrom, .
il -the planned developraent pace of the New Town of Columbia is as
[! fOllOWS;

!!
I!
i| (1) During the first development year public
;! • water and sewer lir.es will b;; brought in-co -fche New 'I'o';';^

Distric-t -j.-^der arrangements 'ba't'i'jeeri. the pe'fcitioner and

|| the Ho'/.. County Me Tropol:-.;-.». Go^is.ission^ work on -the

j; cen-trz.^ '^-j-siness e-^d cul-curAl. „_-..„ ^aa ths firs-s villc.^c

will- ^luK.en.ce, ef^^t will be .....dc ,:... bring in the •Sl'-.^t

ind.;-^ tries in ssvc;^^! areas shown s. - ^loyment center
ji uses on :the attached dro.wins,; -the c^...,^..:-u.c-tion of cer

';| tain cultural fac:-_ities wi?-l coBm-.sr-c
;i
•:i

(il) _. _s pr-oposec. ^_"-...it the ;.'•;-;,iden'fcial areas

!] or the New ':;o'>1:-.. will be erec^. with the gres.test pds-
,->lble speec. con.sisten'c with _- ner plai'ming, ;-.rchi-

tec'fcural s;'-..-. construc'cion :;:';;^"... ..rds, as well ^a the mar-

'.cat demand. 'S.t is hoped t---^G ^he number of residential

units added .-.'j.r:.r. r;he first f if-teen years of J.evelopi&en'c

v/ill equal or e--;^. .-;; the -following:

^ "̂^

EXHIBIT B



Development Year Dwelling Units Average DU/
or Period Completed Year

1............ 450 450

2. ........... "900 900

3.. .......... 1,600 1,600

4. ........... 2,040 2,040

5............ 2,560 2,560
1-5.......'... 7,550 1,510

6-10......... 12,750 2,550

11-15.......'. 9,l4o 1,828

The industrial and commercial development will be designed so as
to correspond with, and if possible exceed, the above pace of
residential development.

(c) The areas shown for open space uses on the attached
drawing will be developed in the manner permitted by, and subject
to the requirements of., Section 17.018 of the Regulations. The
method by which such open space areas will be permanently main-
tained and devo-fced to open space uses will vary with the type of
use. Thus, in instances where It is considered appropriafce, all
development rights of the property except those specifically
permitted as open space uses will be conveyed to a public body or
citizens' associationj; in other cases, where appropriate, the
land may be subjected to covenants running with the land Imposing
maintenance and use obliga-fclons; in yet other cases, such land
may be leased upon the express condition fcha-fc it; be maintained
and used for open space uses; in still other cases, fche land may
be conveyed to public agencies for particular.open space uses.
As the planning and development process continues, these methods
will be finalized with respect to each particular open sp'ace area;
in ques'cion. From the sfcandpoinfc of maintenance and operation,
all land wi-fchln the entire area of the Proposed New Town Site
will be subjected in perpetuity, by covenants running with the
land, to an annual charge calculated -bo provide sufficient; funds
for the perpetual operation and maintenance of the open spaces,
as well as for other community purposes.

(d) It is proposed that a public transit system
utilizing minlbuses will be operated in "the areas shown on the
attached drawing. It is proposed that this -cransporta-fcion system
be opez'a'fced by a non-profit organization charging as low fares
as Is possible. The system will be implemen-fced over the period
of construction by the expansion of the minibus facili'fcies as the
population growth and demand require.

(e) As broad a range of cultural activities as is
possible is plarj-ied for the New Town of Columbia. These will
include libraries, theatres, museums and symphony facilities to
the greatest extent feasible. The developers of Columbia are
presently in negotiations with a symphony orchestra, and it is
hoped that. a symphony shell will be completed and a series of
symphony programs commenced during the first or second develop-
men-i; year.

-2-



(f) The proposed general layout of the major roads
and highways is shown on the attached drawing. This layout was
prepared in such a manner as to coordinate with existing and
planned County and S-bate highways.

(g)' The number of acres' within the proposed. New Town
devoted 'co the various uses are set forth as a legend to the
a'fcfcached drawing as required by Section 17.021(c)(3).

(h) The proposed New Town of Columbia will have public
wa.ter, sewer and utility facili-bies. The water and sewer systems
will be provided by the Metropolitan Commission of Howard County
under ar>r-angemen-bs with the developer of Columbia. Each
developed tract will provide necessary drainage to an acceptable
stream or" other outlet;. If economically feasible, all utility
lines and conduits will be placed underground in the proposed
New Town.

I

(i) The intended overall maximum density of popula-
•cion within the proposed New Town of Columbia will be 2.2
dwellings per gross acre.

3. Petifcionex- reserves the right to submit additional in-
formation and evidence relating to the proposed .Preliminary
Development Plan at the time of the public hearing thereon,

-.5-
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Respass, Charity

From: Christopher J. Alleva <jens151@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, September 15, 2023 3:09 PM
To: Eisenberg, Lynda
Cc: Kendall, Mary; O'Connor, Kristin; CouncilMail
Subject: [WARNING: UNSCANNABLE EXTRACTION FAILED](CB 28-2023) NT Zone: Zoning Law and Covenants and 

Restrictions 2 of 2
Attachments: FDP Summary 10-5-2020 (5) (1).xlsx; Columbia - Howard County Unit Mix (1).pdf; General Plan 1965 NT 

Supplement.pdf; ALLEVA GENERAL PLAN TESTIMONY 2023 (2).pdf; Healy Talk Reciprocal Negative 
Servitudes.pdf; Columbia PDP Scan 2019 .pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you 
know the sender.] 
 

Page 2 of 2 Additional Documents 
4.FDP Database Summary (DPZ Report  
5. Columbia and Howard County Current Unit Mix and Projected Unit Mix  
6. 1965 General Plan Supplement in support of adoption of NT Zone  
7. Alleva Testimony to Planning Board  
8. The Covenants and the People Tree; Reciprocal Negative Servitudes; and the Common Scheme of Development   
9. Columbia PDP 



Howard County and Columbia Unit Mix As Built 12/31/2022

Single Fam 
Detached

Single Family 
Attached Apartments*

Mobile 
Homes Total 

Columbia NT 12,446              7,254                   14,258                 -               33,958             
Columbia Downtown (Blt) 1,671                   1,671              
Total NT 12,446              7,254                   15,929                 -               35,629            
% 34.93% 20.36% 44.71% 0.00% 100.00%
Out Parcels 3,691                3,986                   (770)                     -               
Total Columbia 16,137              11,240                 15,159                 -               42,536            
% 38% 26% 36% 0% 100%
Howard County 62,927              28,370                 32,263                 1,286           124,846          
% 50.40% 22.72% 25.84% 1.03% 100.00%

Columbia Planned Units Proposed Gen Plan 
Columbia Downtown -                   -                      4,529                   -               4,529              
Coumbia Village Centers 1,750                   1,750              
Columbia Residential Planned -                   -                      6,279                   -               6,279              
Total Columbia Blt and Plan. 12,446              7,254                   22,208                 -               41,908            
% 29.70% 17.31% 52.99% 0.00% 100.00%
*Notes 
1. There is a descrepancy between the Columbia FDP Report and the Cumlative Residential Report























































































Maximum Density 2.5 units per acre



Village Center Concept

This is the approved governing Preliminary Development Plan ("PDP") of Columbia. 

This general plan of development is a 
required precursor to any redevelopment










Implementation of the Village Center concept. 







FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN DATABASE SUMMARY
AS OF OCTOBER 5, 2020

ACRES

Single Single Apartments Employment Open Space
Family Family Single Total

Low Medium Family Multi- Non- Zoned
Density Density Attached Family Commercial Industrial Credited Credited Acres

Total To Date 1,471.450 3,015.938 756.534 967.023 1,058.762 1,549.631 5,169.186 254.447 14,242.971

Combined Total 1,471.450 3,015.938 Total APT = 1,723.557 Total Emp. = 2,608.393 Total OS = 5,423.633 14,242.971

Total Allowed In PDP 1,473 3,021 1,724 2,694 5,360 14,272

Remaining FDP Acres 1.550 5.062 0.443 85.607 -63.633 29.029

UNITS  
SFLD SFMD SFA APT EMP. SFA EMP. APT
2,711 8,689 7,254 14,258 287 759

Total Units 33,958
Total Remaining

Allowed Units
Total Allowed Units in PDP per 2.4239 Max Density 34,594 0
Specified Units - Old Exxon Site 96 96
Specified Units - Wilde Lake Village Center 250 20
Specified Units - Long Reach Village Center 315 315
Specified Units - 5 properties as indicated in ZB-1120M 300 205

636

 Per Zoning Board Case 1031M, Decision & Order dated February 5, 2004, 96 additional units are reserved for age-restricted, moderate-income housing units on the old 
   Exxon site in the Village of Oakland Mills.  PDP density increase to 2.3571 units per gross acre.
 Per Zoning Board Case 1031M, Decision & Order dated March 24, 2004, 100 additional units are reserved for Non-Downtown Columbia Village(s) in accordance with the
   procedures outlined in the petition.  PDP density increase to 2.3643 units per gross acre.
 Per Zoning Board Case 1095M, Decision & Order dated April 19, 2012, increase the allowable acreage for Apartment Land Uses from 1,707 to 1,724 acres and decrease
   the allowable acreage for Employment Center Land Uses from 2,711 to 2,694 acres.  PDP density increase to 2.3695 units per gross acre.
 Per Zoning Board Case 1096M, Decision & Order dated July 1, 2012, 100 reserved units for Non-Downtown Columbia Village(s) are dedicated to Wilde Lake Village
   Center.  PDP density increase to 2.3800 units per gross acre enabling an additional 150 units for Wilde Lake Village Center in accordance with the procedures outlined
   in the petition.
 Per Zoning Board Case 1112M, Decision & Order dated November 6, 2017, increase the allowable acreage for Single Family Medium Land Uses from 3,015 to 3,021 
   acres and decrease the allowable acreage for Single Family Low Land Uses from 1,479 to 1,473 acres.  PDP density increase to 2.3809 units per gross acre.
 Per Zoning Board Case 1121M, Decision & Order dated June 25, 2018, PDP density increase to 2.4029 units per gross acre.
 Per Zoning Board Case 1120M, Decision & Order dated October 5, 2020, PDP density increase to 2.4239 units per gross acre.

NOTES:
ACREAGE TOTAL = ALL RECORDED FDP'S
UNIT TOTAL = EXISTING, UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND PROPOSED UNITS.
REPORT NAME:  T:\RESEARCH\FDP SUMMARY\FDP Summary 10-5-2020.xlxs



The below comes from the detailed FDP database speradsheet in this same folder:

Sum(Sfld) Sum(Sfmd) Sum(Sfa) Sum(Mfapt) Sum(Empcom) Sum(Empind) Sum(Opspcrd) Sum(Opspnocr) Sum(Sfld_lots) Sum(Sfmd_lots) Sum(Sfaunits) Sum(Aptunits) Sum(Empcomsfa+Empindsfa) Sum(Empcomapt)
1,471.450 3,015.938 756.534 967.023 1,058.762 1,549.631 5,169.186 254.447 2,711 8,689 7,254 14,258 287 759

ACOL1 ACOL2 ACOL3 ACOL4 ACOL5 ACOL6 ACOL7 ACOL8 ACOL9 ACOL10 ACOL11 ACOL12 ACOL13 ACOL14
1471.450000000 3015.938000000 756.534000000 967.023000000 1058.762000000 1549.631000000 5172.037000000 241.596000000 2711.000000000 8689.000000000 7254.000000000 14258.000000000 287.000000000 759.000000000

<== 95 additional units approved on Rosyln Rise (SDP-21-030 as part of FDP-41-A-2). Remaining reserved for additional 4 Enterprise Homes properties. Note that Rosyln Rise Units are not yet built and is under appeal, so TBD
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The Covenants and the People Tree 
A Talk by John Healy, Esq. regarding Columbia’s Covenants and Restrictions 

 
Restrictive covenants on property use are often utilized in developments to maintain the 
character of the neighborhood in accord with the development plan and to protect property 
values.1 When restrictive covenants are created for the mutual benefit of all of the properties 
within a development, they may be enforced by each of the property owners against the other.2 
While at common law, restrictive covenants on land use were categorized as either “real 
covenants” or “equitable servitudes” depending on whether they were enforced in law or equity,   
 
The modern trend, as represented by the Restatement (Third) of Property: Servitudes,3 is to refer 
to both real covenants and equitable servitudes simply as servitudes. Columbia is a classic 
example of the application of reciprocal negative servitudes (restrictions) sometimes referred to 
as a “common scheme of development” that was created for the mutual benefit and protection of 
all property owners in the Columbia New Town.  The mosaic of covenants that concern the land 
in Columbia are written to satisfy all the legal requirements to irrefutably vest these reciprocal 
rights and obligations to all owners. Below are five (5) of the legal requirements:  
 
(1) There is a common grantor (The Howard Research and Development Corporation in 

this case) of property who has a general plan or scheme of development (the 
Preliminary Development Plan) for the property; 
 

(2) the common grantor conveys parcels or lots in the development subject to servitudes 
(restrictive covenants) designed to mutually benefit the properties in the development 
and advance the plan of development; 

 
1 See, generally, Restatement (Third) of Property: Servitudes § 2.14, comment a. (2000); Citizens 
for Cov. Comp. v. Anderson, 12 Cal. 4th 345, 352, 906 P.2d 1314, 1318, 47 Cal. Rptr. 2d 898, 
902 (1995) (“[m]odern subdivisions are often built according to a general plan containing 
restrictions that each owner must abide by for the benefit of all”).  
 
2  See, Plumb v. Ruffin, 213 Neb. 335, 328 N.W.2d 792 (1983); Reed v. Williamson, 164 Neb. 
99, 82 N.W.2d 18 (1957). See, generally, Restatement, Richard R. Powell & Michael Allan 
Wolf, Powell on Real Property § 60.01[5] at 60-11  See, generally, id., § 60.01[4] and [5]; 
Thompson on Real Property §§ 61.02(b) and (c) and 61.05 (David A. Thomas 2d ed. 2006); 1 
Restatement, supra note 6, §§ 1.4 and 2.1, comment a.; Citizens for Cov. Comp. v. Anderson, 12 
Cal. 4th at 348, 906 P.2d at 1316, 47 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 900 (referring to law of real covenants and 
equitable servitudes as “‘the most complex and archaic body of American property law 
remaining in the twentieth century’” and as “‘an unspeakable quagmire’”). 
3 See, 1 Restatement, supra note 6, §§ 1.3 and 1.4; 9 Powell & Wolf, supra note 8, § 60.01[6]. 
See, also, generally, Lawrence Berger, Integration of the Law of Easements, Real Covenants and 
Equitable Servitudes, 43 Wash. & Lee L. Rev. 337 (1986); Uriel Reichman, Toward a Unified 
Concept of Servitudes, 55 S. Cal. L. Rev. 1177 (1982); Ralph A. Newman & Frank R. Losey, 
Covenants Running with the Land, and Equitable Servitudes; Two Concepts, or One?, 21 
Hastings L.J. 1319 (1970). 



 
(3) it can be reasonably inferred, based on the common grantor’s conduct, 

representations, and other oral and written materials such as slide shows or 
advertisements, that the grantor intended the property against which the servitude is 
imposed to be subject to the same servitudes imposed on all of the properties4 within 
the plan of development against which the servitude is imposed to be subject to the 

 
4 As was said in Skyline Woods Homeowners Assn. v. Broekemeier that a grantor’s intent to 
create a plan of development may be proved “from the conduct of parties or from the language 
used in deeds, plats, maps, or general building development plans” and by looking “‘to matters 
extrinsic to related written documents, including conduct, conversation, and correspondence.’” 
Determining which properties are included within a plan of development is relatively easy where 
land is platted or subdivided, because “[i]n the absence of other evidence, the inference is 
normally justified that all of the land within a platted subdivision is subject to the general plan, 
and that land outside the subdivision is not included. Thus, where property is subdivided or 
platted pursuant to a plan of development, a presumption arises that the plan of development 
includes only those properties in the plat or subdivision 
 
In contrast to the express multi-lateral imposition of reciprocal negative servitudes as one court 
explained:  implied negative reciprocal easement or servitude doctrine arose before the advent of 
comprehensive zoning (which is not the case in Columbia) in order to provide a measure of 
protection for those who bought lots in what they reasonably expected was a general 
development in which all of the lots would be equally burdened and benefitted. In those early 
days, it was uncommon for the developer to evidence the development or impose uniform 
restrictions through a recorded Declaration that would later be incorporated in individual deeds. 
They often filed subdivision plats of one kind or another but did not take the extra step of using 
one instrument to impose the restrictions. The common, almost universal, practice, instead, was 
for the developer to place the restrictions in the deeds to individual lots and, sometimes, to 
represent to the purchasers of those lots that the same restrictions would be placed in subsequent 
deeds to the other lots. Litigation arose most frequently when the developer then neglected to 
include the restrictions in one or more of the subsequent deeds and those buyers proceeded or 
proposed to use their property in a manner that would not be allowed by the restrictions. Because 
developers historically restricted properties as part of their plan of development on a deed-by-
deed basis, the doctrine was created to fill the gap where a property was conveyed without 
restrictions in the deed. But a common practice today is for developers to place restrictions on an 
entire development all at once as was done in 1965 in Columbia where the Preliminary 
Development plan adopted is clear and establishment of the servitude is necessary to avoid 
injustice. The implied-reciprocal-servitude doctrine comes into play only when the developer 
does not follow the practice of recording a declaration of servitudes applicable to the entire 
subdivision or other general-plan area. See Black’s Law Dictionary 495 (10th ed. 2014) 
(defining “declaration of restrictions” as “statement of all the covenants, conditions, and 
restrictions affecting a parcel of land, usu[ally] imposed and recorded by a developer of a 
subdivision. The restrictions usu[ally] promote a general plan of development by requiring all lot 
owners to comply with the specified standards, esp[ecially] for buildings. The restrictions run 
with the land” 
 



same servitudes imposed on all of the properties within the plan of development 
(Numerous examples and evidence of this abound); 

 
(4) the property owner against whom the restriction is enforced has actual or 

constructive notice of the imposed servitude (all declarations of covenants and 
restriction are recorded in the land records); 
 

(5) the party seeking to enforce the restriction possesses an interest in property in the 
development that is subject to the servitude and has relied upon the representations 
or the express or implied representations of the common grantor that other 
properties within the general scheme of development will be subject to the servitude.  
 

Conclusion:  
 
The New Town Columbia development meets all of the requirements for a “common scheme of 
development. “ That means that collectively the covenants and restriction are for the mutual 
benefit of all Columbia property owners and they can rely on them.  
 


	CB28-2023 Public Testimony 9.1-9.13.pdf
	CB28-2023 Public Testimony 9.1-9.9.pdf
	CB28-2023 Ann Von Lossberg 2023.09.01.pdf
	CB28-2023 Judith Nassau 2023.09.01.pdf
	CB28-2023 Public Testimony 9.6-9.9.pdf
	CB28-2023 Angela Volcy 2023.09.06.pdf
	CB28-2023 Lisa Markovitz 2023.09.07.pdf
	CB28-2023 Stu Kohn 2023.09.09.pdf
	CB28-2023 Angie Boyter 2023.09.09.pdf


	CB28-2023 Frances Keenan 2023.09.13.pdf
	CB28-2023 Larry Carson 2023.09.13.pdf

	CB28-2023 Amy Oaks LoPresti 2023.09.15.pdf
	CB28-2023 Chris Alleva 2023.09.15A.pdf
	CB28-2023 Chris Alleva 2023.09.15A.pdf
	CB28-2023 Chris Alleva 2023.09.15A attachment.pdf
	NT Zoning Case #412 1965.pdf
	1964 Howard County Commissioners Presentation Part 1l 06122019.pdf
	COLUMBIA 1965 M & O.pdf


	CB28-2023 Chris Alleva 2023.09.15B.pdf
	CB28-2023 Chris Alleva 2023.09.15.pdf
	Chris Alleva atachment 2.pdf
	Columbia - Howard County Unit Mix (1).pdf
	ALLEVA GENERAL PLAN TESTIMONY 2023 (2).pdf
	Columbia PDP Scan 2019 .pdf
	General Plan 1965 NT Supplement.pdf
	FDP Summary 10-5-2020 (5) (1).pdf
	FDP Summary 10-5-2020 (5) (1).pdf
	FDP Summary 10-5-2020 (5) (1)b.pdf

	Healy Talk Reciprocal Negative Servitudes.pdf


	CB28-2023 Ruth Frost 2023.09.16A.pdf
	CB28-2023 Ruth Frost 2023.09.16B.pdf
	CB28-2023 Anna Rubin 2023.09.17.pdf
	CB28-2023 Jen McClurg 2023.0917.pdf
	CB28-2023 Meagan Lohin 2023.09.17.pdf
	CB28-2023 Evelyn Mogren 2023.09.18.pdf
	CB28-2023 Mae Beale 2023.09.18.pdf



