
County Council Of Howard County, Maryland 
2019 Legislative Session Legislative Day No. I 

Resolution No. 3 -2019 

Introduced by: The Chairperson at the request of the County Executive 

A RESOLUTION authorizing the County Purchasing Agent to waive the formal competitive 

bidding requirements of Title 4, Subtitle 1 of the Howard County Code in order to enter 

into an agreement with River Hill Square, LLC, to make certain road improvements at the 

intersection of Clarksville Pike (MD Route 108) and Sheppard Lane. 

Introduced and read first time ~ 7 , 2019. 

Read for a second time at a public hearing on ~ 2 2 , 2019. 

This Resolution was read the third time and was Adopted~ Adopted with amendments£,d~ Withdrawn~ by the County Council 

, 2019. 

CertifadB,- ~ £:-­ 
Jessi~ 

NOTE: [[text in brackets]] indicates deletions from existing law; TEXT IN SMALL CAPITALS indicates additions to existing law; Strike sill: 
indicates material deleted by amendment; Underlining indicates material added by amendment. 



1 WHEREAS, Section 4.106( e )(2) of the Howard County Code provides that the County 

2 Council may, by resolution, authorize the County Purchasing Agent to waive the formal 

3 competitive bidding requirements for any single purchase or sale if, in the judgment of the 

4 County Council, the waiver will best serve the interest of the County; and 
5 

6 WHEREAS, River Hill Square, LLC a limited liability company formed in accordance 

7 with the laws of the State of Maryland and in good standing with the Maryland State Department 

8 of Assessments and Taxation (the "Developer") is developing certain real property located at 

9 12171 Clarksville Pike, Clarksville, Howard County, Maryland pursuant to Commercial Site 

10 Development Plan (F-18-044) titled "River Hill Square, redevelopment of River Hill Garden 

11 Center" (the "SDP"), which property is owned by Stephen A. Klein & Associates and described 

12 in the deed recorded among the Land Records of Howard County, Maryland at Liber 5082, Folio 
13 679 (the "Property"); and 
14 

15 WHEREAS, the SDP's Final Road Construction Plans include a realignment of the 

16 intersection of Sheppard Lane and Clarksville Pike (Md Route 108) and related improvements, 
17 (the "Road Improvements"); and 
18 

19 WHEREAS, the County has determined that the completion of the Road Improvements 

20 at the time of the development of the Property is in the public's interest and has funded Capital 

21 Projeet J4177, State Road Construetion, and Capital Projeet J4220, Developer/Col:lBty Shared 

22 Impro~1emeats, for various projects within the County's Capital Improvement Program to fund a 

23 portion of the costs to complete the Road Improvements; and 
24 

25 WHEREAS, pursuant to the Land Development and Subdivision Regulations of Howard 

26 County, the Developer and the County will enter into a Developer Agreement for the 

27 construction of public improvements including the Road Improvements all of which public 

28 improvements are set forth in the approved plans and specifications; and 
29 

30 WHEREAS, the Director of the Department of Public Works has determined the most 

31 cost effective and efficient way to complete the Road Improvements is to enter into a cost 
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1 sharing agreement, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit 1, with the Developer and to 

2 request the Developer to construct the Road Improvements; and 

3 

4 WHEREAS, the County and the Developer have agreed that the County's share of the 

5 costs to construct the Road Improvements shall not exceed One Million Two Hundred 8hcty twe 

6 Ninety-six Thousand Four Hundred Thirteen Dollars ($1,262,413.00); and Thousand One 

7 Hundred Nine Dollars ($1,296,109.00); and 

8 

9 WHEREAS, approval of this Resolution is limited to a waiver of County competitive 

10 bidding requirements merely for the purpose of authorizing the County to enter into the cost 

11 sharing agreement, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit 1, and shall not be deemed 

12 approval of any development project or site development plan. 

13 
14 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the County Council of Howard County, 

15 Maryland, this L{ta. day of ~b~/ , 2019, pursuant to Section 4.106(e)(2) of the 
16 Howard County Code, it declares that the/best interests of the County will be served by 

17 authorizing the County Purchasing Agent to waive the competitive bidding requirements of 

18 Subtitle 1, "Purchasing", of Title 4, "Contracts, Purchasing and Property", of the Howard 

19 County Code in order to allow the County to enter into an agreement with River Hill Square, 

20 LLC, a limited liability company formed in accordance with the laws of the State of Maryland 

21 and in good standing with the Maryland State Department of Assessments and Taxation, for the 

22 construction of road improvements at the intersection of Clarksville Pike (MD Route 108) and 

23 Sheppard Lane in accordance with the Sheppard Lane and Clarksville Pike Intersection 

24 Improvements Cost Sharing Agreement, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit 1. 

25 
26 AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the County Council of Howard County, 

27 Maryland that this waiver of competitive bidding requirements shall not be interpreted or 

28 construed as approval of any development project or site development plan. 
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Exhif l 

Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

SHEPP ARD LANE AND CLARKSVILLE PIKE INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS 
COST SHARING AGREEMENT 

THIS SHEPPARD LANE AND CLARKSVILLE PIKE INTERSECTION 
IMPROVEMENTS COST SHARING AGREEMENT (this "Agreement") is made this 
__ day of , 2019, by and between RIVER HILL SQUARE, LLC a 
limited liability company formed in accordance with the laws of the State of Maryland and 
in good standing with the Maryland State Department of Assessments and Taxation (the 
"Developer''), and HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND, a body corporate and politic (the 
"County"). 

WHEREAS, the Developer is developing certain real property located at 12171 
Clarksville Pike, Clarksville, Howard County, Maryland pursuant to Commercial Site 
Development Plan (SDP-18-044) titled River Hill Square, redevelopment of River Hill 
Garden Center (the "SOP"), which property is owned by Stephen A. Klein & Associates 
and described in the deed recorded among the Land Records of Howard County, 
Maryland ("Land Records") at Liber 5082, Folio 679 (the "Property"). 

WHEREAS, the SD P's Final Road Construction Plans include a realignment of the 
intersection of Sheppard Lane and Clarksville Pike (Route 108) and related 
improvements. 

WHEREAS, the County established Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 to construct 
certain improvements to the intersection of the Sheppard Lane and Clarksville Pike which 
have been included in the SOP and are shown on the marked up version of page 5 of the 
Final Road Construction Plans (excluding the stormwater management facilities), a copy 
of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A and are referred to herein as the "Road 
Improvements". 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Land Development and Subdivision Regulations of 
Howard County, the Developer and the County will enter into a Developer Agreement for 
the construction of public improvements including the Road Improvements all of which 
public improvements as they may be approved by the County will be set forth in the 
approved plans and specifications, as defined therein (the "Developer Agreement"). 

WHEREAS, the Director of the Department of Public Works has determined the 
most cost effective and efficient way to complete the Road Improvements is to enter into 
a cost sharing agreement with the Developer and request the Developer to construct the 
Road Improvements. 

WHEREAS, the County and the Developer have agreed that the County's share 
of the costs to construct the Road Improvements shall not exceed One Million Two 
Hundred Ninety-Six Thousand One Hundred Nine Dollars ($1,296,109.00). 

WHEREAS, the County Council of Howard County, Maryland adopted Council 
Resolution Number -2019 which authorizes the County to waive the formal 
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Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

competitive bidding requirements and to enter into this Agreement with the Developer for 
the construction of the Road Improvements. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION of the foregoing recitals which are a 
material part of this Agreement and are hereby incorporated herein, the mutual promises 
of the Developer and the County set forth herein, and other good and valuable 
consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, the 
Developer and the County agree as follows: 

SECTION 1. Design and Construction of the Road Improvements. 

a) The Developer shall select the contractor(s) for the construction of the Road 
Improvements as shown on the SOP 18-044 and the Final Road Construction Plans for 
F-18-099 which shall be a part of the Approved Plans and Specifications as defined under 
the Developer Agreement) through a solicitation of bids, obtaining at least three (3) 
independent bids. The County shall have the right to review and approve the bids received 
by the Developer. The Developer shall not accept a bid for the construction of the Road 
Improvements that has not been approved by the County. 

b) The County shall regulate and inspect the construction of the Road 
Improvements in accordance with the terms of the Developer Agreement, Design Manual, 
Regulations, and Howard County Code. Any changes to the Approved Plans and 
Specifications affecting the Road Improvements shall be submitted to the County in 
writing for the County to consider prior to the construction of such changes. 

c) The Developer covenants to indemnify and hold the County harmless from 
and against any and all claims, actions, damages, liability and expenses of any nature, 
including reasonable attorney's fees and the County's costs of defense, in connection 
with loss of life, personal injury and/or damage to, or loss of property that arises from any 
work or activity related to the construction of the Developer's or its employees, 
contractors, or agents' activities in performing this Agreement. The foregoing 
indemnification applies except to the extent that the losses are solely attributable to and 
proximately caused by the sole negligence or the willful, malicious, or wanton misconduct 
of the County or its officials, agents, employees, or contractors. This indemnification shall 
terminate upon the County's acceptance of the Road Improvements pursuant to the 
Developer Agreement. 

SECTION 2. Reimbursement by the County. The Developer shall bear all of the 
costs for construction associated with constructing the Road Improvements as detailed in 
the Construction Plans, including but not limited to, utility relocations, acquisitions of 
property interests, permits from the State Highway Administration, design, materials, and 
construction costs. The Developer may request reimbursement from the County for the 
costs of the materials and road construction labor attributable to the Road Improvements 
in an amount not to exceed One Million Two Hundred Ninety-Six Thousand One Hundred 
Nine Dollars ($1,296,109.00). Periodically, but no more frequently than monthly during 
the construction of the Road Improvements, the Developer shall submit to the County a 
properly documented invoice (including affidavits from all subcontractors regarding 
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Capital Projects 14177 and 14220 
Sheppard Lane and Route l 08 Road Improvements 

payment in full for work completed) for such portion of the Road Improvements 
constructed since the last invoice. If the County has inspected the construction of the 
Road Improvements and considers the partially completed work acceptable, the County 
shall process the invoice for payment of ninety percent (90%) of the invoiced amount 
within thirty (30) days. An amount equal to ten percent (10%) of the invoiced amount 
shall be withheld by the County until such time that (i) the Developer has completed the 
Road Improvements, (ii) County has accepted the work and (iii) the Developer has 
provided signed and sealed as-built construction plans for the Road Improvements to the 
County. 

SECTION 3. Appropriation of Funds. In addition to all other conditions and 
contingencies set forth in this Agreement, the County's obligations under this Agreement 
to reimburse funds to the Developer from Capital Projects J4177 or J4220 shall be 
contingent upon the County Council's approval of the annual appropriation of funds to the 
County's budget. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Department of Public Works of the 
County will use reasonable efforts to obtain and subsequently maintain the funds 
necessary to reimburse funds to the Developer pursuant to this Agreement. 

SECTION 4. Notice. All correspondence regarding this Agreement and the work 
to be performed hereunder shall be mailed or personally delivered in the case of the 
Developer to: 

River Hill Square, LLC 
c/o SOC River Hill Square LLC 
Steven K. Breeden, Vice President 
8480 Baltimore National Pike, Suite 415 
Ellicott City, MD 21043 

The name and telephone number of the Developer's contact person for this 
Agreement is Steven K. Breeden, (410) 465-4244. 

All correspondence regarding this Agreement and the work to be performed 
hereunder shall be mailed or personally delivered in the case of the County to: 

Director of Public Works 
George Howard Building 
3430 Court House Drive 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 

The name and telephone number of the County's contact person for this 
Agreement is James M. Irvin, (410) 313-4401. 

A party to this Agreement may change its address by written notice to the other 
party. 

SECTION 5. Assignment; Binding Effect. This Agreement may not be assigned 
without the express prior written consent of the County. In the event the Developer intends 
to sell or assign any interest in the Property, the Developer and the new owner shall 
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Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

request the County to consent to the completion of the obligations herein by the new 
owner and this Agreement shall be amended to reflect such assignment. This Agreement 
shall be binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of the successors and assigns of the 
Developer and the County. References to the Developer or the County shall be deemed 
to refer to each person hereinabove named and their respective designees, successors, 
and assigns. 

SECTION 6. Amendment. Any amendment to this Agreement shall be written 
and signed by the County and the Developer. Each writing or plat referred to in this 
Agreement is hereby made a part of this Agreement 

SECTION 7. Conflict of Interest. Developer certifies that he/she has read and 
understands the provisions of Section 901 (a) of the Howard County Charter and Section 
22.204 of the Howard County Code relating to conflicts of interest and attached hereto as 
Exhibit B. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the respective duly authorized officers of the Developer 
and the County hereto have set their hand and seals to this Sheppard Lane and 
Clarksville Pike Intersection Improvements Cost Sharing Agreement on the day and year 
first above written. 

[Signatures continue of the following page.] 
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Capital Projects 14177 and 14220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

WITNESS/ATTEST: RIVER HILL SQUARE LLC 

By: SOC River Hill LLC, Member 

By: (SEAL) 
Steven K. Breeden 
Vice President 

By: Stephen Klein & Associates, LLC 

By: (SEAL) 
Stephen M. Klein, President 

STATE OF MARYLAND, HOWARD COUNTY, TO WIT: 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this day of , 2019, before me, 
the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State of Maryland, in and for the County aforesaid, 
personally appeared Steven K. Breeden, who acknowledged himself to be the Vice 
President of SOC River Hill LLC, a Member of SOC River Hill LLC and that he executed 
the foregoing Agreement on behalf of SOC River Hill LLC for the purposes therein 
contained. 

AS WITNESS my Hand and Notarial Seal. 

Notary Public 
My Commission Expires: _ 

STATE OF MARYLAND, HOWARD COUNTY, TO WIT: 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this day of , 2019, before me, 
the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State of Maryland, in and for the County aforesaid, 
personally appeared Stephen M. Klein, who acknowledged himself to be the Vice 
President of Stephen Klein & Associates, LLC, a Member of SOC River Hill LLC and that 
he executed the foregoing Agreement on behalf of Stephen Klein & Associates, LLC for 
the purposes therein contained. 

AS WITNESS my Hand and Notarial Seal. 

Notary Public 
My Commission Expires: _ 
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Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

ATTEST: 

[Signatures continue of the following page.] 

HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: (SEAL) 
Lonnie R. Robbins Calvin Ball 

County Executive 
Chief Administrative Officer 

Date: ----- 

APPROVED: Department of 
Public Works 

James M. Irvin, Director 
Department of Public Works 

APPROVED for Sufficiency of Funds: 

Janet R. Irvin, Director 
Department of Finance 

APPROVED for Form and Legal Sufficiency: 
this day of 2019 

Gary W. Kuc, County Solicitor 

Lisa S. O'Brien, 
Senior Assistant County Solicitor 

STATE OF MARYLAND, HOWARD COUNTY, TO WIT: 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this day of , 2019, before me, 
the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State of Maryland, in and for the County aforesaid, 
personally appeared Calvin Baldwin, County Executive for HOWARD COUNTY, 
MARYLAND, who acknowledged to me that he executed the foregoing Agreement for the 
purposes therein contained, and he further acknowledged the same to be the act of 
Howard County, Maryland. 

AS WITNESS my Hand and Notarial Seal. 

Notary Public 
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Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

My Commission Expires: _ 
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Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

EXHIBIT A 

See Attached 
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Capital Projects 14177 and 14220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

EXIDBIT B 
Howard County Charter 

Section 901. Conflict oflnterest. 

(a) Prohibitions. No officer or employee of the County, whether elected or appointed, 
shall in any manner whatsoever be interested in or receive any benefit from the profits or 
emoluments of any contract, job, work, or service for the County. No such officer or employee 
shall accept any service or thing of value, directly or indirectly, from any person, firm or 
corporation having dealings with the County, upon more favorable terms than those granted to the 
public generally, nor shall he receive, directly or indirectly, any part of any fee, commission or 
other compensation paid or payable by the County, or by any person in connection with any 
dealings with the County, or by any person in connection with any dealings with or proceedings 
before any branch, office, department, board, commission or other agency of the County. No such 
officer or employee shall directly or indirectly be the broker or agent who procures or receives any 
compensation in connection with the procurement of any type of bonds for County officers, 
employees or persons or firms doing business with the County. No such officer or employee shall 
solicit or accept any compensation or gratuity in the form of money or otherwise for any act or 
omission in the course of his public work; provided, however, that the head of any department or 
board of the County may permit an employee to receive a reward publicly offered and paid for, for 
the accomplishment of a particular task. 

(b) Rules of construction; exceptions by Council. The provisions of this Section 
shall be broadly construed and strictly enforced for the purpose of preventing officers and 
employees from securing any pecuniary advantages, however indirect, from their public 
associations, other than their compensation provided by law. 

In order, however, to guard against injustice, the Council may, by resolution, specifically 
authorize any County officer or employee to own stock in any corporation or to maintain a business 
in connection with any person, firm or corporation dealing with the County, if, on full public 
disclosure of all pertinent facts to the County Council by such officer or employee, the Council 
shall determine that such stock ownership or connection does not violate the public interest. 

The County Council may, by ordinance, delegate to the Howard County Ethics 
Commission the power to make such determinations and to authorize the ownership or connection. 
Any ordinance which delegates this power shall provide for procedures including a public hearing, 
and shall establish criteria for determining when the ownership or connection does not violate the 
public interest. 

(c) Penalties. Any officer or employee of the County who willfully violates any of the 
provisions of this Section shall forfeit his office. If any person shall offer, pay, refund or rebate 
any part of any fee, commission, or other form of compensation to any officer or employee of the 
County in connection with any County business or proceeding, he shall, on conviction, be 
punishable by imprisonment for not less than one or more than six months or a fine of not less than 
$100.00 or more than $1,000.00, or both. Any contract made in violation of this Section may be 
declared void by the Executive or by resolution of the Council. The penalties in this Section shall 
be in addition to all other penalties provided by law. 
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Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

Howard County Code 
Section 22.204. Prohibited Conduct and Interests. 

(a) Participation Prohibitions: County official and employees subject to this subtitle 
shall not: 

(1) Except in the exercise of an administrative or ministerial duty which does 
not affect the disposition or decision with respect to the matter, participate on behalf of the county 
in any matter which would, to their knowledge, have a direct financial impact as distinguished 
from the public generally, on them, their spouse, parent, child, sibling or upon any business interest 
with which they are affiliated; 

(2) Except as exempted by the county council pursuant to Section 901 (b) of the 
Howard County Charter, hold or acquire an interest in a business entity that has or is negotiating 
a contract with the county or is regulated by the official or employee; 

(3) Except in the exercise of an administrative or ministerial duty which does 
not affect the disposition or decision with respect to the matter, participate in any matter involving 
a business entity with which they, their spouse, parent, child or sibling are negotiating or have an 
arrangement concerning prospective employment. 

(b) Employment Prohibitions: Except as exempted by the county council pursuant 
to section 901 (b) of the Howard County Charter or when the employment or interest does not 
create an actual or apparent conflict of interest, officials and employees shall not: 

(1) Be employed by: 

(i) Any entity subject to their official authority; 

(ii) Any entity subject to the authority of the Howard County agency, 
board or commission with which they are affiliated; 

(iii) Any entity which is negotiating or has entered into a contract with 
the Howard County agency, board or commission with which they 
are affiliated. 

(2) Represent any party for a fee, commission or other compensation before any 
county body; 

(3) Within one (1) year following termination of county service, act as a 
compensated representative of another in connection with any specific matter in which they 
participated substantially as a county official or employee. 

The employment provisions listed above do not apply to: 
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Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

(1) An official or employee who is appointed to a regulatory or licensing 
authority pursuant to a requirement that persons subject to its jurisdiction be represented in 
appointments to it; 

(2) Subject to other provisions of law, a member of a board or commission who 
publicly disclosed a financial interest or employment to the appointing authority at the time of 
appointment; 

(3) Employees or officials whose duties are ministerial, provided that the 
private employment or financial interest does not create a conflict of interest or the appearance of 
such a conflict. 

(c) Solicitation/Acceptance of Gifts or Compensation: No employee or official shall 
solicit any gifts. No employee or official shall accept any gift or compensation, directly or 
indirectly from any person that he/she knows or has reason to know, has financial interests, 
distinguishable from the interest of the public, that would be affected by the actions of the 
employee or official. 

(d) Use of Prestige of Office: No county officials or employees subject to this subtitle 
shall intentionally use the prestige of their office for their own gain or that of another. The 
performance of usual and customary constituent services without additional compensation does 
not constitute the use of prestige of office for an official or employee's private gain or that of 
another. 

( e) Disclosure of Confidential Information: Other than in the discharge of official 
duties, officials or employees may not disclose or use, for their own gain or that of another, 
confidential information acquired by reason of public position and which is not available to the 
public. 
Sec. 22.204. - Prohibited conduct and interests. 

(a) Participation Prohibitions. 

(1) Except as permitted by Commission regulation or opinion, an official or 
employee may not participate in: 

(i) Except in the exercise of an administrative or ministerial duty that 
does not affect the disposition or decision of the matter, any matter in which, to the knowledge of 
the official or employee, the official or employee or a qualified relative of the official or employee 
has an interest. 

(ii) Except in the exercise of an administrative or ministerial duty that 
does not affect the disposition or decision with respect to the matter, any matter in which any of 
the following is a party: 

a. A business entity in which the official or employee has a 
direct financial interest of which the official or employee may reasonably be expected to know; 
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Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

b. A business entity for which the official, employee, or a 
qualified relative of the official or employee is an officer, director, trustee, partner, or employee; 

c. A business entity with which the official or employee or, to 
the knowledge of the official or employee, a qualified relative is negotiating or has any 
arrangement concerning prospective employment; 

d. If the contract reasonably could be expected to result in a 
conflict between the private interests of the official or employee and the official duties of the 
official or employee, a business entity that is a party to an existing contract with the official or 
employee, or which, to the knowledge of the official or employee, is a party to a contract with a 
qualified relative; 

e. An entity, doing business with the County, in which a direct 
financial interest is owned by another entity in which the official or employee has a direct financial 
interest, if the official or employee may be reasonably expected to know of both direct financial 
interests; or 

f. A business entity that: 
1. The official or employee knows is a creditor or 

obligee of the official or employee or a qualified relative of the official or employee with respect 
to a thing of economic value; and 

2. As a creditor or obligee, is in a position to directly 
and substantially affect the interest of the official or employee or a qualified relative of the official 
or employee. 

(2) A person who is disqualified from participating under paragraph 1. of this 
subsection shall disclose the nature and circumstances of the conflict and may participate or act if: 

(i) The disqualification leaves a body with less than a quorum capable 
of acting; 

(ii) The disqualified official or employee is required by law to act; or 
(iii) The disqualified official or employee is the only person authorized 

to act. 
(3) The prohibitions of paragraph 1. of this subsection do not apply if 

participation is allowed by regulation or opinion of the Commission. 

(b) Employment and Financial Interest Restrictions. 

(1) Except as permitted by regulation of the commission when the interest is 
disclosed or when the employment does not create a conflict of interest or appearance of conflict, 
an official or employee may not: 

(i) Be employed by or have a financial interest in any entity: 

a. Subject to the authority of the official or employee or the 
County agency, board, commission with which the official or employee is affiliated; or 

b. That is negotiating or has entered a contract with the agency, 
board, or commission with which the official or employee is affiliated; or 
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Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 
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(ii) Hold any other employment relationship that would impair the 
impartiality or independence of judgment of the official or employee. 

(2) The prohibitions of paragraph (1) of this subsection do not apply to: 

(i) An official or employee who is appointed to a regulatory or licensing 
authority pursuant to a statutory requirement that persons subject to the jurisdiction of the authority 
be represented in appointments to the authority; 

(ii) Subject to other provisions of law, a member of a board or 
commission in regard to a financial interest or employment held at the time of appointment, 
provided the financial interest or employment is publicly disclosed to the appointing authority and 
the Commission; 

(iii) An official or employee whose duties are ministerial, if the private 
employment or financial interest does not create a conflict of interest or the appearance of a conflict 
of interest, as permitted and in accordance with regulations adopted by the Commission; or 

(iv) Employment or financial interests allowed by regulation of the 
Commission if the employment does not create a conflict of interest or the appearance of a conflict 
of interest or the financial interest is disclosed. 

(c) Post-Employment Limitations and Restrictions. 

(1) A former official or employee may not assist or represent any party other 
than the County for compensation in a case, contract, or other specific matter involving the County 
if that matter is one in which the former official or employee significantly participated as an official 
or employee. 

(2) For a year after the former member leaves office, a former member of the 
County Council may not assist or represent another party for compensation in a matter that is the 
subject of legislative action. 

(d) Contingent Compensation. Except in a judicial or quasi-judicial proceeding, an 
official or employee may not assist or represent a party for contingent compensation in any matter 
before or involving the County. 

(e) Use of Prestige of Office. 

(1) An official or employee may not intentionally use the prestige of office or 
public position for the private gain of that official or employee or the private gain of another. 

(2) This subsection does not prohibit the performance of usual and customary 
constituent services by an elected official without additional compensation. 

(f) Solicitation and Acceptance of Gifts. 
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(1) An official or employee may not solicit any gift. 

(2) An official or employee may not directly solicit or facilitate the solicitation 
of a gift, on behalf of another person, from an individual regulated lobbyist. 

(3) An official or employee may not knowingly accept a gift, directly or 
indirectly, from a person that the official or employee knows or has the reason to know: 

(i) Is doing business with or seeking to do business with the County 
office, agency, board or commission with which the official or employee is affiliated; 

(ii) Has financial interests that may be substantially and materially 
affected, in a manner distinguishable from the public generally, by the performance or 
nonperformance of the official duties of the official or employee; 

(iii) Is engaged in an activity regulated or controlled by the official's or 
employee's governmental unit; or 

(iv) Is a lobbyist with respect to matters within the jurisdiction of the 
official or employee. 

(4) (i) Subsection ( 4)(ii) does not apply to a gift: 

a. That would tend to impair the impartiality and the 
independence of judgment of the official or employee receiving the gift; 

b. Of significant value that would give the appearance of 
impairing the impartiality and independence of judgment of the official or employee; or 

c. Of significant value that the recipient official or employee 
believes or has reason to believe is designed to impair the impartiality and independence of 
judgment of the official or employee. 

(ii) Notwithstanding paragraph (3) of this subsection, an official or 
employee may accept the following: 

a. Meals and beverages consumed in the presence of the donor 
or sponsoring entity; 

b. Ceremonial gifts or awards that have insignificant monetary 
value; 

c. Unsolicited gifts of nominal value that do not exceed $20.00 
in cost or trivial items of informational value; 
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Capital Projects J4177 and J4220 
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements 

d. Reasonable expenses for food, travel, lodging, and 
scheduled entertainment of the official or the employee at a meeting which is given in return for 
the participation of the official or employee in a panel or speaking engagement at the meeting; 

e. Gifts of tickets or free admission extended to an elected 
official to attend a charitable, cultural, or political event, if the purpose of this gift or admission is 
a courtesy or ceremony extended to the elected official's office; 

f. A specific gift or class of gifts that the Commission exempts 
from the operation of this subsection upon a finding, in writing, that acceptance of the gift or class 
of gifts would not be detrimental to the impartial conduct of the business of the County and that 
the gift is purely personal and private in nature; 

g. Gifts from a person related to the official or employee by 
blood or marriage, or any other individual who is a member of the household of the official or 
employee; or 

h. Honoraria for speaking to or participating in a meeting, 
provided that the offering of the honorarium is not related, in any way, to the official's or 
employee's official position. 

(g) Disclosure of Confidential Information. Other than in the discharge of official 
duties, an official or employee may not disclose or use confidential information, that the official 
or employee acquired by reason of the official's or employee's public position and that is not 
available to the public, for the economic benefit of the official or employee or that of another 
person. 

(h) Participation in Procurement. 

(1) An individual or a person that employs an individual who assists a County, 
agency or unit in the drafting of specifications, an invitation for bids, or a request for proposals for 
a procurement, may not submit a bid or proposal for that procurement, or assist or represent another 
person, directly or indirectly, who is submitting a bid or proposal for the procurement. 

(2) The Commission may establish exemptions from the requirements of this 
section for providing descriptive literature, sole source procurements, and written comments 
solicited by the procuring agency. 
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Amendment _f_ to Council Resolution No. 3-2019 

BY: The Chairperson at the request 
of the County Executive 

Amendment No. j_ 

Legislative Day _3_ 
Date: February 4, 2019 

(This amendment makes technical corrections to remove reference to specific capital projects 

and corrects a dollar amount.) 

1 On page 1, in line 20, strike "Capital". 

2 

3 On page 1, strike line 21. 

4 
5 On page 1, in line 22, strike "Improvements, for" and substitute "various projects within the 

6 County's Capital Improvement Program to fund". 

7 
8 On page 2, in line 5, strike "Sixty-two" and substitute ''Ninety-six". 

9 
10 On page 2, strike line 6, and substitute "Thousand One Hundred Nine Dollars ($1.296,109.00); 

11 and". 

12 
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,:" 
County Council Of Howard County, Maryland 

2019 Legislative Session 

Resolution No. 3 -2019 

Introduced by: The Chairperson at the request of the Count 

A RESOLUTION authorizing the County Purchasing Agent to waive e formal competitive 

bidding requirements of Title 4, Subtitle 1 of the Howard unty Code in order to enter 

into an agreement with River Hill Square, LLC, tom certain road improvements at the 

intersection of Clarksville Pike (MD Route 108) a 

Introduced and read first time ____ 
By order _ 

Jessica Feldmark, Administrator 

Read for a second time at a public hearin 
__________ ,2019. 

By order _ 
Jessica Feldmark, Administrator 

e third time and was Adopted_, Adopted with amendments_, Failed_, Withdrawn_, by the County Council 

ti 
f.' f' 
/' 
t I, 

NOTE: [(text fa brackets]] indicates deletions from existing law; TEXT lN SMALL CAPITALS indicates additions to existing law; Strike eul 
iodica7"' deleted by amendment: Uod~lioiog indicates material added by ,mwdmeol. 

Certified By _ 
Jessica Feldmark. Administrator 



1 WHEREAS, Section 4.106( e )(2) of the Howard County Code provides that the Coun 
2 Council may, by resolution, authorize the County Purchasing Agent to waive the formal 

3 competitive bidding requirements for any single purchase or sale if, in the judgment 

4 County Council, the waiver will best serve the interest of the County; and 
5 

6 WHEREAS, River Hill Square, LLC a limited liability comp 

7 with the laws of the State of Maryland and in good standing with t yland State Department 

8 of Assessments and Taxation (the "Developer") is developing real property located at 
9 12171 Clarksville Pike, Clarksville, Howard County, Marx 

10 Development Plan (F-18-044) titled "River Hill Square 

11 Center" (the "SDP"), which property is owned by S n A. Klein & Associates and described 

12 in the deed recorded among the Land Records 0 ... -.......,.,ard County, Maryland at Liber 5082, Folio 
13 679 (the "Property"); and 
14 

velopment of River Hill Garden 

15 WHEREAS, the SDP' s Fina d Construction Plans include a realignment of the 

16 intersection of Sheppard Lane an ks ville Pike (Md Route 108) and related improvements, 
17 (the "Road Improvements"); 
18 

19 unty has determined that the completion of the Road Improvements 

20 pment of the Property is in the public's interest and has funded Capital 

21 Road Construction, and Capital Project 14220, Developer/County Shared 
22 or a portion of the costs to complete the Road Improvements; and 
23 

24 

25 
REAS, pursuant to the Land Development and Subdivision Regulations of Howard 

, the Developer and the County will enter into a Developer Agreement for the 

26 ,. / struction of public improvements including the Road Improvements all of which public 

27 ,./ · 'f provements are set forth in the approved plans and specifications; and 
2 

29 WHEREAS, the Director of the Department of Public Works has determined the most 
30 cost effective and efficient way to complete the Road Improvements is to enter into a cost 
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1 sharing agreement, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit 1, with the Developer and 

2 request the Developer to construct the Road Improvements; and 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

WHEREAS, the County and the Developer have agreed that the Count).:' 

costs to construct the Road Improvements shall not exceed One Million Tw 

Thousand Four Hundred Thirteen Dollars ($1,262,413.00); and 

WHEREAS, approval of this Resolution is limited to a w · of County competitive 

bidding requirements merely for the purpose of authorizing th 

sharing agreement, substantially in the form attached as Ex t 1, and shall not be deemed 

approval of any development project or site developme 

Maryland, this, day of _ 

15 Howard County Code, it declares that the 

.· l~ the County Council of Howard County, 

9, pursuant to Section 4.106(e)(2) of the 

nterests of the County will be served by 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

authorizing the County Purchasing Age 

Subtitle 1, "Purchasing", of Title 4, " 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOL 

waive the competitive bidding requirements of 

tracts, Purchasing and Property", of the Howard 

County Code in order to allow the nty to enter into an agreement with River Hill Square, 

LLC, a limited liability companj rmed in accordance with the laws of the State of Maryland 

and in good standing with th~/· ryland State Department of Assessments and Taxation, for the 

ents at the intersection of Clarksville Pike (MD Route 108) and 

ce with the Sheppard Lane and Clarksville Pike Intersection 

ring Agreement, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit 1. 

IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the County Council of Howard County, 

this waiver of competitive bidding requirements shall not be interpreted or 
I constru . as approval of any development project or site development plan. 

2 





Amendment _f_ to Council Resolution No. 3-2019 
BY: The Chairperson at the request 
of the County Executive 

Amendment No. J_ 
(This amendment makes technical corrections to remove reference to specific capital projects 
and corrects a dollar amount.) 

1 On page 1, in line 20, strike "Capital". 

2 

3 On page 1, strike line 21. 

4 

Legislative Day _3_ 
Date: February 4, 2019 

5 On page 1, in line 22, strike "Improvements, for" and substitute "various projects within the 

6 County's Capital Improvement Program to fund". 

7 

8 On page 2, in line 5, strike "Sixty-two" and substitute "Ninety-six". 

9 
10 On page 2, strike line 6, and substitute "Thousand One Hundred Nine Dollars ($1,296,109.00); 

11 and". 

12 
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Fisher, Karina 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Alan Schneider <ajs333@aol.com> 
Monday, February 4, 2019 4:24 PM 

. Walsh;· E I eth 
~e CR3 eppard Lane proposed move. Move it towards the School 

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

Liz, 

CR3 is wrong for many reasons, including; 

1. It does not accept community input by the church, community leaders, and highway research. Your 
decision must be based on Community input, not the input from a few investors and their ability to 
obtain favorable opinions from county officials (this has been a huge problem in the past!) 

2. The county highway engineer is wrong. He has been grossly wrong in the past. Knowledgeable 
people describe his input as "lies". More independent third party research and opinions from national 
highway experts is critical. A comprehensive look at projected growth on 108 is vital to the decision 
on the location of this intersection. You really need better input; better than the opinions which have 
disadvantaged Western Howard County over the last decade or two! 

3.Voters know that the planned Sheppard Rd intersection at 108 is substandard and is ill 
advised for Rt. 108 long range planning. One real danger is that school traffic from down 
Sheppard Lane would be driving on what is described as a roller coaster road. Take a stand 
for traffic planning that aligns with voters and NOT special interests. 

Alan Schneider 
Thanks for all you! You are a beacon of hope! 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

hildon.mathieu@starpower.net 
Monday, February 4, 2019 7:06 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
CR-3-2019 

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

The following argument for YOU TO VOTE NO ON CR-3-2019 or at least 
table the vote makes good sense to me -- first give proper consideration to 
ALL effects (good and bad) of the proposed realignment of Route 108 and 
Sheppard Lane. Thank you for working for us! H. Mathieu 

Dear Members of the County Council, 
I believe very strongly that what happens in one part of Howard County 
ultimately effects all parts of Howard County. Therefore there are times when I 
feel compelled to write you about matters which do not occur in my 
southeastern part of the County. CR-3-2019 dealing with the realignment of 
Sheppard Lane at Route 108 is just such a case. 
Based on the citizen testimony I heard at the Council Legislative Hearing, DPW 
staff testimony at the Council Work Session, and additional independent 
research I urge you to VOTE NO on CR-3 for the following reasons (in no 
particular order or magnitude): 

No Pre-submission public meeting (or other process) was used to 
inform the public of this proposed action 

Similarly, local area schools close to the site received no form of notice 
There is NO Capital Budget project for this activity. Is this a means of 

circumventing that process? 
Taxpayers should not pay the cost of this project when those who 

benefit most are commercial concerns (Riverhill Garden Center/Square and the 
Erickson Senior Living development) 

Erickson offered/agreed repeatedly to pay for the necessary 
realignment and improvement of the intersection in return for extension of the 
Public Service Area previously. Why would we not hold them to that promise? 

Erickson vowed to make the intersection a 90 degree one for greater 
safety, not just the 65 - 70 degree one proposed by the County 

At the work session, Mr. Irvin implied that our governmental 
bureaucracy is so inefficient that it adds much expense to a project, so 
therefore we should utilize a no-bid contractor instead. Is this skirting 
procurement procedures? Does it highlight the need for greater efficiency? For 
new departmental leadership? 
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Mr. Irvin further im..,iied that having to apply for ._Jermits to work in a 
stream or wetland would be a major inconvenience for the County to 
undertake. What??? 

Mr. Irvin appeared to be implying that if this resolution doesn't pass, 
the US Post Office will not locate in Clarksville since the P.O. wants a 
signalized intersection. Surely this is not the last possible location fitting that 
qualification. This sounds like letting the Post Office hold improvements to Rt. 
108 hostage. 

Allowing Erickson to develop 1400 units will further jeopardize safety 
both at this specific intersection and along Rt 108 in general. Keep in mind the 
proximity to RHHS and the many sleep-deprived inexperienced drivers rushing 
to class. 

Serious reconsideration should be given to denying extension of the 
Public Service Area. Despite empty assurances to the contrary, this extension 
can result in a domino effect of Ag Preservation parcels exiting the program. 

There appears to have been a waiver issued by the DPZ to Security 
Development which allows the multiple curves, contrary to the road design 
manual. Study of waiver approval is needed! 

The westward realignment of Sheppard Lane makes the single lane 
choke-point thru lane on MD108 eastbound at Sheppard PERMANENT and 
introduces traffic patterns that hinder traffic flow through the intersection. 

When legislation of this manner is introduced as a resolution rather than 
a bill it sends up red flags. As a resolution it is not subject to public 
referendum, denying citizens an opportunity to weigh in on matters of such 
importance. 
There appears to be NO positive impact from CR-3 for local residents 
or for taxpayers. It is imperative to stop this kind of 'backdoor' deal 
which benefits particular commercial or development interests. 
Show that it is a new day under a new Council and that transparency 
and fiscal responsibility will prevail. Demonstrate that political 
contributions do not influence your votes. Think long range for the 
future of this County. Please Vote NO on CR-3. 
Best regards, 
Name: Hilda Mathieu 
address: 13180 ROUTE 108, 20777 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Soon S. PARK <soonspark@gmail.com> 
Sunday, February 3, 2019 10:58 PM 
Vote NO on CR-3 

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

Dear Members of the County Council, 

Dear Members of the County Council, 
I believe very strongly that what happens in one part of Howard County ultimately 
effects all parts of Howard County. Therefore there are times when I feel compelled to 
write you about matters which do not occur in my southeastern part of the County. CR- 
3-2019 dealing with the realignment of Sheppard Lane at Route 108 is just such a case. 
Based on the citizen testimony I heard at the Council Legislative Hearing, DPW staff 
testimony at the Council Work Session, and additional independent research I urge you 
to VOTE NO on CR-3 for the following reasons (in no particular order or magnitude): 
• No Pre-submission public meeting (or other process) was used to inform the public of 
this proposed action 
• Similarly, local area schools close to the site received no form of notice 
• There is NO Capital Budget project for this activity. Is this a means of circumventing 
that process? 
• Taxpayers should not pay the cost of this project when those who benefit most are 
commercial concerns (Riverhill Garden Center/Square and the Erickson Senior Living 
development) 
• Erickson offered/agreed repeatedly to pay for the necessary realignment and 
improvement of the intersection in return for extension of the Public Service Area 
previously. Why would we not hold them to that promise? 
• Erickson vowed to make the intersection a 90 degree one for greater safety, not just 
the 65 -70 degree one proposed by the County 
• At the work session, Mr. Irvin implied that our governmental bureaucracy is so 
inefficient that it adds much expense to a project, so therefore we should utilize a no-bid 
contractor instead. Is this skirting procurement procedures? Does it highlight the need 
for greater efficiency? For new departmental leadership? 
• Mr. Irvin further implied that having to apply for permits to work in a stream or 
wetland would be a major inconvenience for the County to undertake. What??? 
• Mr. Irvin appeared to be implying that if this resolution doesn't pass, the US Post 
Office will not locate in Clarksville since the P.O. wants a signalized intersection. Surely 
this is not the last possible location fitting that qualification. This sounds like letting the 
Post Office hold improvements to Rt. 108 hostage. 
• Allowing Erickson to develop 1400 units will further jeopardize safety both at this 
specific intersection and along Rt 108 in general. Keep in mind the proximity to RHHS 
and the many sleep-deprived inexperienced drivers rushing to class. 
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• Serious reconsideration should be given to denying extension of the Public Service 
Area. Despite empty assurances to the contrary, this extension can result in a domino 
effect of Ag Preservation parcels exiting the program. 
• There appears to have been a waiver issued by the DPZ to Security Development 
which allows the multiple curves, contrary to the road design manual. Study of waiver 
approval is needed! 
• The westward realignment of Sheppard Lane makes the single lane choke-point thru 
lane on MD108 eastbound at Sheppard PERMANENT and introduces traffic patterns that 
hinder traffic flow through the intersection. 
• When legislation of this manner is introduced as a resolution rather than a bill it 
sends up red flags. As a resolution it is not subject to public referendum, denying 
citizens an opportunity to weigh in on matters of such importance. 
There appears to be NO positive impact from CR-3 for local residents or for 
taxpayers. It is imperative to stop this kind of 'backdoor' deal which benefits 
particular commercial or development interests. 
Show that it is a new day under a new Council and that transparency and fiscal 
responsibility will prevail. Demonstrate that political contributions do not 
influence your votes. Think long range for the future of this County. Please 
Vote NO on CR-3. 
Best regards, 

Soon S. Park 
6420 Richardson Farm In 
Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Susan Garber < buzysusan23@yahoo.com > 
Sunday, February 3, 2019 5:42 PM 
Council Mail 
Ball, Calvin 
Vote NO on CR-3 

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

Dear Members of the County Council, 

I believe very strongly that what happens in one part of Howard County ultimately 
effects all parts of Howard County. Therefore there are times when I feel compelled to 
write you about matters which do not occur in my southeastern part of the County. CR- 
3-2019 dealing with the realignment of Sheppard Lane at Route 108 is just such a case. 

Based on the citizen testimony I heard at the Council Legislative Hearing, DPW staff 
testimony at the Council Work Session, and additional independent research I urge you 
to VOTE NO on CR-3 for the following reasons (in no particular order or magnitude): 

• No Pre-submission public meeting (or other process) was used to inform the public of 
this proposed action 

• Similarly, local area schools close to the site received no form of notice 

• There is NO Capital Budget project for this activity. Is this a means of circumventing 
that process? 

• Taxpayers should not pay the cost of this project when those who benefit most are 
commercial concerns (Riverhill Garden Center/Square and the Erickson Senior Living 
development) 

• Erickson offered/agreed repeatedly to pay for the necessary realignment and 
improvement of the intersection in return for extension of the Public Service Area 
previously. Why would we not hold them to that promise? 

• Erickson vowed to make the intersection a 90 degree one for greater safety, not just 
the 65 -70 degree one proposed by the County 

• At the work session, Mr. Irvin implied that our governmental bureaucracy is so 
inefficient that it adds much expense to a project, so therefore we should utilize a no-bid 
contractor instead. Is this skirting procurement procedures? Does it highlight the need 
for greater efficiency? For new departmental leadership? 
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• Mr. Irvin further implied that having to apply for permits to work in a stream or 
wetland would be a major inconvenience for the County to undertake. What??? 

• Mr. Irvin appeared to be implying that if this resolution doesn't pass, the US Post 
Office will not locate in Clarksville since the P.O. wants a signalized intersection. Surely 
this is not the last possible location fitting that qualification. This sounds like letting the 
Post Office hold improvements to Rt. 108 hostage. 

• Allowing Erickson to develop 1400 units will further jeopardize safety both at this 
specific intersection and along Rt 108 in general. Keep in mind the proximity to RHHS 
and the many sleep-deprived inexperienced drivers rushing to class. 

• Serious reconsideration should be given to denying extension of the Public Service 
Area. Despite empty assurances to the contrary, this extension can result in a domino 
effect of Ag Preservation parcels exiting the program. 

• There appears to have been a waiver issued by the DPZ to Security Development 
which allows the multiple curves, contrary to the road design manual. Study of waiver 
approval is needed! 

• The westward realignment of Sheppard Lane makes the single lane choke-point thru 
lane on MD108 eastbound at Sheppard PERMANENT and introduces traffic patterns that 
hinder traffic flow through the intersection. 

• When legislation of this manner is introduced as a resolution rather than a bill it 
sends up red flags. As a resolution it is not subject to public referendum, denying 
citizens an opportunity to weigh in on matters of such importance. 

There appears to be NO positive impact from CR-3 for local residents or for 
taxpayers. It is imperative to stop this kind of 'backdoor' deal which benefits 
particular commercial or development interests. 

Show that it is a new day under a new Council and that transparency and fiscal 
responsibility will prevail. Demonstrate that political contributions do not 
influence your votes. Think long range for the future of this County. Please 
Vote NO on CR-3. 

Best regards, 

Susan Garber 

District 3 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David/Kristina Elsaesser <elsaessers@gmail.com > 
Monday, February 4, 2019 8:46 AM 
Council Mail 
Comments on CR-3 at Work Session Discussion// Why you should not vote in favor of 
CR-3 

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

Dear County Council, 

In light of your Work Session Discussion with Mr. Jim Irvin I offer the following additional testimony: 

---- WITH REGARD To the ERICKSON CCRC ZONING Case ----- 

If you approve CR-3 you will be acknowledging and endorsing part of the Erickson CCRC Community Enhanced Floating 
(CEF) District rezoning request. Erickson's concept plan delivered to the previous county council was that it would move 
Sheppard Lane into the configuration shown in CR-3 for the benefit of the community. 

In fact, that is still the plan, because the Limestone Valley Farm has not yet conveyed the land required to move 
Sheppard Lane to Howard County, and it likely will not do so until the CEF is approved. If you support CR-3 you will 
endorsing part of the CEF. In addition, if you indicate in public work sessions that you are likely to support the CR-3 
action in order to enable a Post Office at River Hill Square you are indicating a preference for this part of the CEF 
proposal. 

It is my intention to testify at the Zoning Hearing for the Erickson CEF that the proposal to move the Sheppard onto 
Limestone Valley is NOT A COMMUNITY ENHANCEMENT. You should not be deciding that issue here before you hear 
my testimony. If you do so you would be taking a position on the CEF proposed zoning without having the all the facts 
presented. 

------------- With Regard to the IMPACT of Moving Sheppard Lane ---------- 

There are 2 major problems with moving Sheppard onto the Limestone Valley Farm. 
a) It introduces substandard curvature into Sheppard Lane and DEFACTO decreases its safety ... while NOT 

substantially improving the angle it makes with MD108 
b) BIGGEST PROBLEM: It will prevent the county from fixing the single lane bottleneck at Sheppard on MD108 

eastbound that causes nearly a mile long back ups during morning and evening commutes. It will make that situation 
worse because it will add at least 2 extra phases tot the light at Sheppard Lane! 

The plan to move Sheppard onto Limestone Valley Farm via F-18-099 was HIDDEN FROM THE COMMUNITY. There 
was no public meeting on this drastic change to our roads. The COMMUNITY did not have a chance to address concern 
on this critical intersection in OUR SCHOOL ZONE! 

Mr. Irvin said that moving Sheppard Lane to the east onto the existing Right Of Way would also require Design Manual 
Waivers due to the stream ... but that is not true ... it could be done MUCH CHEAPER than $1.3 Million and it could avoid 
the 100 ft flood plain buffer of the stream. 

Moving Sheppard to the East would alleviate the 2 problems cited above. 
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If the DPW and DPZ wanted to serve the citizens of Howard County, as opposed to a single developer, they would be 
working with developers to enhance the SAFETY and THROUGHPUT of our roads. 

As representatives of the people you should insist that DPZ/DPW use some of the $1.3M they have to hire an 
independent engineering firm to assess the BEST WAY to realign Sheppard Lane for the PEOPLE of HOWARD COUNTY 
and not for a single developer. 

---------------POST OFFICE -------------- 

The County should NOT be moving a county road for a particular tenant at the River Hill Square Development, l.e., the 
Post Office. 

You should NOT be asking citizens of Howard County whether or not they want a POST OFFICE ... you should be asking 
whether whether they would be willing have worse traffic and a substandard road every day of the year in order to 
provide a nearby post office that they may only need to visit very infrequently. 

With regard to the requirements for a Post Office in River Hill/Clarksville: 

- The UPS store in the River Hill Village officers Mailbox Services (essentially, p.o, boxes with a street address) many 
other mail and shipping services that are in certain ways superior than those of a post office. 
- If folks need to send a Certified Letter ... they can drive 2 miles/5 minutes to the the Post Office in Highland. 
- If the plan by the USPS to move open a Post Office at RHS is that tenuous and requires immediate action, then perhaps 
that is because there is not a good case for putting the Post Office at the RHS or because the USPS is looking at other 
potential superior sites (such as the vacated Ruby Tuesday building in the River Hill Village Center, which has been 
vacant for several months.) 

Sincerely, 

//signed// 

David W. Elsaesser 
5737 Whistling Winds Walk 
Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Sonny Goel <sonny.goel@gmail.com> 
Thursday, January 24, 2019 10:49 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
Opposition to CR-3 2019 

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

Dear Howard County Council Members, 

Many thanks for giving me an opportunity to speak out against this proposal on Tuesday evening. 
This very tight space has several needs: 
1. Traffic light at corner of 108 and Linden Linthicum Lane 
2. Traffic light and correct 90 degree alignment of Shepherds Lane to 108 
3. Development of a retirement community 
4. Development of the River Hill Garden Center parcel. 

All four of these needs above can be achieved to the benefit of all the local residents and developers. There really is no 
reason to be at odds here. The problem is that the developer is asking for a road change that would: 
1. Not allow for a light at Linden Linthicum Lane (LLL) - currently, drivers struggle to make a left turn onto 108 from LLL, 
or from LLL to 108 - in either direction 
2. Limit the number of lanes on 108 such that there will continue to be a choke point there. For you information: I have 
started to drive home from 32/Great Star Drive via Trotter Road because 108 is so backed-up. 
3. Create a road path from 108 to Shepards Lane that is not the best option (windy and over a hill) for residents living 
down Shepherds Lane (Walnut Grove, Walnut Creek) and other communities down Folly Quarter that use this route 
4. Involve taxpayer dollars for a project we were told would not require public capital expenditures which is why they 
kept it out of the purview of public disclosure. 

Please note that not a single homeowner who lives near this proposed site (Including the Church and cemetery) is in 
favor of this .. Every HOA in the surrounding area is against this. I understand that this project falls squarely in the 
"jurisdicition" of Council Members Jung and Yungman, but each of the Council Members and HoCo Executive Ball need 
to vote to approve or decline this project. 

Please do what is in the best long term interests of this community where I have lived for nearly 20 years. 

Thanks so much for taking the time to read this email. 

Sincerely, 

Sonny Goel, MD 
11819 Shepards Xing, Clarksville, MD 21029 

On Tue, Jan 22, 2019 at 5:04 PM David/Kristina Elsaesser <elsaessers@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dr. Calvin Ball, Howard County Executive, 

Howard County Council Members: 
Liz Walsh, Opel Jones, Christiana Mercer Rigby, Deb Jung, David Yungman 
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Concerned Howard County Citizens BCCed: 
Please review the details of my opposition to CR-3 2019, which is attached to this email in the link below. 
If you haven't already expressed your opinions to our county leaders concerning development on MD108 and how 

developers are moving county roads for their purposes to the detriment of our safety and increased congestion on 
MD108 please reply to all and express your concerns. 

Attached here: Elsaesser Opposition to CR-13 2019 is the detailed explanation and written testimony of my 
opposition to CR-3 2019. 
I have signed up to speak on this issue at the County Council Meeting. 

Last week I attended one of Dr. Calvin Ball's Listening sessions at Centennial H.S. and and spoke out about the issues in 
the paper. 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to the expenditure of any capital funds 
(including $1.26 Million) for this purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public 
interest and it is obviously in the interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto 
Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. After this proposed change it would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 
eastbound through lane at the Sheppard Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. 

This action to drastically realign our road is being taken without any public meeting to present it 
before it was developed and approved by DPZ. 

Please ensure that the county and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best 
interest of the local community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best 
interests of a single developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improves 
the roads for the benefit of the community. 

If Howard County has $1.3M available to allocate for road construction in River Hill you should give community 
members input on how that money would be spent. Moving Sheppard lane to the east as I have suggested would be 
much less expensive than the complex and defective intersection identified in CR-3 2019. At a minimum the county 
should fund its own independent engineering analysis at a fraction of this cost to obtain an unbiased determination on 
the best way to re-engineer Sheppard Lane and MD108, as opposed to turning over all this money to a developer that 
reached the conclusion benefiting themselves. 

Hopefully our new County Council and County Executive will reverse this ill-informed decision from the previous 
administration. 

Sincerely, 

David W. Elsaesser 
5737 Whistling Winds Walk, Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Susan Gray <susan@campsusan.com> 
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 12:34 PM 
Council Mail 
Susan Gray; Rigby, Christiana 
Additional testimony CR 3 2019 Part 1 
Council letter CR 3 2019 Final.pdf 

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

Please find additional testimony on CR 3 2019. The attachment referenced in this document (identified as Part 2) 
ill be sent as a separate e-mail. 
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Susan Gray 
6510 Paper Place 

Highland, Maryland 20777 
January 29, 2019 

Dear Councilmembers: 

Please accept the following additional testimony on CR 3 2019. 

Point 1: The documents below show that since Erickson began submitting 
proposals for the Erickson CCRC in 2017, the plans consistently have shown the 
realignment of Sheppards Lane and the construction of a Public Access Road 
(portion of western Clarksville Bypass) as two of the "Community Enhancements" 
that are part of the Erickson project and are projects that Erickson is paying for. 
(Note: these materials reflect only some of the times Erickson has stated that these 
road improvements are part of its project or are paying for the improvements). The 
information bolded is most important and succinct. 

1. Design Advisory Panel: Erickson 11/16/2017 submission (OAP 17-15) 

h ttps://www.howardcountymd.gov/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=yfrY zgl w BY% 3 d&portalid = 0 

Pages 39 & 41 show Sheppards Lane realignment and 
widening; specify that Erickson will build these 
improvements as CEF Enhancement; and state that 
such improvements will not be built w /o approval of 
Erickson project. The documents further indicate these 
road improvements are part of the 4 to 5 million 
dollar CEF road improvements the County would not 
get without the approval of the Erickson project. 

(see images below) 



Community Enhancements: Traffic 
LIMESTONE 

Road Improvements 

=- 

l 
., 

=-9=- 
~ 

NON-CEF 
Road Requirements 

-= ~ :.. - . l ~-, 
~ rl _$4 $_5_M_i_l_ll_o_n_+_/_-, 

.-,:r,_ -·····-- 
$750 Thousand +/- 

-··--······------····- .. ·----· ····--······-··-····-- ······----------- Community Enhancements: Traffic 

\ 
Li. 

MULT~~ 

::- -- 
( :==d..-- ~ ~ 

- ~-" ~c--se:r 
... UfNd ........ ~ ..... " ...... .., ... "< ........ ~ lniP"W •meMS aF lmpt"DV9mcnb 
Jo,JN»CCAC•.l.«JIU.r /wl700c:atw: •~4"~ .... - r.-=,M~~=,--~~--~---,-=-==-lMWno ,._~r'I~ l'"'9-~r.c;t_..,.,_,..,•~te>tw ~=~~:~s;:j::~~ i~I~;;;~~~ 

... .......;-__,_,_ ~Mi>i"-~ •• ,.;.....1,.,,. ... w-~.,..,., .. , _..,...,.,....,._.._u_, 
--------- 

lntft's~Jon fl~ntd- 
APF lm(Pf'~n..-nui 
Jo,UOO(ate•l«JALF 

Propo-d 
CEFlmpt'O-nts 
,.,.JlOOCOIC.-~«JAl,, - l 

11 ,.. .. ,.._.11 _ 
...,. ......_.. _,., ..,. .,.01oa i,,., 
el ........ ""'- 1f'M l,t;,,( ofl'VU 1,_f'l'ior_t 
c,ccu,.-... s..,_ ............ - .... -~ .. ·""­ ""'·-,-·,--po,-Nt,c .. i., 

ls::-....=·'-"7CC.:::;.="'"°u"'-ccMc+:,.~;,..,~;:::,"'.,":.":';~111:.~ 
__ ..... ""°IN ___ .._ 
-,.-uo lM 

n.o.__M .... _ .............. _ 
... _ •• o .. .........,.,. _ _,,..,__._ 

~"-""'"'" ... - 

2 



Page 36 says Erickson project is proposing realignment and 
widening of Sheppards Lane (in manner of that shown in CR3- 
2019). 

Community Enhancements 
In addition to providing a tr.JI~ integrated ccntiiuing retirement comnunity for seniors of Howard County, the Applica11t is proposing a numoer of significant Community 
EnhancemenlL The proposed transportation enhance-r ents provide much needed infrastructure mcreve nents aimed at alleviating e,isting issues relating to tntlir. r.ongestion, 
stgnanzatton. and safety along this section of Route 108- Clarksville Pike. The c-eposed St,eehcape enhancements reflect the first step in the implementation of the Clarksville Pike 
Streetscape Plan and Design Guidelines 

Proposed Streetscape Enhancements 

New multi-use pathway along Route 108 
nevetoc oent of a new putlic linear park with benc'l/ seating areas 
Creation of a oublic deg park 
Creation of a new putlic playground 
Pc s sibte improvements to pedestrian c c n-iectrvtry north and south of th, subject site (p,nding rrghl of way availability e nd State/County approval) 

Proposed Transportation Enhancements 

For additional info, see: Pages 16, 17, 24, 25, 27 show Sheppards Lane 
realignment and Public Access Road (part of western Clarksville bypass) as 
part of the Erickson project. 

2. Design Advisory Panel: Erickson 11/16/2017-1/04/2018 submission (OAP 18- 
_Q_fil 
https://www.howardcountymd.gov/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=z9JADAg3dl8=&portalid=O 

Pages 16, 24,27, and last page of document shows Sheppards Lane 
realignment and Public Access Road (part of Clarksville Bypass) are part of 
Erickson project. 

3. Design Advisory Panel: Final Erickson Presentation 1/24/18 (OAP 18-03) 
h ttps: //www.howardcountymd.gov/ LinkClick.aspx?fil eticket= WXh T FTRO RS 4=&po rtali d = 0 

All depictions of road network show Sheppards Lane realignment and Public 
Access Road (part of Clarksville Bypass) are part of the Erickson project. 

4. April 19, 2018 Technical Staff Report_for CB 59-2018 to amend General Plan to 
extend the PSA to Erickson and gas station properties, as well as Erickson's initial 
application dated July 28, 2017 and related letter of same date from Steven 
Montgomery, Erickson VP. 
h ttps: //www.howardco un tym ct.gov /Li nkClick.aspx ?file ticket= Tl Ro4 I gX Chk% 3 d&po rtal id= 0 
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a) Technical Staff Report 

Pages 13 and 18 of this document show realignment and widening of 
Sheppards Lane and construction of Public Access Road (part of Clarksville 
Bypass) as part of the Erickson Project. 

Page 15 lists the specific road improvements to be provided by 
Erickson. Both the Sheppard's Lane realignment and widening, and the 
construction of a portion of the western bypass (Public Access Road) 
are improvements listed. 

TECHNICAL STAFF REPORT 

April 19, 2018 

Planning Board Meeting of March 29, 2018 
County Council Hearing to be scheduled 

Case No./Petitioner: GPA 2018-01/Council Chairperson at the Request of Erickson Living Properties II, LLC 

To implement these policies the DCP proposes the following transportation improvements to Clarksville 
Pike, Shepl)ard Lane, and new public road that could be extended in the future: (see Fig. 11): 

"Streetscape/Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements: 
Route 108 Corridor frontage 

• Construct multi-use pathway, connecting crosswalks, gathering areas and landscape in accordance 
with the aarksville Pike Streetscape and Design Guidelines 

• Potential multi-use path extensions both north and south of the Site 

Road Improvements: 
Route 108 Corridor, west of Linden-Linthicum Lane 

• Construct a public access road with the potential to connect to adjoining commercial properties to 
the west of the site, providing signalized access for these properties to Route 108. 

Linden Unthicum Lane at intersection with Route 108 
• Provide funding for signalization at the intersection with Route 108 when approved by SHA; 
• Convert the eastbound and westbound turn lanes to a shared through/right lanes; 
• Provide additional lanes on the east side of the intersection. 

Access to Site 
• Install a separate, dedicated left turn lane from Route 108 into the site; 
• Provide an acceleration lane for vehicles exiting west from site onto Route 108; 
• Install channelization to restrict exiting left turns from the site onto Route 108; 
• Install a deceleration lane for traffic entering the site from the east. 

Provide a continuous eastbound left turn lane on Route 108· 
Reajjgn the intersection at Route 108 to improve safety; _ 
Widen Sheppard Lane to provide two lanes at the approach to Route 1011; 
Widen the westbound approach to provide two through Jones and o right turn lane along Route 
108; 

• Provide traffic si nal interconnections from ShepRard Lane to the Route 32 intercholJ(}e. 
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b) Erickson's July 28, 2017 "Initial Submission Development Concept Plan. 

Pages DCP 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13 show the realignment of Sheppards Lane and 
the construction of a Public Assess Road (portion of western bypass) as part 
of Erickson project. 

c) July 28, 2017 letter from Erickson's Steven Montgomery accompanying 
above submission. 

Page 4 of9 lists the road improvements Erickson will build if its project 
is approved. They include the Sheppard's Lane realignment and Public 
Access Road (portion of western bypass). 
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Under the Applican t's proposed CEF Distri ct , all of these underutilized subject properti es are 
aggregated and in~egra ted into a single connected design which allows for these sites to be 
developed to a more appropriate and sociaUy beneficial use while simultan eously allowing the 
Applicant to provide Community Enhan cem ents under Section 121.0.G far in excess of those 
which would be possible without the implementation of the flexible standards of the CEF 
District. Specifically, the Applic is-propo · g the ti llowing as Community Enhancements: 

Streetscape Enhancements: . 
Streetscape enhancements along the entire frontage of Route I 08 in accordance with 
the Clarksville Pike Streetscape Plan and Design Manual, including, but no1 limited 
to, a multi-use pathway wilh connecting crosswalks, seating areas, and flowering and 
shade trees. 

Transportation Enhancements: 
- · Route 108 Corridor, west of Linden-Linthicum Lane 

(i) Construct Public Access Road with the potential ability to connect to 
adjoining commercial properties to the west of the Site to provide a 
signalized access to such properties to Route I 08. 

Linden Linthicum Lane at Intersection with Route 108 
(i) Provide funding for signalization at intersection with Route 108 when 

approved by SHA; 
(ii) Convert the eastbound and westbound tum lanes to a shared thru/right 

lanes; 
(iii) Provide additional lanes on east side oftbe intersection. 

Aocess to Site · 
(i) Install a separate dedicated left tum lane from Route 108 into Site; 
(ii) Provide an acceleration Lane for vehicl~ exiting west from site onto 

Route 108; 
(iii) Install a channelization to restrict exiting left turns from the Site onto 

Route 108; 
(iv) Install a deceleration lane for traffic entering the Site from the cast; 

Shepparoume 
(i) Provide continuous eastbound I tum lane on Route 108; 
Vi) Realign intersecti'on11t'Roul 108 to improve safe , 
fiil1 Widen Sh-epparo lime to provide 'il lanes at the approach to Roufe l 08; 
(iv) Widen tlie"westbo und approach to provide"'tWo thru lanes and tui 

um lane alongROlJte 108; 
(v) Provide trafnc signal interconnection from Sheppard Lane to the Roat; 

2 interchange. 

Page4of9 

On page 5 of 9, Mr. Montgomery notes the connection between these 
improvements and approval of the Erickson project. He states: 

The. Community Enhancements set forth above would not be possible but for 
the 1mplementa~ion_ of the integrated proposal set for (sic) in the Applicant's 
proposed CEF District and are proportionate to the scale of the development 
proposed by Applicant hereunder. 

Point 2: I am also sending under separate cover a copy of Erickson's June 27, 
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- 

2018 document SUMMARY EVALUATION, FISCAL AND ECONOMIC EFFECTS, 
ERICKSON LIVING AT LIMESTONE VALLY, BY ERICKSON LIVING IN HOWARD 
COUNTY, MARYLAND. In this document, Erickson does its fiscal analysis of the 
project assuming the entire project was completed in 2018. (Note in particular the 
highlighted text on pages 22 and 23 of report). There is no discussion of 
infrastructure costs or who pays for such things as roads, other transportation 
improvements, and water and sewer facilities. CR3 2019 puts the burden for at 
least one Erickson improvement-the realignment of Sheppards Lane-- on the 
taxpayer. As seen by the prior use of the River Hill nursery, that property does not 
require the realignment of Sheppards Lane to use it as a commercial endeavor. The 
documents referenced above, as well Erickson's extensive public statements as to 
what "Enhancements" it will provide in exchange for CEF approval, clearly reveal 
that the Erickson project (and the cabal of those associated with it either directly or 
indirectly) is the primary beneficiary of the Sheppards Lane realignment. Are we 
now to see similar resolutions or capital projects to pay for Erickson's other 
infrastructure needs-for example the additional water storage facility already 
identified as being required because of the project.. .. the proposed Public Access 
Road .... possible increases in capacity of the waste water treatment plant and/or off­ 
property sewage transmission lines? 

Point 3: I also reference the 1987 Court of Appeals case: Inlet Associates v. 
Assateague House Condominium Ass'n, 545 A.2d 1296, 313 Md. 413 (Md., 1987). It is 
the seminal Maryland case regarding the use of bills and resolutions. Our County 
Charter requires all "legislative acts" (with minor exceptions not relevant here) 
including changes to the General Plan and Zoning Text and Regulations to be passed 
by original bill, thus making the Council's actions subject to referendum if the 
requisite number of signatures are secured. Resolutions cannot be taken to 
referendum. CR 3 is impermissible because at a minimum it thwarts Howard 
Countians' right to veto the effective changes which will be made to the General Plan 
by providing for the third party realignment of Sheppards Lane and the constructing 
part of the Clarksville Bypass-two major changes to the road network that are not 
on the current General Plan. 

Point 4: If the Council approves CR3 2019 and commits the County to 
spending up to 1.26 million dollars for infrastructure for the Erickson project 
before approving its requested CEF zoning, how can one ever suggest that a 
subsequent rezoning hearing could be unbiased? 

I know some of the above information may be redundant, particularly in showing 
that the Sheppards Road realignment is a critical element of the Erickson project 
and that Erickson, to get approval of the PSA extension last summer, committed to 
funding and building it. Nonetheless, I hope the information is helpful. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Susan Gray 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Susan Gray <susan@campsusan.com> 
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 12:36 PM 
CouncilMail 
Susan Gray; Rigby, Christiana 
Attachment (Part 2) to Testimony on CR 3 2019 
CB59-2018 written testimony fiscal analysis.pdf 

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

Please find Part 3 
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22 Jan 2019 

Calvin Ball, Howard County Executive, 
Howard County, Council Members: 

Liz Walsh, Opel Jones, Christiana Mercer Rigby, Deb Jung, David Yungman 

My Name is David W. Elsaesser. I reside at 5737 Whistling Winds Walk, Clarksville MD and I am a 

member of the River Hill Community and Howard County Council District 4. 

I am opposed to County Council Resolution CR-3 2019 which identifies the expenditure of $1.26 Million 

of Howard County Capital funds for realigning Shepard Lane to the west onto Limestone Valley Farm 

because this realignment is very clearly NOT IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST. A much better road realignment 
of Sheppard Lane to the east that is IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST is available and it is consistent with current 
State and Howard County planning documents, and preserves the secenic character of Sheppard Lane. I 
ask the County Executive and the County Council to act in the best interest of Howard County citizens 
and taxpayers as developers, including, the River Hill Garden Center (RHGC) redeveloping as the River 
Hill Square (RHS), the Security Development Corporation (SDC), and Erickson Living Continuing Care 
Retirement Community (CCR(), act to reshape our roads for their benefit. 

While CR-3 2019 appears to be a routine action by the County Government authorizing a non­ 
competitive bidding process to construct MD108 and Sheppard Lane, per the F-18-099 development 
plan, it is important to point out that the realignment of Sheppard identified therein has been kept 
SECRET from the public and that CR-3 2019 is the FIRST PUBLIC NOTICE of the SDC's plans to change 
our roads. The community is very concerned about this section of MD108, it is how we get to our 
schools. It is in our school zone! SDC acting on behalf of the RHGC owner has submitted a plan for 
developing the Limestone Valley Farm, on behalf of and for the benefit of the RHGC/RHS. This plan was 
not submitted by the land owner, the Limestone Valley Farm. There is no evidence that the Limestone 
Valley Farm agrees to this plan, had authorized SDC to submit this plan, or is even aware of this plan. I 
believe that the Limestone Valley Farm will only to submit to this plan in order to enable the sale of its 
land for the development of the Erickson Living CCRC! This road realignment is not even beneficial to 
Erickson, it is only beneficial to the RHGC and SDC which is the developer for RHGC, owner of the the 
Freestate Gas Station and broker for the sale of the rural conservation lots to Erickson! These 
developers and landowners are colluding aganst the good people of River Hill, Clarksville and Howard 
County! Neither the Limestone Valley Farm nor SDC has conducted a pre-submission meeting to advise 
the community of this plan to use Rural Conservation (RC) farmland for the purpose of realigning 
Sheppard Lane to the west. If a presubmission plan had been conducted, many of the ideas and 
suggestions contained herein would have been provided to the County Planners and the devleopers. 

If the County Council approves this resolution it will be acknowledging and approving the SDC's 
defective plan for MD108 and Sheppard Lane. 

Therefore, I ask the County Executive to retract CR-3 2019 as an ill-informed action carried over from 
the previous administration. If he declines, I ask that the County Council not approve CR-3 2019. The 
new county executive and the new county council should set the right tone by saying NO to special 
interests! The new County Executive and the new County Council should act the best interest of the 
citizens and tax payers of Howard County! 
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22 Jan 2019 

BASIS for the statement that the CR-3 2019 SHEPPARD LANE REALIGNMENT TO WEST IS NOT IN THE 
PUBLIC INTEREST 

The Sheppard Lane and MD108 road changes are not "road improvements" for the public. The obvious 
purpose of the realignment is to move Sheppard Lane and its traffic signal to the west in order to 
provide a signalized entrance for the River Hill Garden Center (RHGC), which is redeveloping as a 
shopping Center called the River Hill Square (RHS). The RHS and its developer, the Security 
Development Corporation (SDC), are moving a public county road for their benefit, i.e., this is a road 
improvement for them that allows implementation of a specific development plan designed to maximize 
use of the RHGC triangular property for a new shopping center. However, this new road configuration is 
detrimental to safety on Sheppard Lane and traffic flow on MD108, which carries 20,000 county and 
state commuters daily. As shown on page A3 of the attached Appendix, Sheppard Lane must be bent 
first to the west and then to back to the east on very hilly terrain to the west of its current location in 
order to align to the proposed RHS entrance. The resulting vertical and horizontal curvature of the 
proposed Sheppard Lane exceeds the standards of Howard County Road Design Manual. The DPZ and 
DPW waived the requirements of the Design Manual for Roads based up the developer's assertion that 
their design was the only way to realign Sheppard Lane to improve the substandard 55 degree acute 
angle of the current Sheppard Lane intersection with MD108. This is absolutely false and the DPZ should 
not have granted the waiver because a far superior realignment of Sheppard to the east is presented 
below. In fact, the realigned Sheppard only improves the angle from 55 degrees to between 60 and 70 
degrees, due to requirement to maintain alignment of the road with an internal driveway connecting to 
the entrance. This driveway runs parallel to the eastern boundary of the RHGC triangular property 
which is also at an acute angle of 55 degrees to MD108. Therefore the insistence on moving Sheppard 
to the west to provide a signalized entrance supporting the specific development plan of this property 
limits the potential of bringing Sheppard into a full/standard 90 degree intersection for the benefit of 
the community and road safety. HOWEVER, THE MOST DETRIMENTAL EFFECT of the westward 
realignment of Sheppard Lane is that it makes the single lane choke point through lane on MD108 
eastbound at Sheppard PERMANENT and introduces traffic patterns that hinder traffic flow through the 
intersection. As shown on page A3, three lanes will now merge into this single lane choke point. Page 
A4 and AS show backups of MD108 Eastbound traffic at Linden Linthicum Lane, 1200 feet from the 
Sheppard Lane intersection, that occur in the morning and evening rush hours due to the single lane 
choke point. These backups extend to MD32, three-quarters of a mile to the west of Sheppard Lane. 
These backups will become even worse because there will be at least two extra phases on the relocated 
Sheppard Lane traffic signal to get vehicles into and out of the new high througput shopping center. 

The MD108/Sheppard Lane road plan on pages A2 and A3 was presented to the previous Howard 
County Council by Erickson Living CCRC in October of 2017 as part of a concept plan for a Community 
Enhanced Floating (CEF) Application, for rezoning and developing the farmland opposite of the RHGC on 
the north side of MD108 between Linden Linthicum Lane into a retirement community. SDC is a party to 
this application because it owns Freestate Gas station which will also be redeveloped as part of the CEF 
proposal and it is acting as broker in the sale of the farmland, including the Limestone Valley Farm. The 
application says these developers were proposing to realign Sheppard lane as shown as part of that CEF 
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proposals, and as an enhancement to the local Howard County roads, specifically the Sheppard Lane 

intersection. I gave testimony at that meeting to show that this plan was adverse to the public interest, 

as did other community members. Subsequently, in 2018 SDC submitted the plans to relocate Sheppard 
Lane relocation to the west as a separate development plan, removing it from the more detailed 

scrutiny of the CEF rezoning request. SDC's refusal to conduct a pre-submission meeting for the 

Sheppard Lane road realignment is evidence of its intent to hide the road realignment from the 

community in order to prevent community input and any potential for opposition. 

BASIS: MOVING SHEPPARD LANE TO THE EAST IS IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST and is consistent with 
planning documents 

An eastward relocation of Shepard Lane is far superior realignment for safety on Sheppard and 
throughput on MD108. Page A6 shows the Howard County Interactive Maps of the current Sheppard 
Lane/MD108 intersection. It shows a large right-of-way on the east side of Sheppard bending to the 
east away from Sheppard as it approaches MD108. The plat for Clearview Estates shown on page A7 
states that the right of way is "for the purpose of a public road." County and State planners obviously 
provided the curved right of way in order to provide the option of gently bending Sheppard lane to the 
east into a safe standard/perpendicular intersection. The elevation contour lines on page A6 show that 
the terrain on the east side of Sheppard is less hilly than the west side and provides a total elevation rise 
smaller by at least 10 feet compared to the west realignment. Page A8 shows a drawing constructed in 
Google Earth, using standard width lanes, for bringing Sheppard Lane into a standard configuration with 
MD108 at their intersection. Furthermore, planners provided a large right-of-way on the north side of 
MD108 along the Clearview Estates and along the RC lots that Erickson Living is seeking to develop into a 
retirement community. This right of way is for the purpose of expanding MD108 and it alleviates the 
constraints caused by the practically non-existent right of way along the south side of MD108. By 
expanding MD108 to the north from the white line on the south side of MD108 it is possible to construct 
a five lane section of MD108 continuous with and extending the existing 5 lane MD108 corridor in the 
River Hill commercial district and through the relocated Sheppard Lane to River Hill High School, see 
page A9. This configuration provides an extra through lane to greatly enhance throughput on MD108 
east and a middle lane for left turns onto Sheppard northbound. The middle lane also enables a left 
turn at the location of RHGC Center entrance. In redeveloping as the RHS the developer could use its 
current entrance and if concerned about the difficulties of vehicles making a left hand turn out of this 
development, they could provide a barrier to enable a "protected left" turn onto MD108 east. 

Conconcurrence with planninng Documents. 

a. I have already shown above that the county/state intent was to realign Sheppard to the east by 
providing the large/curved right-of-way on the east side of Sheppard lane and on the Clearview 
Estates property. 

b. In addition, the MD State Highway Adminstration's (SHA) Highway Needs Inventory lists 17 
major Howard County MD state road sections that should be converted to multilane roads. Of 
those 17 only 3 are given a high priorty by Howard County. MD108 between Guilford Road 
(west of MD32) and US29 is one of the three roads given priorty status by Howard County. The 
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approval of F-18-099 and making the single lane choke point at the Sheppard Lane/MD108 

permanent is contrary to that plan. However, as shown here, the east realignment of Sheppard 

allows expansion of MD108 into a continuous 5-lane section of roadway up to River Hill High 

School (page A8, A9). 

c. Finally, during the Howard County's Development of the River Hill/Clarksville Design Guidelines 

the county hired the Sabra Wang engineering firm to consider alternatives for redisign of 

MD108 and for studying traffic on MD108 in River Hill. Sabra Wang engineers propoposed 

expansion of MD108 at Sheppard to add a through lane on MD108 eastbound at the Sheppard 

Lane Intersection, as shown on page A14 below. The developers plan is not consistent with this 

study funded by and accepted by Howard County, because it will make the second through lane 

on MD108 east impossible. 

Sheppard Lane is identified as a Howard County Scenic Road. As such, it is protected by Howard 
County code. Any changes to the road should be minimal and maintain the scenic character of the road. 
The scenic character of the current Sheppard Lane intersection at MD108 is one of diving down into a 
forest as you head to the farmland of western Howard County. The developer's plan will destroy that 
character by contorting the last several hundred feet of Sheppard and lifting it onto the Limestone 
Valley Farm. The developer's plan calls for guard rails and streetlights to compensate for the excessive 
curvature. Motorists will have to focus their attention keeping their vehicle in a curving lane, rather 
than experiencing the forest and anticipating the rural farm land. On the other hand, the eastward 
realignment would enhance the character of Sheppard Lane. The single direction gentle bend away 
from the current Sheppard land will be easy for motorists to navigate and new trees can be planted on 
the removed roadway to the west, which would to add to effect of heading into a forest (see page A8, 
below). In addition, this forest would help to screen the muti-story retirement community placed on the 
RC farmland-should the county approve that plan. 

The DPZ says it is forced to approve a plan by law if it meets minimum standards. However, the 
Sheppard Lane realignment does not meet minimum standards and the county design manual only 
allows a waiver if an alternative is not available. As demonstrated here a superior alternative is 
available. Consequently, the county should withdraw its approval for F-18-099, the development plan 
for moving Sheppard onto the Limestone Valley Farm. 

I have previously made DPZ and other county officials and these developers aware of the safer and 
superior realignment of Sheppard to the east. If vehicular accidents occur on the sub-standard realigned 
Sheppard Lane identified in CR-3 2019, Howard County may be liable for damages and injuries occurring 
on this road because county officials were aware that a much safer realignment was available for 
Sheppard Lane and negligently failed to consider or implement that option. 

Sincerely, 

// Signed// 

David W. Elsaesser, 5737 Whistling Winds Walk, Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Richard A. Smith 
12061 Broad Meadow Lane 

Clarksville, MD 20129 

January 22nd, 2019 

Howard County Council 
3430 Court House Dr. 
Ellicott City, MD 21043 

Re: Testimony Against CR3-2019 

For the record, I reside at 12061 Broad Meadow Lane in Clarksville, MD and I have testified numerous 
times since 2004 regarding development of the property currently described as River Hill Square or SDP- 
18-044. This testimony has been based on my role as a resident, President of Clearview Neighborhood 
Group, and as a Trustee of Linden Linthicum Church. I live, work and worship in Clarksville and drive 
through the intersection of 108 and Sheppard lane several times a day almost every day. 

Not only am I opposed to Resolution No. 3-2019, I am actually appalled that this resolution is under 
consideration. My opposition to this resolution is based on the following: 

1. The community has already testified against the concept of River Hill Square gaining access to the 
light at Sheppard Lane in the developer's first attempt to do so: 

Between December 12th, 2013 and February 27th, 2014 dozens of Clarksville residents sat 
through over 5 nights of testimony for BOA Case No. 13-029V. Over two dozen individuals 
and groups testified against the variance petition and plan by the owner of this property, 
including the Manager of School Planning of the Howard County Public School System. A 
major concern of the community was the additional traffic that would be generated by the 
shopping center being added into the light. This petition was denied. 

2. The current process is allowing the developer a second bite at the apple and with no community 
input: 

As far as I am aware, no community input has been sought for the Final Road Construction 
Plans F-18-099. The design specifics were not reviewed in detail during the community 
review of Commercial Site Development Plan (SDP-18-044} titled "River Hill Square." It 
appears this development effort happened much later in the process and is allowing the 
developer a way around his previously failed attempt to access this light and to do so 
without community input. 

3. Tax dollars should not be spent on this project without community input and evaluation to other 
more critical improvements needed in Clarksville: 

I contend that there are other projects within Clarksville which represent a higher priority 
for the use of Tax dollars. One such example is the need for a light at the intersection of 
Linden Linthicum Lane and 108. Has anyone compared the accidents between the 
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intersections of 108 and Linden Linthicum lane to the Intersection of 108 and Sheppard 
Lane? 

Although there are discussions that separate project "may" involve a light at the 
intersection of Linden Linthicum Lane and 108 in the future, the project has a long way to 
go before being approved. Approving Resolution 3-2019 without comparing other critical 
needs in the community circumvents the opportunity for appropriate input from the 
community as well as the potential of reducing accidents as versus the supposed benefit 
of addressing the 108 and Sheppard Lane intersection. 

4. The Possibility of alternative designs which alleviate the concerns over the angle of the existing 
intersection: 

Although I am not an expert in traffic engineering, there are alternatives that others 
believe provide a better and lower cost alternative. The lack of community involvement 
has not allowed these to be discussed and evaluated in a transparent environment. 

5. The owner of the property has already benefited enormously by a past decision of the County 
Council and continues to push the envelope of its use: 

The owner of this property purchased an irregular shaped property which was zoned as R- 
20 and operated a garden center under conditional use. The owner attempted to rezone 
the property in 2004 and 2008 but was denied after the community spoke out against it due 
to concerns over traffic and other potential disturbances should developer move to develop 
it into a strip mall versus a small cafe that would support his garden center as he testified 
in the past. Instead of being happy with his fortune, he continues to push the design to 
maximize every square foot of the property, regardless of its impact on the community. 

6. Lastly, there is an appeal pending F-18-099: 

It is my understanding that an hearing is pending to be scheduled (BA 763-D) by David W. 
Elsaesser Appeal of a letter from DPZ dated 11/14/18 re: F-18-099, MD Route 108 
Improvements & Sheppard Lane Re-alignment determining that Final Subdivison Plans are 
technically complete for 2.68 acres of land. I feel no decision should be made until the 
outcome of this appeal is known. 

I respectfully submit the above information in support of my position against Resolution 3-2019. 

rJ~/J~ 
Richard A. Smith 
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To: Howard County Council 

From: The Rev. Dr. Gayle Annis-Forcier, Pastor of Linden Linthicum United 
Methodist Church 

Re: CR3-2019 
Linden-Linthicum United Methodist church abuts the River Hill Garden Center 
property on the south side along Route 108. In addition, the Linthicum Chapel 
Cemetery abuts that property on the north side. Although I do not represent the 
cemetery officially, most of the burials there are people connected to the church at 
which I preside. 
Both the Church and the cemetery Board actively opposed the granting of variances 
to make the change at the intersection of Rt. 108 and Sheppard Lane, the same 
intersection we are discussing tonight. 

The church's concerns at that time related to traffic congestion, especially as there 
would be increased traffic in an already problematic area with the signalized 
entrance into the RHGC property, encouraging high through-put businesses to 
locate there. We are concerned about safety on 108 (where the un-signalized 
intersection at Linden Linthicum Lane and 108 is a danger), the safety of the 
children at the Hilltop Child Care center on LLUMC's campus with a large increase in 
numbers of people on and passing through the property, and the challenge to 
peaceful services and visitations to the cemetery by our members with more 
patrons. 
The River Hill community, through a coalition of LLUMC, Linthicum Chapel 
cemetery, the River Hill Village Board, several community associations, and groups 
of parents at Clarksville Elementary and River Hill High School, were united in 
opposition to the variances due to the impact of connecting the RHGC to the 
Sheppard Lane intersection with a signalized access. We opposed the granting of 
variances with significant presence at each of 5 very long evenings, and the 
variances were denied. 

It now seems that the issue that we so forcefully opposed is going forward anyway, 
without opportunity for the community to weigh in, and using government/taxpayer 
dollars to do something that will create more traffic and congestion, and will not 
solve the safety issues that trouble the community, like the lack of a traffic light at 
Linden Linthicum Lane. 
LLUMC finds this very troubling, and are still in opposition to this intersection being 
engineered for the benefit of one property owner, against the will of a significant 
number of residents of Clarksville. With the RHGC property located between the 
church and the cemetery, we are the closest neighbors, with long shared property 
lines on either side. What happens on that property will have a big impact on us, 
and what happens there is greatly affected by a signal into the property at the 
Sheppard Lane intersection. 



There is a notable lack of trust between various entities in the community and the 
owner of the RHGC property. That lack of trust has· been earned by lack of candor 
in community meetings and interactions through many years of the process that 
leads us to this point. We also find it troubling that the proposal is that a lot of 
public money be provided for a project unsupported by the community, and without 
competitive bids. 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Doris <dorisisat@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, January 23, 2019 12:57 AM 
CouncilMail 
elsaessers@gmail.com 
Plan to realign Sheppard to the West 

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

Dear Howard County Council Members, 

As a Howard County resident who often must travel MD Route 108 from Beaverbrook to help with grandchildren or visit my 
daughter's family in River Hill, I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west. It introduces a dangerous curve 
onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108. This will exacerbate traffic congestion MD108 eastbound. After this 
proposed change, it would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 eastbound through lane at the Sheppard Lane 
intersection. An extra lane to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound is badly needed. I am also opposed to the use 
of capital funds as proposed in CR-3 2019 because it would be for the benefit of a single developer instead of in the public 
interest. 

Please ensure that, not only, is Howard County and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best interest of 
the local community, but all Howard County taxpayers, and commuters. Decisions and actions should NOT be made in the 
best interests of a single developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that improve the roads for the SAFETY and 
benefit of Howard County Taxpayers. 

Sincerely, 

Doris Coleman 
5020 Castle Moor Dr. 
Columbia, MD 21044 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Angela Dalton <gigi.dalton@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 8:28 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
David/Kristina Elsaesser; James Dalton 
My statement from this evening's public hearing 

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

Dear Howard County Council Members and Howard County Executive Dr. Calvin Ball, 

Thank you for listening to my testimony this evening and considering my and so many other community members' 
concerns. As I said at the beginning I have never testified before but I was moved to do so because I am so concerned 
about CR-3 2019. I have included the text of my testimony below. I once again ask that you reject this resolution. 

Testimony: 

My name is Angela Dalton and I have been a Clarksville resident since 2012. The majority of Clarksville residents moved 
here to live in a rural community that is safe and has great schools. This proposal states that the road changes are in the 
"public's interest," but I and my neighbors take strong exception to that. 

It is my view that the only benefit of these so-called improvements will be for the developer of River Hill Square, yet this 
resolution would force my neighbors and me to pay for the developers' project through tax dollars that would be far 
better spent on projects that increase the safety, traffic management, and infrastructure for our community. Others 
have pointed out some of those projects. 

I want to express two specific, personal concerns about the road development. The first I share with most members of 
the community - concern for the effects of the traffic and intersection configuration that is right in the CES and River Hill 
High School school zones, especially as a parent of two children who are approaching driving age, one who is already at 
RHHS and the other who just this year moved on to Clarksville Middle School from CES. 

My other concern is for my own safety and that of others who are frequent bicyclists. Sheppard Lane is an access to the 
many regularly used recreational bike routes throughout Western Howard County. The proposed changes make an 
already problematic road far worse, with greater curvature and worse sight lines (rather than a change that would make 
the intersection a right angle). It also will make the commuting route for me that traverses that section of 108 from 
Trotter Road to get to the bike lanes on Great Star even more unsafe. 

I oppose this plan and ask that the Council Members and County Executive instead use our tax dollars to make our 
community better and safer. Please do not approve this plan. 

I voted for Dr. Ball as County Executive because of his position stating that he is concerned about development that 
happens after backroom deals are made without a transparent, open process. There was no pre-submission meeting for 
this plan and it is not supported by the community who lives here. Please hear our voices and reject this deal. 

Sincerely, 
Angela Dalton 
11716 Trotter Crossing Lane 
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Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

viviana simon <simon_viviana@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 8:10 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
elsaessers@gmail.com 
opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend any capital funds 
for this purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019 

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

Dear Howard County Executive Dr. Calvin Ball, 
Dear Howard County Council Members, 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend any capital funds for this 
purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public interest and it is obviously in the 
interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches 
MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. After this proposed change it 
would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 eastbound through lane at the Sheppard 
Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. 

Please ensure that the county and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best 
interest of the local community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best 
interests of a single developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that improve the roads 
for the benefit of the community. 

Sincerely, 

Viviana Simon 
6063 Majors Lane 
Columbia, MD 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Sumeet Seth <seth.sumeet@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 7:05 PM 
David/Kristina Elsaesser 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
Re: Correction, Details on My Opposition to CR-3 2019 

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

Dr. Calvin Ball, Howard County Executive, 

Howard County Council Members: 
Liz Walsh, Opel Jones, Christiana Mercer Rigby, Deb Jung, David Yungman, 

From - Su meet Seth 
Resident of - 12156 Flowing Water Trail, Clarksville, MD 21029 

I join David and Kristina Elsaesser in opposing CR-13 2019. I have reviewed the plans, and agree how it compromises the 
safety and well being of our community. This one-sided proposal will jeopardize the safety and traffic flow on Route 108. 
While I cannot be at the meeting in person because of this being in the middle of high school mid-terms, I fully support 
the rationale of David's submission to Dr. Ball and Howard County Council. 

If you need to reach me for any clarifications, I will be happy to talk in person, and will provide my cell phone details as 
well. 

Thanks, 
Sumeet Seth 

On Tue, Jan 22, 2019 at 6:09 PM David/Kristina Elsaesser <elsaessers@gmail.com> wrote: 
Sorry I fixed some typos in the file attached below. 
Also concerned citizens who reply to this message should give their name and address. 

Elsaesser Opposition to CR-13 2019 

On Tue, Jan 22, 2019 at 5:03 PM David/Kristina Elsaesser <elsaessers@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dr. Calvin Ball, Howard County Executive, 

Howard County Council Members: 
Liz Walsh, Opel Jones, Christiana Mercer Rigby, Deb Jung, David Yungman 

Concerned Howard County Citizens BCCed: 
Please review the details of my opposition to CR-3 2019, which is attached to this email in the link below. 
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If you haven't already expressed ) .. ,r opinions to our county leaders concern .. .., development on MD108 and how 
developers are moving county roads for their purposes to the detriment of our safety and increased congestion on 
MD108 please reply to all and express your concerns. 

Attached here: Elsaesser Opposition to CR-13 2019 is the detailed explanation and written testimony of my 
opposition to CR-3 2019. 
I have signed up to speak on this issue at the County Council Meeting. 

Last week I attended one of Dr. Calvin Ball's Listening sessions at Centennial H.S. and and spoke out about the issues in 
the paper. 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to the expenditure of any capital 
funds (including $1.26 Million) for this purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the 
public interest and it is obviously in the interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous 
curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on 
MD108 eastbound. After this proposed change it would no longer be possible to add an extra 
MD108 eastbound through lane at the Sheppard Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on 
MD108 eastbound. 

This action to drastically realign our road is being taken without any public meeting to present it 
before it was developed and approved by DPZ. 

Please ensure that the county and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best 
interest of the local community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best 
interests of a single developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improves 
the roads for the benefit of the community. 

If Howard County has $1.3M available to allocate for road construction in River Hill you should give community 
members input on how that money would be spent. Moving Sheppard lane to the east as I have suggested would be 
much less expensive than the complex and defective intersection identified in CR-3 2019. At a minimum the county 
should fund its own independent engineering analysis at a fraction of this cost to obtain an unbiased determination on 
the best way to re-engineer Sheppard Lane and MD108, as opposed to turning over all this money to a developer that 
reached the conclusion benefiting themselves. 

Hopefully our new County Council and County Executive will reverse this ill-informed decision from the previous 
administration. 

Sincerely, 

David W. Elsaesser 
5737 Whistling Winds Walk, Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

luo wenbo <luowenbo@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 6:46 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
elsaessers@gmail.com 
Against CR-3 

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

Mr. Ball and County Councils, 

I live in 5728 Whistling Winds Walk, Clarksville. I am against County Council Resolution CR-3 2019. It will spend $1.26 
million county money without really solving an issue that concerns the county residents living in the area. 

Professor David Elsaesser has been following the issue for a long time. I believe that he sent you emails about his 
reasons and his plan. I just want to make one supplement. I saw a few curb-rash accidents happened when cars turning 
on to 108 West from Sheppard Lane. The county new plan CR-3 will make it even worse. Please consider the opnions 
from the residents who do live in the area. 

Sincerely, 
Wenbo Luo 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Robert Bena <benarobert@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 6:24 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
elsaessers@gmail.com 
Opposition to Realignment at Sheppard Lane 1-22-19 

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

Dear Howard County Executive Dr. Calvin Ball and Howard County Council Members, 

I am a current resident in River Hill and I am strongly opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend 
any capital funds for this purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public interest and it is obviously in 
the interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 and will 
exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. After this proposed change it would no longer be possible to add 
an extra MD108 eastbound through lane at the Sheppard Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. Please ensure that the county and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best interest 
of the local community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best interests of a single developer. 
Please use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improves the roads for the benefit of the community. 

My daughter attends River Hill High School and I am extremely concerned with what is being recommended. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Bena 
5725 Western Sea Run Clarksville MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David/Kristina Elsaesser < elsaessers@gmail.com > 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 6:06 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
Correction, Details on My Opposition to CR-3 2019 

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

Sorry I fixed some typos in the file attached below. 
Also concerned citizens who reply to this message should give their name and address. 

Elsaesser Opposition to CR-13 2019 

On Tue, Jan 22, 2019 at 5:03 PM David/Kristina Elsaesser <elsaessers@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dr. Calvin Ball, Howard County Executive, 

Howard County Council Members: 
Liz Walsh, Opel Jones, Christiana Mercer Rigby, Deb Jung, David Yungman 

Concerned Howard County Citizens BCCed: 
Please review the details of my opposition to CR-3 2019, which is attached to this email in the link below. 
If you haven't already expressed your opinions to our county leaders concerning development on MD108 and how 

developers are moving county roads for their purposes to the detriment of our safety and increased congestion on 
MD108 please reply to all and express your concerns. 

Attached here: Elsaesser Opposition to CR-13 2019 is the detailed explanation and written testimony of my 
opposition to CR-3 2019. 
I have signed up to speak on this issue at the County Council Meeting. 

Last week I attended one of Dr. Calvin Ball's Listening sessions at Centennial H.S. and and spoke out about the issues in 
the paper. 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to the expenditure of any capital funds 
(including $1.26 Million) for this purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public 
interest and it is obviously in the interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto 
Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. After this proposed change it would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 
eastbound through lane at the Sheppard Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. 

This action to drastically realign our road is being taken without any public meeting to present it 
before it was developed and approved by DPZ. 

Please ensure that the county and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best 
interest of the local community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best 
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interests of a single developer. . 'lease use our tax dollars for road L ..• :mges that actually improves 
the roads for the benefit of the community. 

If Howard County has $1.3M available to allocate for road construction in River Hill you should give community 
members input on how that money would be spent. Moving Sheppard lane to the east as I have suggested would be 
much less expensive than the complex and defective intersection identified in CR-3 2019. At a minimum the county 
should fund its own independent engineering analysis at a fraction ofthis cost to obtain an unbiased determination on 
the best way to re-engineer Sheppard Lane and MD108, as opposed to turning over all this money to a developer that 
reached the conclusion benefiting themselves. 

Hopefully our new County Council and County Executive will reverse this ill-informed decision from the previous 
administration. 

Sincerely, 

David W. Elsaesser 
5737 Whistling Winds Walk, Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jack Sacchetti <jacksacchetti@msn.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 5:26 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
David/Kristina Elsaesser 
Fw: Details on My Opposition to CR-3 2019 

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

I strongly support the the position of Mr. Elsaesser set forth below. I believe it would be prudent for the 
Council to study this road construction proposal thoroughly and any expense be closely scrutinized. 
Expenditure of county monies for the road as proposed below is not an appropriate expenditure of county 
funds. 

John M Sacchetti 

From: David/Kristina Elsaesser <elsaessers@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 5:03 PM 
To: councilmail@howardcountymd.gov; calvinball@howardcountymd.gov 
Subject: Details on My Oppyosition to CR-3 2019 

Dr. Calvin Ball, Howard County Executive, 

Howard County Council Members: 
Liz Walsh, Opel Jones, Christiana Mercer Rigby, Deb Jung, David Yungman 

Concerned Howard County Citizens BCCed: 
Please review the details of my opposition to CR-3 2019, which is attached to this email in the link below. 
If you haven't already expressed your opinions to our county leaders concerning development on MD108 and how 

developers are moving county roads for their purposes to the detriment of our safety and increased congestion on 
MD108 please reply to all and express your concerns. 

Attached here: Elsaesser Opposition to CR-13 2019 is the detailed explanation and written testimony of my opposition 
to CR-3 2019. 
I have signed up to speak on this issue at the County Council Meeting. 

Last week I attended one of Dr. Calvin Ball's Listening sessions at Centennial H.S. and and spoke out about the issues in 
the paper. 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to the expenditure of any capital funds 
(including $1.26 Million) for this purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public 
interest and it is obviously in the interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto 
Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. After this proposed change it would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 
eastbound through lane at the Sheppard Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. 
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This action to drastically realign _ Jr road is being taken without any J'., .... Jlic meeting to present it 
before it was developed and approved by DPZ. 

Please ensure that the county and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best 
interest of the local community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best 
interests of a single developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improves 
the roads for the benefit of the community. 

If Howard County has $1.3M available to allocate for road construction in River Hill you should give community 
members input on how that money would be spent. Moving Sheppard lane to the east as I have suggested would be 
much less expensive than the complex and defective intersection identified in CR-3 2019. At a minimum the county 
should fund its own independent engineering analysis at a fraction of this cost to obtain an unbiased determination on 
the best way to re-engineer Sheppard Lane and MD108, as opposed to turning over all this money to a developer that 
reached the conclusion benefiting themselves. 

Hopefully our new County Council and County Executive will reverse this ill-informed decision from the previous 
administration. 

Sincerely, 

David W. Elsaesser 
5737 Whistling Winds Walk, Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

K Yoder <kyoder05@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 5:22 PM 
CouncilMail 
Opposition to CR-3 2019 

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

Dear Howard County Council Members: Liz Walsh, Opel Jones, Christiana Mercer Rigby, Deb Jung, and David Yungman 

Portions of the message below may be cut and pasted from a sample, but my opposition to this plan is my own and is 
very personal: my child attends River Hill High School and will very soon be a rookie driver, along with hundreds of her 
classmates. In addition, Rte 108 is quite literally "the road to grandmother's house." I'm asking the county not to take 
taxpayer funds to make my child's likely first solo driving experiences less safe. And I ask this for the parents of all of the 
children who attend Clarksville Elementary School and River Hill High School. 

I deeply believe that Rte 108 is in need of improvement to relieve traffic congestion and to improve safety, but it would 
be preferable to do nothing than to do the plan proposed in CR-3 2019. 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend any capital funds for this purpose as proposed 
in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public interest and it is obviously in the interest of a single developer. It introduces 
a dangerous curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. After this proposed change it would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 eastbound through lane 
at the Sheppard Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. 

Please ensure that the county and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best interest of the local 
community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best interests of a single developer. Please use 
our tax dollars for road changes that improve the roads for the benefit of the community. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Yoder 
12009 Floating Clouds Path 
Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David/Kristina Elsaesser < elsaessers@gmail.com > 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 5:04 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
Details on My Opposition to CR-3 2019 

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

Dr. Calvin Ball, Howard County Executive, 

Howard County Council Members: 
Liz Walsh, Opel Jones, Christiana Mercer Rigby, Deb Jung, David Yungman 

Concerned Howard County Citizens BCCed: 
Please review the details of my opposition to CR-3 2019, which is attached to this email in the link below. 
If you haven't already expressed your opinions to our county leaders concerning development on MD108 and how 

developers are moving county roads for their purposes to the detriment of our safety and increased congestion on 
MD108 please reply to all and express your concerns. 

Attached here: Elsaesser Opposition to CR-13 2019 is the detailed explanation and written testimony of my opposition 
to CR-3 2019. 
I have signed up to speak on this issue at the County Council Meeting. 

Last week I attended one of Dr. Calvin Ball's Listening sessions at Centennial H.S. and and spoke out about the issues in 
the paper. 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to the expenditure of any capital funds 
(including $1.26 Million) for this purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public 
interest and it is obviously in the interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto 
Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. After this proposed change it would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 
eastbound through lane at the Sheppard Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. 

This action to drastically realign our road is being taken without any public meeting to present it 
before it was developed and approved by DPZ. 

Please ensure that the county and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best 
interest of the local community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best 
interests of a single developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improves 
the roads for the benefit of the community. 

If Howard County has $1.3M available to allocate for road construction in River Hill you should give community 
members input on how that money would be spent. Moving Sheppard lane to the east as I have suggested would be 
much less expensive than the complex and defective intersection identified in CR-3 2019. At a minimum the county 
should fund its own independent engineering analysis at a fraction of this cost to obtain an unbiased determination on 
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the best way to re-engineer Sheppard .. ane and MD108, as opposed to turning OVt., all this money to a developer that 
reached the conclusion benefiting themselves. 

Hopefully our new County Council and County Executive will reverse this ill-informed decision from the previous 
administration. 

Sincerely, 

David W. Elsaesser 
5737 Whistling Winds Walk, Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Tim Shaw <t1shaw01@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 4:58 PM 
Ball, Calvin; CouncilMail 
David/Kristina Elsaesser; Shawn Shaw 
Council Resolution CR-3 2019 - Residential Opposition 

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

Dear Dr. Ball, 

I am writing to you regarding Council Resolution CR-3 2019, which has to do with construction at the River Hill 
Garden Center ( or River Hill Square) and the realignment of the intersection of Route 108 and Sheppard 
Lane. 

I am vehemently opposed to the plan that you are considering, and am beside myself as to how we got to this 
point. My neighbors and I expended much time and energy during the last few years to fight the zoning go- 
round regarding this property and Sheppard Lane and now, we have to start over and fight a new round of 
planned construction and a planned realignment of that intersection. 

I am vehemently opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend any capital funds for this 
purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public interest and it is obviously in the interest of a 
single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 and will 
exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. My teenaged kids drive on these roads, and the proposed 
changes put them at more risk. 

Please ensure that the County and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best interest of 
the local community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and not in the best interests of a single 
developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improve the roads for the benefit of the 
community. 

I voted for you, Dr. Ball, because I wanted someone in your office who would look out for the residents, not the 
developers. Now, without a pre-submission hearing and outside the purview of the people impacted the most, 
the County has decided to let developers over-build on what is already a dangerous and congested stretch of 
road. 
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Addtionally, how does this construe .. ..in and realignment fit within the vision . JI Route 108 in Clarksville that the 
County has long touted? This resolution, if approved, throws that plan out the window. 

I'm upset, and I do hope that you take residents' complaints seriously. We pay a lot of money (and taxes!) to 
live where we do, and we've complained for almost a decade now about the haphazard process by which 
these types of projects are approved. Please stand up for the residents and reject CR-3 2019 I'm counting 
on you, Dr. Ball, and on the County Council, to do the right thing. 

Sincerely, 

Tim 

Timothy and Shawn Shaw 

5729 Whistling Winds Walk 

Clarksville, MD 21029 

Cell: 410.336.1027 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Albert Zanger <ajzanger@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 4:55 PM 
CouncilMail; Feldmark, Jessica; djungmann@howardcountymd.gov 
CR-3-2019 

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

David, Jessica, et all, 

It is my understanding that a hearing concerning resolution CR-3-2019 is being held this evening at 7 PM. The purpose of 
this is to waive competitive bidding and allow over $1.2 million of taxpayer funds to be spent on road improvements for 
a developer and his business. 

Unless I am missing something here, I am writing to request that this resolution not be approved. First, I do not 
understand how taxpayer funds should be spent for private business gain. Why aren't the developers paying for the 
road improvements? 

Second, if there is some reason I do not understand that would require the taxpayers to fund road improvements for the 
benefit of private business, I am requesting that the competitive bid process not be waived. Competitive bidding is a 
mandatory requirement for all government acquisitions unless there are dire circumstances involving things like life and 
death. 

If this amendment is passed, I will do everything possible to vote out every public official within the oversight and 
approval process at the earliest opportunity. 

Thank you for your support. 

AIZanger 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

CAROL STOVER <carolstvr56@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 4:48 PM 
Council Mail 
Sheppard Lane realighment 

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

I am opposed to the realignment of Sheppard Lane to the West. An eastern realignment would be more efficient. 
Carol Stover 
11450 High Hay Drive 
Columbia MD 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Keivan Ghoseiri <keivan_g@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 4:18 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
David/Kristina Elsaesser; Azadeh Norouzi 
Opposition of CR-3 2019 

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

Dear Howard County Executive Dr. Calvin Ball, 
Dear Howard County Council Members, 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend any capital funds for this purpose as proposed 
in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public interest and it is obviously in the interest of a single developer. It introduces 
a dangerous curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. After this proposed change it would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 eastbound through lane 
at the Sheppard Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. Please ensure that the county 
and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best interest of the local community, Howard County 
taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best interests of a single developer. Please use our tax dollars for road 
changes that actually improves the roads for the benefit of the community. 

Sincerely, 

Keivan Ghoseiri and Azadeh Norouzi 
5749 Whistling Winds Walk, 
Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Susan Koehler <susankoehler_ 15@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 1 :51 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
elsaessers@gmail.com 
Re: Opposition to CR-3 2019 Reallignment of Sheppard Lane 

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

Here are more details: 

The RHGC (Riverhill Garden Center) was required by County Law to give a community pre-submission meeting on this 
plan, but they DID NOT because they knew the community would be opposed! 

Their plan produces a dangerously curved Sheppard Lane that does not conform to county road design 
requirements. Specifically, RHGC is excessively bending the last several hundred feet of Sheppard Lane as it approaches 
MD108 into a roller coaster configuration in order to enable a signalized entrance at the Sheppard signal. 

This Road configuration will make traffic congestion on MD108 much worse due to the extra delays at this signal for the 
shopping traffic and it will make the single lane eastbound bottleneck of MD108 at Sheppard lane permanent, 
preventing the addition of an extra east bound MD108 through lane to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 East. 
Click here to show the Westward realignment of Sheppard Lane: 

~ 
L'.:=Jf'westRelocationOfSheppard.PNG 

This section of MD108 is our School Zone for River Hill High School and Clarksville Elementary School. River Hill, 
Clarksville, Dayton, and Highland use these roads gets to the schools and to points east. These are our roads! The RHGC 
is taking over our roads and relocating Sheppard for its purpose of maximizing use of this triangular property as a high­ 
throughput shopping center! The RHGC current entrance is perfectly sufficient and most businesses on MD108 do not 
have a signalized entrance. 

There is a much better realignment of Sheppard to the east on MD108, using an existing right-of-way that the County set 
aside for this purpose. This configuration is better for the community, since it provides a safer Sheppard Lane, brought 
more gently into a standard perpendicular intersection and better traffic flow on MD108. This Sheppard configuration 
allows adding an extra MD108 through lane at the Sheppard intersection to enhance traffic flow to the east. 
Click here to show the superior Eastward realignment of Sheppard: 

rru- 
L=::=.lf·EastRelocationOfSheppard.PNG 

This is because the purpose of the Sheppard configuration is to align with the RHS entrance which runs along the east 
side of the RHGC triangular property which is aligned with the current Sheppard lane. For safety and sight lines a 
standard 90 degree/perpendicular intersection is preferred. 

A far superior realignment of Sheppard Lane is to bend Sheppard gently to the east as it approaches MD108. The curved 
yellow line to the east of Sheppard shown in both figures, which is bending to the east away from Sheppard, reserves a 
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right-of-way between the road and th; esidential properties of Clearview Estates . ..Jn the plat the purpose of this right­ 
of-way is identified as "for the purpose of a road". Therefore, county planners had previously established that the best 
way to realign Sheppard Lane would be to gently bend it to the east as it approaches MD108, easily bringing it into a 
standard and safer 90 degree/perpendicular intersection. In addition, the terrain on the east side of Sheppard is far less 
steep compared with the west side (Limestone Valley Farm). Therefore, the gentle (single direction) bending and the 
smaller elevation rise will make the east realignment far safer and better for vehicles on Sheppard Lane. 

It is important to remember that the Sheppard Lane/MD108 intersection is in the school zone and many new and 
inexperienced high school drivers will be traveling through this intersection and onto and off of Sheppard 
Lane. Therefore, the county should put extra effort in providing both a safe realignment of Sheppard and a safe 
Sheppard/MD108 intersection. 

The movement of Sheppard to the east allows an extra through lane to the east on MD108. This will greatly alleviate 
traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. This 5 lane section of road would be consistent with the 5-lane section of 
MD108 which already exists from Ten Oaks to Linden Linthicum Lane. The Highway Needs Inventory regional 
transportation plan calls for MD108 to be a 5 lane road between MD32 and MD29 and the east realignment complies 
with that plan. This 5 lane section road also allows for better movement of emergency vehicles, including fire engines, 
even during rush hour, to the east past the Sheppard intersection to the schools and to the residential communities east 
of Sheppard. 

In regards to the latter, I have witnessed numerous horrible accidents in front of the Riverhill High School and the 
Clarksville Middle School and the intersection in front of Trotter Rd. due to poor visibility, on the East bound traffic past 
Sheppard Lane and the fast traffic that comes downhill going west on 108. It is especially bad during icy conditions and 
fog. It is essential that emergency vehicles can easily approach from the east on 108! 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

On Tuesday, January 22, 2019, 1:12 PM, Susan Koehler <susankoeh1er_15@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Dear Howard County Executive Dr. Calvin Ball, 
Dear Howard County Council Members, 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend any capital funds for this 
purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public interest and it is obviously in the 
interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches 
MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. After this proposed change it 
would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 eastbound through lane at the Sheppard 
Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. Please ensure that the county 
and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best interest ofthe local community, 
Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best interests of a single developer. Please 
use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improves the roads for the benefit of the community. 

Furthermore, any changes at this stretch of MD108 and Sheppard Lane should take into consideration 
proposed changes that could come as a result of the Erickson Development on the property along this 
stretch. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Koehler and John Hartung 
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6420 Misty Top Pass 
Columbia, MD 21044 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Susan Koehler <susankoehler_ 1 S@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 20191:13 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
elsaessers@gmail.com 
Opposition to CR-3 2019 Reallignment of Sheppard Lane 

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

Dear Howard County Executive Dr. Calvin Ball, 
Dear Howard County Council Members, 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend any capital funds for this purpose as proposed 
in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public interest and it is obviously in the interest of a single developer. It introduces 
a dangerous curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. After this proposed change it would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 eastbound through lane 
at the Sheppard Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. Please ensure that the county 
and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best interest of the local community, Howard County 
taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best interests of a single developer. Please use our tax dollars for road 
changes that actually improves the roads for the benefit of the community. 

Furthermore, any changes at this stretch of MD108 and Sheppard Lane should take into consideration proposed changes 
that could come as a result of the Erickson Development on the property along this stretch. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Koehler and John Hartung 
6420 Misty Top Pass 
Columbia, MD 21044 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jung,Deb 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 1 :09 PM 
Sayers, Margery 
FW: CR 3-2019 - Written Testimony 

From: Joseph Key <jkey69@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 11:35 AM 
To: Jung, Deb <djung@howardcountymd.gov> 
Cc: Williams, China <ccwilliams@howardcountymd.gov> 
Subject: Fwd: CR 3-2019 - Written Testimony 

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

Dear Ms. Jung - 

I wanted to forward you my written testimony in opposition to CR 3-2019, which is on tonight's council agenda. 

I am a resident of District 4 and want to express how important this issue is to me and to my fellow District 4 residents. 
sincerely hope that you and your colleagues will step back and take a more comprehensive and coordinated view of the 
MD 108 corridor and the MD 108 / Sheppard Lane intersection that takes into account all of the proposed development 
along MD 108 so that road and traffic improvement decisions are made with the overall bigger development picture in 
mind. I see this as an opportunity for the County Council and the Department of Public Works to ensure that the traffic 
and road needs of the local residents are met by taking a bigger picture view and not a piecemeal, development by 
development approach that satisfies the needs of individual developers but leaves the road and traffic improvements 
unsatisfactory over the course of the entire corridor. A developer's interest only goes as far as their individual 
development boundaries so we need you and your Council colleagues to require a solution that takes into account all of 
the development in this particular area. 

As noted in my testimony, I welcome the development and the return of the River Hill Garden Center, the return of the 
promised Clarksville Post Office and the Erickson retirement community. My testimony also includes a suggestion to 
consider a Developer Agreement with multiple developers and the County to formulate a better road and traffic 
improvement plan than the one currently proposed by the River Hill Garden Center developer. While I am sure this is a 
more complex task, the local residents who travel MD 108 and Sheppard Lane every day deserve the time and effort 
required for a comprehensive and coordinated plan even if it means scrapping the proposed Developer Agreement and 
coming up with a new agreement that includes multiple developers. This is one suggestion and I am sure there are 
other means for achieving a better solution than the one currently proposed. 

The current proposal is a Win for this developer. I urge you and the Council to require a solution, especially since our tax 
dollars are being used, that is a Win-Win-Win - Win for the River Hill Garden Center developer, Win for the Erickson 
continuing care community developer and Win for the local residents because of comprehensive road and traffic 
improvements. 

I am happy to discuss this with you more by phone. 

I thank you very much for your time and consideration of my concerns and testimony on this issue. 
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Respectfully, 
Joseph Key 
12033 Floating Clouds Path 
Clarksville, MD 21029 
410-531-5372 
jkey69@gmail.com 

---------- Forwarded message --------­ 
From: Joseph Key <jkey69@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Jan 21, 2019 at 9:38 PM 
Subject: CR 3-2019 - Written Testimony 
To: <councilmail@howardcountymd.gov>, <calvinball@howardcountymd.gov> 

Dear Mr. Ball and Members of the Howard County Council - 

My name is Joseph Key and I am a resident of Howard County in the Village of River Hill. I am writing to 
express my opposition to Council Resolution (CR) 3-2019 in its current form with the proposed road 
improvements as illustrated in Exhibit 1 of CR 3-2019. 

I strongly urge you : 

1) to take a more comprehensive look at the MD 108 and Sheppard Lane road improvements that takes 
into account both the development proposed by River Hill Square LLC for the redevelopment of the 
River Hill Garden Center AND the development proposed by Erickson Living Properties II, LLC for the 
development of a continuing care retirement community "Erickson at Limestone Valley" on the corner of 
MD 108 and Sheppard Lane; and 

2) to coordinate the road improvements between the developers of both projects such that an overall 
road improvement plan better aligns the Sheppard Lane and MD 108 intersection closer to the ideal 
intersection angle of 90 degrees and widens MD 108 in both directions to account for thru traffic in both 
directions as well as appropriate access to both developments. 

An intersection that is closer to 90 degrees will be a safer solution for the residents of surrounding communities 
including for parents and students driving to River Hill High School. A widened MD 108 will provide for an 
appropriate number of thru lanes in both directions, including the opportunity for bike lanes, without creating 
any bottlenecks as you transit MD 108 past both development projects. 

Generally, I welcome both development projects as improvements to the community. I look forward to the re­ 
opening of the River Hill Garden Center as well as new shops and the return of the Clarksville Post Office. 
also welcome an Erickson continuing care retirement community. 

Please take this opportunity to work in cooperation with both developers so that a comprehensive and 
coordinated plan is developed for the benefit of the surrounding communities. Please consider a single 
Developer Agreement with both developers that partners both developers with the county for the benefit of the 
surrounding communities. 

Thank you for not rushing into a decision when there is an opportunity to formulate a better plan for MD 108 
and the MD 108 / Sheppard Lane intersection. 

Respectfully, 
Joseph Key 
12033 Floating Clouds Path 
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Clarksville, MD 21029 
410-531-5372 
jkey69@gmail.com 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Nick Hernick <nhernick@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 12:58 PM 
Council Mail 
elsaessers@gmail.com 
CR-3 2019 I oppose this as 19 year resident of this area and Howard county 

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

Dear Howard County Council Members, 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend any capital funds for this 
purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public interest and it is obviously in the 
interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches 
MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. After this proposed change it 
would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 eastbound through lane at the Sheppard Lane 
intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. Please ensure that the county and 
its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best interest of the local community, 
Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best interests of a single 
developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improves the roads for the 
benefit of the community. 

Sincerely, 

Nicholas and Nancy Hernick 
5817 Silent Sun Place 
Clarksville, MD 21029 
410-718-3490 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

bobgto65@aol.com 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 11 :26 AM 
debbarker@comcast.net; elsaessers@gmail.com; Ball, Calvin; CouncilMail 
Re: W/attachment: Sheppard Lane/Route 108 intersection change request by River Hill 
Garden Center 

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

I cannot attend but I oppose the CR-3 2019 

Robert W. Antelman 
13844 Russell Zepp Drive 
Clarksville, MD 21029 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Deb Barker <debbarker@comcast.net> 
To: Deb Barker <debbarker@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tue, Jan 22, 2019 10: 13 am 
Subject: W/attachment: Sheppard Lane/Route 108 intersection change request by River Hill Garden Center 

This time ... with attachment. 

Hello all, 

Apparently this meeting was not made public until today. It's being held tonight, Tuesday, Jan 22, 7pm, 3430 Courthouse 
Drive, Ellicott City, 21043. 

Here are details behind the assertions (also attached full PDF to see graphics and complete info I 
was provided). 

"In order maximize the re-development of the River Hill Garden Center (RHGC) site as a high-throughput shopping center 
(called River Hill Square, RHS) the owner and developers are proposing to add a signalized entrance at the corner of their 
property near the Linthicum Cemetery. This requires alignment with Sheppard Lane which they would accomplish by 
moving Sheppard Lane to the West onto the Limestone Valley Farm and shifting the traffic signal to the west as well. The 
new Sheppard will traverse very hill terrain as it bends first to the west and then back towards the east. They are turning 
the last several hundred feet of Sheppard as it approaches MD108 into a ROLLER COASTER. The new Sheppard DOES 
NOT MEET County Road Design Guidelines because it has a high curvature, both horizontally and vertically. However, 
the County granted a waiver for the sub-standard road because the RHGC developer said that it was the only way to 
realign Sheppard lane to for an improvement in Sheppard and MD108. This is FALSE!" 

If you would like to testify against CR-3 2019 and against the plan to realign Sheppard to the West for the sole benefit of 
the RHGC. You have up to 3 minutes to speak. See the PDF to click to sign up to testify. 

If you don't want to testify but are opposed to this resolution and support the position that developers of the properties 
along this section of MD108 should be required to actually improve the roads not for themselves but for the community, 
please let me know and I will ask you to stand up to support my testimony. 

EMAIL Opposition of CR-3 2019 to County Council and Count Executive 
councilmail@howardcountymd.gov 
calvinball@howardcountymd.gov 
Please CC me at elsaessers@gmail.com 
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Please email the county council and the .nmty executive, Calvin Ball, and tell them _ ...tt you are opposed to the plan to 
realign Sheppard to the west and that the county and its Planning and Zoning 17 January 2019 

Deborah Appel Barker 
DAA Design + Production 
301-873-1691 
Deborah Appel Barker 
DAA Design + Production 
301-873-1691 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Sue <sue.rasheed@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 11 :16 AM 
CouncilMail 
elsaessers@gmail.com 
CR-3 

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

To the County Council: 

I am a resident in Howard County and am opposed to CR-3 2019 . The 108/Shepherd Lane intersection is already a mess 
and the modification being proposed by RHGC in no way addresses the current issue and will in fact increase the 
problems. New development should improve the community not add to its problems. 

Sincerely 
Susan Rasheed 
11226 Peartree Way 
Columbia MD. 21044 
410-992-6789 
Sue .rasheed@gma ii .com 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Phyllis Kelley <thekelleyfamily4@verizon.net> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 9:59 AM 
CouncilMail 
elsaessers@gmail.com 
Opposition of CR-3 2019 to County Council and Count Executive 

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

Dear Howard County Council Members, 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend any capital funds for this 
purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public interest and it is obviously in the 
interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches 
MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. This proposed change is in our 
school zone with many inexperienced high school drivers, and soon, with the development of the 
retirement community, elderly drivers will also be navigating this dangerous stretch of congested 
road. 

After this proposed change it would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 eastbound through 
lane at the Sheppard Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. Please 
ensure that the county and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the safety and 
best interest of the local community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best 
interests of a single developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improves 
the roads for the benefit of the community. 

Sincerely, 

Phyllis and Warren Kelley 
5709 Whistling Winds Walk 
Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Amanda Mariano Brooks <acmariano@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 8:35 AM 
Ball, Calvin; CouncilMail 
elsaessers@gmail.com 
Road Expansion on 108 in Clarksville 

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

As a citizen of Clarksville and a parent of a CES student, I urge you to consider the in pact of the decision to alter traffic 
patterns at the request of a developer at the cost of tax payer dollars. The proposal will drastically alter traffic for the 
schools in this area. Please do not spend tax payer money on a proposal that will not improve our community for our 
children. 

Thank you, 

Amanda Brooks 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Diane Mason <diane.b.mason@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 7:15 AM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
Kristina and David Elsaesser; Mark Mason 
Opposition to plan to realign Sheppard Lane Intersection in Clarksville 

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

Dear Howard County Executive Dr. Calvin Ball and Howard County Council Members, 

I am emailing to let you know of my opposition to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to 
expend any capital funds for this purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public 
interest and it is obviously in the interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto 
Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. After this proposed change it would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 
eastbound through lane at the Sheppard Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 
eastbound. 

Please ensure that the county and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best 
interest of the local community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best 
interests of a single developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improves 
the roads for the benefit of the community. 

I am an active community member living in Clarksville since 2004 with two high school children at 
River Hill High School - I am very concerned about the safety of this intersection. 

I will be attending the meeting tonight to show my opposition to this proposed intersection. 

Sincerely, 

Diane Mason 
12116 Shining Stars Lane 
Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

James Dalton <james.w.dalton@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 6:45 AM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
David/Kristina Elsaesser; Angela Dalton 

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

Dear Howard County Executive Dr. Calvin Ball, 
Dear Howard County Council Members, 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend any capital funds for this 
purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public interest and it is obviously in the 
interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches 
MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. After this proposed change it 
would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 eastbound through lane at the Sheppard Lane 
intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. Please ensure that the county and 
its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best interest of the local community, 
Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best interests of a single 
developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improves the roads for the 
benefit of the community. 

Sincerely, 

James and Angela Dalton, 
11716 Trotter Crossing Ln 
Clarksville MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jack Sacchetti <jacksacchetti@msn.com> 
Monday, January 21, 2019 11 :42 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
David/Kristina Elsaesser 
Objection to CR-3 2019 

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

Dear Howard County Executive Dr. Calvin Ball, 
Dear Howard County Council Members, 

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and to expend any capital funds for this 
purpose as proposed in CR-3 2019, because it is not in the public interest and it is obviously in the 
interest of a single developer. It introduces a dangerous curve onto Sheppard Lane as it approaches 
MD108 and will exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. After this proposed change it 
would no longer be possible to add an extra MD108 eastbound through lane at the Sheppard 
Lane intersection to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. Please ensure that the county 
and its Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) are acting in the best interest of the local community, 
Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best interests of a single 
developer. Please use our tax dollars for road changes that actually improves the roads for the 
benefit of the community. 

Sincerely, 

John M Sacchetti 

6000 Same Voyage Way #304 
Clarksville, MD 21029 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Joseph Key <jkey69@gmail.com> 
Monday, January 21, 2019 9:39 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
CR 3-2019 - Written Testimony 

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

Dear Mr. Ball and Members of the Howard County Council - 

My name is Joseph Key and I am a resident of Howard County in the Village of River Hill. I am writing to 
express my opposition to Council Resolution (CR) 3-2019 in its current form with the proposed road 
improvements as illustrated in Exhibit 1 of CR 3-2019. 

I strongly urge you : 

1) to take a more comprehensive look at the MD 108 and Sheppard Lane road improvements that takes 
into account both the development proposed by River Hill Square LLC for the redevelopment of the 
River Hill Garden Center AND the development proposed by Erickson Living Properties II, LLC for the 
development of a continuing care retirement community "Erickson at Limestone Valley" on the corner of 
MD 108 and Sheppard Lane; and 

2) to coordinate the road improvements between the developers of both projects such that an overall 
road improvement plan better aligns the Sheppard Lane and MD 108 intersection closer to the ideal 
intersection angle of 90 degrees and widens MD 108 in both directions to account for thru traffic in both 
directions as well as appropriate access to both developments. 

An intersection that is closer to 90 degrees will be a safer solution for the residents of surrounding communities 
including for parents and students driving to River Hill High School. A widened MD 108 will provide for an 
appropriate number of thru lanes in both directions, including the opportunity for bike lanes, without creating 
any bottlenecks as you transit MD 108 past both development projects. 

Generally, I welcome both development projects as improvements to the community. I look forward to the re­ 
opening of the River Hill Garden Center as well as new shops and the return of the Clarksville Post Office. 
also welcome an Erickson continuing care retirement community. 

Please take this opportunity to work in cooperation with both developers so that a comprehensive and 
coordinated plan is developed for the benefit of the surrounding communities. Please consider a single 
Developer Agreement with both developers that partners both developers with the county for the benefit of the 
surrounding communities. 

Thank you for not rushing into a decision when there is an opportunity to formulate a better plan for MD 108 
and the MD 108 / Sheppard Lane intersection. 

Respectfully, 
Joseph Key 
12033 Floating Clouds Path 
Clarksville, MD 21029 
410-531-5372 
jkey69@gmail.com 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Steve Breeden <sbreeden@sdcgroup.com> 
Monday, January 21, 2019 4:05 PM 
CouncilMail 
Council Resolution 3-2019 

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

January 21st, 2019 

Council Members, 

CR 3's purpose is not to approve or deny the realigned Sheppard Lane, but only to allow River Hill Square LLC (SDC) to 
construct the project without going through the bidding process. A delay in this construction will delay a return of the 
Post Office to Clarksville. Many residents of Clarksville and the Post Office itself, very much want it back as soon as 
possible, since it was closed in 2011. A traffic light at the realigned Sheppard Lane is a Post Office requirement. 

The public purpose is that SDC, which has done similar projects for the county, can be more efficient than other 
contractors would be, as we will construct the work at the same time, and with the same contractors, as the rest of the 
Route 108 and Site Development plan improvements. The Sheppard Lane realignment plans are already approved by 
Howard County and the State Highway Administration. 

I am aware that a certain Clarksville resident has a grudge against the former garden center owner, since at least 2010. 
The garden center was operating in this location since before his home was built. That garden center owner has since 
moved out of state. 

The proper venue for a dissatisfied resident is through the appeal process. In fact, he has appealed not only the 
Sheppard Lane realignment, but also the Site Development plan, both of which plans are approved by Howard County 
and the State Highway Administration. 

Steve Breeden 

Steven K. Breeden 
c/o Security Development 
8480 Baltimore National Pike 
Suite 415, 
Ellicott City, MD 21043 

SBreeden@SDCGrouo.com 
Direct 410-465-2359 
(w) 410-465-4244 X 1107 
(c) 443-250-9921 

www.SDCProperties.com 

21 



Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jinfeng Tian <tian0025@umn.edu> 
Monday, January 21, 2019 11:02 AM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
elsaessers@gmail.com 
Fwd: FW: CRITICAL! Please attend County Council Meeting on 22 Jan at 7pm to oppose 
plan for spending $1.26 Million in Ho Co Tax dollars to make a BAD Sheppard Lane 
Intersection that WILL make MD108 traffic worse! 

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

Dear respected Council Members, 

As a father driving my son on 108 every school day, I oppose the CR-3. 

Thanks 

Jinfeng Tian 

-------- Forwarded Message-------- 
Subject:FW: CRITICAL! Please attend County Council Meeting on 22 Jan at 7pm to oppose plan for spending $1.26 

Million in Ho Co Tax dollars to make a BAD Sheppard Lane Intersection that WILL make MD108 traffic worse! 
Date:Mon, 21 Jan 2019 15:58:11 +0000 
From:Tian, Jinfeng <Jinfeng.Tian@fda.hhs.gov> 

To:Jinfeng Tian <tian0025@umn.edu> 

From: Guo, Rong 
Sent: Friday, January 18, 2019 9:22 AM 
To: VP _Clarksville <VP Clarksville@fda.hhs.gov> 
Subject: FW: CRITICAL! Please attend County Council Meeting on 22 Jan at 7pm to oppose plan for spending $1.26 
Million in Ho Co Tax dollars to make a BAD Sheppard Lane Intersection that WILL make MD108 traffic worse! 

Dear all, 

If you are annoyed by the increasingly heavy traffic on 108 like me, please make an effort to attend the county council 
meeting on January 22, 7 pm, at county courthouse to testify or just show up to oppose CR-3, to limit the over­ 
development of River Hill Garden Center. Or you can email Opposition of CR-3 2019 to County Council and Count 
Executive. RHGC is asking the county to pay our tax dollars to modify Sheppard Lane traffic light, for their own benefit, 
and sacrificing our traffic! Please read the below email for details. 

I will attend the meeting and testify. Please join me, join our many disappointed neighbors, to make our voice heard! 

22 



Thank you! 

Rong 

Location: 3430 Courthouse Drive, Ellicott City - 21043 
January 22 at 7pm 

Banneker Room, George Howard Building 

Click here to sign up to testify 

Begin forwarded message: 

Dear Neighbors, (please forward to other local residents and commuters on MD108, 
see below for ACTIONS where you can help) 

The River Hill Garden Center (RHGC), redeveloping as the River Hill Square (RHS), 
has put together a SECRET and OUTRAGEOUS road plan for Sheppard Lane and 
MD108 (Clarksville Pike) that is beneficial for them but horrible for community! 

The RHGC is asking the County to pay 1.26 Million of our tax dollars to fund this 
movement of Sheppard in Council Resolution CR-3 2019, to be considered at the 
22 Jan Council Meeting. Our tax dollars are being used to make our roads less 
safe and exacerbate traffic congestion on MD108. 

And there will be NO TRAFFIC SIGNAL AT LINDEN LINTHICUM LANE! This is 
where the county should be spending our tax dollars! 

The RHGC was required by County Law to give a community pre-submission meeting 
on this plan, but they DID NOT because they knew the community would be opposed! 

Their plan produces a dangerously curved Sheppard Lane that does not conform to 
county road design requirements. Specifically, RHGC is excessively bending the last 
several hundred feet of Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108 into a roller coaster 
configuration in order to enable a signalized entrance at the Sheppard signal. 

This Road configuration will make traffic congestion on MD108 much worse due to the 
extra delays at this signal for the shopping traffic and it will make the single lane 
eastbound bottleneck of MD108 at Sheppard lane permanent, preventing the addition of 
an extra east bound MD108 through lane to alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 East. 
Click here to show the Westward realignment of Sheppard Lane: 

1° JwestRelocationOfSheppard.PNG 

This section of MD108 is our School Zone for River Hill High School and Clarksville 
Elementary School. River Hill, Clarksville, Dayton, and Highland use these roads gets 
to the schools and to points east. These are our roads! The RHGC is taking over our 
roads and relocating Sheppard for its purpose of maximizing use of this triangular 
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property as a hiqh-throu; .. ,-,ut shopping center! The RHGC CL. .• ant entrance is perfectly 
sufficient and most businesses on MD108 do not have a signalized entrance. 

There is a much better realignment of Sheppard to the east on MD108, using an 
existing right-of-way that the County set aside for this purpose. This configuration is 
better for the community, since it provides a safer Sheppard Lane, brought more gently 
into a standard perpendicular intersection, and better traffic flow on MD108. This 
Sheppard configuration allows adding an extra MD108 through lane at the Sheppard 
intersection to enhance traffic flow to the east. 
Click here to show the superior Eastward realignment of Sheppard: 

1° iEastRelocationOfSheppard.PNG 

ACTIONS: 

Please attend the County Council Meeting on Tuesday, Jan 22, 7pm, 3430 
Courthouse Drive, Ellicott City, 21043, and testify against CR-3 2019 and against 
the plan to realign Sheppard to the West for the sole benefit of the RHGC. You 
have up to 3 minutes to speak, but you have to click here to sign up to testify: Click 
here: Jan 22, 2019 County Council Meeting Information and Sign Up to Testify 

If you don't want to testify but are opposed to this resolution and support the position 
that developers of the properties along this section of MD108 should be required to 
actually improve the roads not for themselves but for the community, please let me 
know and I will ask you to stand up to support my testimony. 

EMAIL Oppositlon of CR-3 2019 to County Council and Count Executive 

councilmail@howardcountymd.gov 
calvinball@howardcountymd.gov 
Please CC me at elsaessers@gmail.com 

Please email the county council and the county executive, Calvin Ball, and tell them that 
you are opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard to the west and that the county and its 
Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) should be acting in the best interest of the local 
community, Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best interests of 
a single developer. Tell them to use our tax dollars for a road changes that actually 
improves the roads for benefits the community. 

Sincerely, 

Dave 

David Elsaesser 
5737 Whistling Winds Walk 
Clarksville, MD 21029 

Here are more details behind the assertions above. 
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In order maximize the re-development of the RHGC site as a high-throughput shopping 
center (called River Hill Square, RHS) the owner and developers are proposing to add a 
signalized entrance at the corner of their property near the Linthicum Cemetery. This 
requires alignment with Sheppard Lane which they would accomplish by moving 
Sheppard Lane to the West onto the Limestone Valley Farm and shifting the traffic 
signal to the west as well. The new Sheppard will traverse very hill terrain as it bends 
first to the west and then back towards the east. They are turning the last several 
hundred feet of Sheppard as it approaches MD108 into a ROLLER COASTER. The 
new Sheppard DOES NOT MEET County Road Design Guidelines because it has a 
high curvature, both horizontally and vertically. However, the County granted a waiver 
for the sub-standard road because the RHGC developer said that it was the only way to 
realign Sheppard lane to for an improvement in Sheppard and MD108. This is FALSE! 

Besides the dangerously curved Sheppard Lane (which is more severe than depicted 
above) there are other problems with the westward realignment of Sheppard lane to 
provide a signalized entrance for the RHGC. 
- This configuration precludes the possible to actually improve the throughput of MD108 
by adding a second eastbound MD108 lane through the MD108/Sheppard 
intersection. There will only be the one through lane choke point that we have now, 
which is shared with the entrance to River Hill High School past the intersection. This 
single through lane causes backups to MD32 during the morning and evening rush 
hours. 
- Due to vehicles entering and exiting the shopping center at this signal there will be at 
least two extra phases on the traffic signal causing further delays for traffic on MD 108 
and Sheppard Lane. This will be a disaster for the school traffic in the morning. 
- The proposed left turn from MD108 eastbound lane onto Sheppard Lane North would 
be 1200 ft long and would extend to Linden Linthicum Lane. MD108 eastbound 
vehicles will treat this left lane as a through lane and only merge to the single though 
lane near Sheppard. This will cause the left turn lane to be blocked at rush hour when 
vehicles are trying to force their way to the right and funnel into the single through lane. 
- Finally, the realigned Sheppard lane will only improve from a 55 deg angle of 
intersection with MD108 to a 60 degree angle. This is because the purpose of the 
Sheppard configuration is to align with the RHS entrance which runs along the east side 
of the RHGC triangular property which is aligned with the current Sheppard lane. For 
safety and sight lines a standard 90 degree/perpendicular intersection is preferred. 

A far superior realignment of Sheppard Lane is to bend Sheppard gently to the east as it 
approaches MD108. The curved yellow line to the east of Sheppard shown in both 
figures, which is bending to the east away from Sheppard, reserves a right-of-way 
between the road and the residential properties of Clearview Estates. On the plat the 
purpose of this right-of-way is identified as "for the purpose of a road". Therefore, 
county planners had previously established that the best way to realign Sheppard Lane 
would be to gently bend it to the east as it approaches MD108, easily bringing it into a 
standard and safer 90 degree/perpendicular intersection. In addition, the terrain on the 
east side of Sheppard is far less steep compared with the west side (Limestone Valley 
Farm). Therefore, the gentle (single direction) bending and the smaller elevation rise 
will make the east realignment far safer and better for vehicles on Sheppard Lane. 

It is important to remember that the Sheppard Lane/MD108 intersection is in the school 
zone and many new and inexperienced high school drivers will be traveling through this 
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intersection and onto ana .J,f of Sheppard Lane. Therefore, the ..;aunty should put extra 
effort in providing both a safe realignment of Sheppard and a safe Sheppard/MD108 
intersection. 

The movement of Sheppard to the east allows an extra through lane to the east on 
MD108. This will greatly alleviate traffic congestion on MD108 eastbound. This 5 lane 
section of road would be consistent with the 5-lane section of MD108 which already 
exists from Ten Oaks to Linden Linthicum Lane. The Highway Needs Inventory regional 
transportation plan calls for MD108 to be a 5 lane road between MD32 and MD29 and 
the east realignment complies with that plan. This 5 lane section road also allows for 
better movement of emergency vehicles, including fire engines, even during rush hour, 
to the east past the Sheppard intersection to the schools and to the residential 
communities east of Sheppard. 
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Sayers, Margery 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Arnheim <arnheim@comcast.net> 
Sunday, January 20, 2019 12:03 PM 
CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin 
Kristina and David Elsaesser 
County Council meeting/Sheppard Lane 

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

I am opposed to the plan to realign Sheppard Lane to the west and believe the county and its 
Planning and Zoning Department (DPZ) should be acting in the best interest of the local community, 
Howard County taxpayers, and commuters and NOT in the best interests of a single developer. 
Please use our tax dollars for a road changes that actually improve the roads for benefit and safety of 
the community, for example a light at 108 and Linden Linthicum Lane. 

Thank you, 

Marjorie Arnheim 
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