County Council Of Howard County, Maryland

2019 Legislative Session Legislative Day No.1

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.

Tntroduced and read fisst time Q/«..a{/ Z 2019 @
By order Q/'

Jessica Feldma:k, Admmlstrat

Read for a second time at a public hearing on ‘EA—«AZ/ 22 , 2019.

By order

Jessica Feldmark, Administralm'»’) »
This Resolution was read the third time and was Adopted__, Adopted with amendmentsAd__, Withdrawn___, by the County Council

on g bmqu f’ , 2019.

Certified By. Q/

Jessica Feldmark, AdministrStor

NOTE: [[text in brackets]] indicates deletions from existing law; TEXT IN SMALL CAPITALS indicates additions to existing law; Strike-eut
indicates material deleted by amendment; Underlining indicates material added by améndment.
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WHEREAS, Section 4.106(¢)(2) of the Howard County Code provides that the County
Council may, by resolution, authorize the County Purchasing Agent to waive the formal
competitive bidding requirements for any single purchase or sale if, in the judgment of the

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

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

WHEREAS, the SDP’s Final Road Construction Plans include a realignment of the
intersection of Sheppard Lane and Clarksville Pike (Md Route 108) and related improvements,
(the “Road Improirements”); and

WHEREAS, the County has determined that the completion of the Road Improvements
at the time of the development of the Property is in the public’s interest and has funded Capital
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Imprevements;for various projects within the County’s Capital Improvement Program to fund a

portion of the costs to complete the Road Improvements; and

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 inclufding the Road Improvements all of which public

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

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
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sharing agreement, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit 1, with the Developer and to

request the Developer to construct the Road Improvements; and

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 Sixty-two
Ninety-six ; and Thousand One
Hundred Nine Dollars ($1.296,109.00); and

WHEREAS, approval of this Resolution is limited to a waiver of County competitive
bidding requirements merely for the purpose of authorizing the County to enter into the cost
sharing agreement, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit 1, and shall not be deemed

approval of any development project or site development plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the County Council of Howard County,
Maryland, this L‘lfa day of Eém/ , 2019, pursuant to Section 4.106(e)(2) of the
Howard County Code, it declares that the'best interests of the County will be served by

authorizing the County Purchasing Agent to waive the competitive bidding requirements of
Subtitle 1, “Purchasing”, of Title 4, “Contracts, Purchasing and Property”, of the Howard
County Code in order to allow the County to enter into an agreement with 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, for the
construction of road improvements at the intersection of Clarksville Pike (MD Route 108) and
Sheppard Lane in accordance with the Sheppard Lane and Clarksville Pike Intersection

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

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the County Council of Howard County,
Maryland that this waiver of competitive bidding requirements shall not be interpreted or

construed as approval of any development project or site development plan.



Exhik 1

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

SHEPPARD 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 “SDP”), 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 SDP’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 SDP 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 SDP 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 J4177 and 14220
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 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, (i) 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 personaily delivered in the case of the
Developer to:

River Hill Square, LLC

c/o SDC 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 Developers 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.]

OOL 12-21-18
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WITNESS/ATTEST: RIVER HILL SQUARE LLC

By: SDC 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:

| 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 SDC River Hill LLC, a Member of SDC River Hill LLC and that he executed

the foregoing Agreement on behalf of SDC 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:

| 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 SDC 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
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[Signatures continue of the following page.]

ATTEST: HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND
By: (SEAL)
Lonnie R. Robbins Calvin Ball
County Executive
Chief Administrative Officer
Date:

APPROVED: Department of APPROVED for Sufficiency of Funds:
Public Works
James M. Irvin, Director Janet R. Irvin, Director
Department of Public Works 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:

| 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
OOL 12-21-18
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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 J4177 and J4220
Sheppard Lane and Route 108 Road Improvements

EXHIBIT B
Howard County Charter
Section 901. Conflict of Interest.

(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.

()  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.

(©) 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
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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:
(1) Any entity subject to their official authority;

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

(ili)  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.

(i)  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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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:

) 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:

@A) 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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(i)  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:

) 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;

(i)  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.

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

(2)  Anofficial 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:

6)) 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;

(i)  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) @) 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.

(i)  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;

€ Unsolicited gifts of nominal value that do not exceed $20.00

in cost or trivial items of informational value;
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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 _L to Council Resolution No. 3-2019

BY: The Chairperson at the request Legislative Day 5
of the County Executive Date: February 4, 2019
Amendment No. Z

(This amendment makes technical corrections to remove reference to specific capital projects
and corrects a dollar amount.)

On page 1, in line 20, strike “Capital”.

On page 1, strike line 21.

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

County’s Capital Improvement Program to fund”

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

On page 2, strike line 6, and substitute “Thousand One Hundred Nine Dollars ($1,296.109.00):

and”.

ABOPTED WQ_,/ 4 LO/ 3

SIGHATURE =



County Council Of Howard County, Maryland

2019 Legislative Session

Resolution No.

Introduced by: The Chairperson at the request of the County

A RESOLUTION authorizing the County Purchas
bidding requirements of Title 4, Subtitle 1

into an agreement with River Hill Square, LLC, to ma

Legislative Day No.

3 2019

ing Agent to waivedhe formal competitive
of the Howard Gbunty Code in order to enter

certain road improvements at the

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

Introduced and read first time £,2019.

Read for a second time at a public hearing

By order

Jessica Feldmark, Administrator

, 2019,

This Resolution was rea

on ,2019.

!

i

By order

Jessica Feldmark, Administrator

e third time and was Adopted__, Adopted with amendments___, Failed__, Withdrawn___, by the County Council

Certified By
Jessica Feldmark, Administrator

NOTE: {[[text jn brackets]] indicates deletions from existing law; TEXT IN SMALL CAPITALS indicates additions to existing law; Strike-out
indicates matérial deleted by amendment; Underlining indicates material added by amendment.

f

J/



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

Council may, by resolution, authorize the County Purchasing Agent to waive the formal 4
competitive bidding requirements for any single purchase or sale if, in the Judgmen

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

WHEREAS, River Hill Square, LLC a limited liability com @Prmed in accordance
with the laws of the State of Maryland and in good standing with -.-—f

® N O 0N WN

of Assessments and Taxation (the “Developer™) is developing cdf

9 12171 Clarksville Pike, Clarksville, Howard County,

11 n A. Klein & Associates and described
12 eward County, Maryland at Liber 5082, Folio
13

14

15 wad Construction Plans include a realignment of the

16 sville Pike (Md Route 108) and related i improvements
17

18

19 Ounty has determined that the completion of the Road Improvements

‘Opment of the Property is in the public’s interest and has funded Capital
21 Project J4177, -' Road Construction, and Capital Project J4220, Developer/County Shared

[EREAS, pursuant to the Land Development and Subdivision Regulations of Howard

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

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



o ~N o ok~ W N~

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

sharing agreement, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit 1, with the Developer and (g

request the Developer to construct the Road Improvements; and

LLC, a limited 11ab111ty company' rmed in accordance with the laws of the State of Maryland

Sheppard Lane in accorddhce with the Sheppard Lane and Clarksville Pike Intersection

Improvements Cosjy/ifring Agreement, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit 1.

YIT FURTHER RESOLVED by the County Council of Howard County,

/4

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

construeh as approval of any development project or site development plan.
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Amendment _L to Council Resolution No. 3-2019

BY: The Chairperson at the request Legislative Day 3
of the County Executive Date: February 4, 2019

Amendment No. Z

(This amendment makes technical corrections to remove reference to specific capital projects
and corrects a dollar amount.)

On page 1, in line 20, strike “Capital”.
On page 1, strike line 21.

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

County’s Capital Improvement Program to fund”.

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

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

and”.



Fisher, Karina

From: Alan Schneider <ajs333@aol.com>

Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 4:24 PM

To: Walsh, Elizabeth

Subject: ~ Oppose CR3 §)1eppard 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 "ies". 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!



Sayers, Margery

From: hildon.mathieu@starpower.net
Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 7:06 PM
To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Subject: 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 1
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 impiied 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,
Name: Hilda Mathieu
address: 13180 ROUTE 108, 20777



Sayers, Margery

From: Soon S. PARK <soonspark@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 3, 2019 10:58 PM
Subject: 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):

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

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

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

e 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?

o FErickson vowed to make the intersection a 90 degree one for greater safety, not ]ust
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?

e 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???

e 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.

e 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.



e 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.

e 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!

e 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.

e 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



Sayers, Margery

From: Susan Garber <buzysusan23@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 3, 2019 5:42 PM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: Ball, Calvin

Subject: 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):

e 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?

e 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)

e 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?

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

e 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?



e 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???

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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!

e 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.

e 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



Sayers, Margery

From: David/Kristina Elsaesser <elsaessers@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 8:46 AM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: 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 | 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.

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.

1



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.

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



CR 3 200G
Sayers, Margery

From: Sonny Goel <sonny.goel@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2019 10:49 PM
Cc: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Subject: 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: | 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. | 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 | 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

1



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

| 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 | 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



Sayers,hﬂargery

From: Susan Gray <susan@campsusan.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 12:34 PM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: Susan Gray; Rigby, Christiana

Subject: Additional testimony CR 3 2019 Part 1

Attachments: 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.



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 (DAP 17-15)

https://www.howardcountymd.gov/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=yfrYzgl wBY%3d&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)
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Page 36 says Erickson project is proposing realignment and
widening of Sheppards Lane (in manner of that shown in CR3-
2019).

Gommunity Enancements

In addition to providing 2 traly integrated centinuing retirement community for seniors of Howard County, the Applicant is preposing a numoer of significant Community
Enhancements. The proposed transportation enhancerents provide much needed infrastructure improvenents aimed at alleviating existing issues relating to tratfic congestion,

signalization, and safety along this section of Route 108- Clarksville Pike. The oroposad Streetscape enhancements reflect the first step in the implementation of the Clarksville Pike

Streetscape Plan and Dasign Guidelines
Praposed Sireetscape Enhancaments

New multi-use pathway along Route 108

Development of a new putlic finsar park with benco/ seating areas

Creation of a nublic dcg park

Creation of 3 new putlic playground

Possiblz imp-ovements to pedestrian conaectivity north and south of the subject site (pending right of way availability and Siate/County approvall

Proposed Transportatiocn Enhancements

v Clarasvilie Pike road wideding to improve capacily and turning movements
. Rezlignment of Sheppard Lane to improve safety
. Widen sna:par: Lane to :rn\ﬂda two lane appreach to Clarksville Pisz
Install signalization at intersection of Clarksville Pike and Linden Linthicum Lane
. Construction of a new public access road on seuthern boundary of the site with the ability to connect to adjoining cemmercial preperties
L Pravide synchronization and interconnection of tratfic signals on Clarksville Pike

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 (DAP 18-

www.howardcountymd.gov/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=29]ADAg3dI8=&portalid=0

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 (DAP 18-03)
1/ /www.howardcountymd.gov/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=WXhTFTROR54=&portalid=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.
d.gov/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=TIR04]gXChk%3d&portalid=0




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 I, LLC

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

“Streetscape/Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements:
Route 108 Corridor frontage
* Construct muiti-use pathway, connecting crosswalks, gathering areas and londscape in accordance
with the Clarksville 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
e 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 Linthicum 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 eost 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.

Sheppard Lane
*  Provide a continuous eastbound left turn lane on Route 108;
*__Realign the intersection at Route 108 te improve safety;
* Widen Sheppard Lane to provide two lanes at the approoch to Route 108;
® Widen the westbound approach to provide two through lanes and g right turn lone along Route
108;
= Provide traffic signal interconnections from Sheppard Lane to the Route 32 interchange.



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.

July 28, 2017 letter from Erickson’s Steven Montgomery accompanying
above submission.

Page 4 of 9 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).



Under the Applicant’s proposed CEF District, all of these underutilized subject properties are
aggregated and integrated into a single connected design which allows for these sites to be
developed to a more appropriate and socially beneficial use while simultaneously allowing the
Applicant to provide Community Enhancements 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 Applicant is proposing the following as Community Enhancements:

Streetscape Enhancements:

. Streetscape enhancements along the entire frontage of Route 108 in accordance with
the Clarksville Pike Streetscape Plan and Design Manual, including, but not limited
to, a multi-use pathway with connecting crosswalks, seating areas, and flowering and
shade trees.

Transportation Enhancements:
- - Route 108 Corridor, west of Linden-Linthicum Lane
D Construct Public Access Road with the potential ability to connect to
adjoining commercial properties 1o the west of the Site to provide a
signalized access to such properties to Route 108,
- Linden Linthicum Lane at intersection with Route 108
)] Provide funding for signalization at intersection with Route 108 when

approved by SHA;

Gi) Convert the eastbound and westbound turn lanes to a shared thrufright
lanes;

@ii) Provide additional lancs on east side of the intersection.

- Access to Site
()] Install a separate dedicated left turn lane from Route 108 into Site;

Gi) Provide an acceleration lane for vehicles exiting west from site onto

Route 108;
Gii) Install a channelization to restrict exiting left turns from the Site onto
Routc 108;
(iv) Install a deceleration lane for traffic entering the Site from the east;
- Sheppard Lane

(63] Provide continuous eastbound lefi turn Jane on Route 108;

(i) Realign intersection at Route 108 to improve safety;

(iii) Widen Sheppard Lane to provide 2 lanes at the approach to Route 108;

(iv) Widen the westbound approach to provide two thru lanes and a right
tumn lane along Route 108; :

(v)  Provide traffic signal interconnection from Sheppard Lane to the Route
32 interchange. : :

Page 4 of 9

Qn 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 implementation 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,



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 itas 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). Itis
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?

[ 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






Sayers, Margery

From: Susan Gray <susan@campsusan.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 12:36 PM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: Susan Gray; Rigby, Christiana

Subject: Attachment (Part 2) to Testimony on CR 3 2019
Attachments: 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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SUMMARY EVALUATION
FISCAL AND ECONOMIC EFFECTS
ERICKSON LIVING AT LIMESTONE VALLEY
BY
ERICKSON LIVING
IN
HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND

Richard B Reading Asscivies
Princetas, New Jersey

June 27, 2018
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Frickson Living proposes to develon a campus style Continuing Care Retiremsent Communay
{CCRC) a 61,04/~ acre tract of land & Howard , Maryland.  The proposed CCRC
would costas independent living, molsted Jiving and skilled pursing units m a series of
linked neigtborhoods/ facilities consisting of multiple mid-rise residential buildings which
will surmound shared commusity beildings.

Projectices prepared by the Maryland Deparunent of Plaaning sad adopted by Howand
Cuoenty indicate a sigrificant futare inceease In the mamber of perscas aged 65 or obder living
in the County. As of the Censas of 2010 were 29,045 persons aged 65 or older living in the
Cosnty, with projected incroases W 50,050 persoes in 2020 and 72,330 perscas in 2030, The
2000 projected total of 72,330 persons aged 65 or abder is nearly four times the total number
of persons in et age proup living in the County in 2000, and the saticipeted rate of
population growth for this growp Srom 2010 1o 2030 & 2,164 perscas per year, & level 2.8
times the rate recceded from 1980 to 2010

Approximately 1,200 independent Bving usits are 10 be bailt within the peoposed CCRC snd
will include one-bedreom mad two-bodeoom units. e addition 1o the independent living
units, the campus will also contain nssisted living, skilled mursing, and memory care wnits.
. This portion of the community is 1o be built in phases based upon the need for assisted livirg,
skilled mursing, and memocy care wnits. It is expected that m build-out, there will be
spproximately 240 assivied living wnits aad skilled suning beds, including specilizad wnits
w care for Alzheimer's patlents. At ccespletion the peoposed developement would be
expected to have a resident population of appeoximancly 1,700 persons.

As assessed value of $260,400,000 ix estimated for the propased retirement community,

equal 1o 2 0.4Y percent increase in Howand County s current Wt real peoperty valuation of
$51.1 blion.

Brickson Livisg will provide a full range of services for the residents of the proposed
development, inchuding fird resposae'madical aid, secunty, road mainterence, stroet highting
mad sociad services, all of which are services which are typically provided by local o regional
governmsent units for the benefit of their respective constituents, The self contsined sagurs
of thy development coupled with the broad rarge of services provided within the coommusity

will minimize the reliance by the resdents of the proposed development upon the resources
of Howard County,

The methodology wsed in preparing this fiscal evaluation sssumes et the proposed
developmont was complete, in oporation, assessed and taxed during the most recent calendar
year. This assuemption hypothessres that the development bad been in place during 2018,
By peeparing this saalysis on & current (2018) basis, actuad cost snd revense data for Howanl
County may be utilized, and many factors subject 10 speculation, such as fubure property
values, fisture tax rates, fitere County goversment sad school appropeiations end the
Influence of other proapective developments i the County may be avoided.
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Utilizzeg the propeetional appropeistions obscrved in Howard County, Socal tax supported

costs of between $1,481,600 and $2.755610 bawe bocn allocated %o the proposed

Mmri:mmbew lunn::h-h.&gmhmm:
w

maintain the same lovel and quality of services to the Courty’s existing peoperies. This

information is further detsled on pages 24-29 of tis analysis.

The tax reveraes which the County would bave recelved for Jocal purgoses had the peopused
development beem completed and occupied Surisg 2018 have been calowiated %0 smount 1o
S68T0.SER. The anticipatiod revermes resulting from the proposed CCRC (36,570, 588) are
2.5 times the anticlpated ansusl service costs (52,755,610), and yield en ansual revenue
wurplus of $4,114.978 This information i farther detailed cm pages 29-11 of this asalysis.

The proposed CCRC is & retirement community with rosidests in their &0's and older.
AcceeSagly, the progosed OCRC will not generne chilfeen 1 be educated by the County's
public scheols ce place demands on the County’s park and recreation facilitics 1o Be degree
that traditional family housiag would.



The ensaing Sunmary Evalustion has been underisken oo beball of Erickson Living %
provide an assessment of the anticipated fiscal and economis effects resulting from the development
ofa Continzing Case Retireesces Community (CCRC) on & 61.04/. acee tract of land sioated in the
south-cererad (Clarkaville) peetion of Howard Coenty in central Maryland. The dasa sad evaluations
contained om e following pages describe the natire and magnitude of Be plareed development mnd
cakeulate the addod cost 0f tax supported services resalting from the new developencet as well as the
additions) tax revenoes expected to be genermed by the project.

The research and analysts undertaken hereln peovide information whereby chasges in services
and facillties necessitated by the proposad commmunity can be socoglished smoothly, with foresight,
and witherst interruption of existing operations, Of particular concem in the follrwing evalustion
o detaclod infomation pertaisiey

a) e coonomic hase and fiscal infrastrectare of Howsed County,
%) the natare, soope and magaitude of the peoposed development; and
€) e liscal impect of the development upon County government and school eperations.




Before procoeding %o the project description and the estimate of the met flscal Impect
assoclated with the development and cocapency of the proposed CCRC, & review of the existing
econcesic hase end fiseal strecture of Be Cousty will provide & seeful issight info the costrovenie
relationships 10 be mucwed  The County is centrally located withia Maryland and is part of the
grester Washington, DC-Beltimoee metropolitan aree, and is surrounded by the Maryland counties
of Anne Arundel, Baimore, Carroll, Proderick, Moatgomery, and Prince George's.  Howard
Comnty's location within Marylesd as well ax the immadistely surrounding area is shown oo Figure
1L

Howaed County includes spproximenely 253 square miles of land arca, and as such is the
second smaliest of Maryland"s twenty-three countles, though i s the fifth most populous of the
Stato's comntios. A very significant portion of the County's lead area sad housing bease is located
within Columiia, a plaaned commaunity developed by the Rouse Company dating back fifly years.
The proposed CCRC bs 1o be located in e unincorpoesiad Clarksville section of Howard Cosnty.
I is the Courny government that provides cxsential govemnment services and public school education
w0 Be rexidents and busnesses in Howsed County. The County also implements koag range plasning
imitistives that coordinate the County's planaing, 2onag, facilitien, open space and other oultural and
historic plans and programs.

Howard County was establishod in 1RS] when the former Floward District, 2 govermmental
pan of Azne Arundel Cousty, became a separate county.  Several small towes were evtablished
within Hewand County dering the 19 century bue development ressained sparse through the | 9607y
when the Rowe Company assembled several lard parcels asd bogan developing its mastor plaoned
development of Columbia. During the past several decades Be County has boen i transition with
sgnificant increases in population end development occurring as a result of developing commutation
petierns and the subsrbanization of the Washmgion -[altimore mewopolitan arca.







Population and Hensing
In 1900, the Cosaty contained o total popedation of 16,715 persons, a figure that incroased

caly moderalely over the next half contury with a population total of 23,119 persons reported in
1950. By 1960, the County's popslation amounted to 36,152 persons and since 1960 the County’s
popelation base has Increased significantly while the County Bas incroamed its share of the state’s
resident population. Popelation totele for Howssd County were 61,911 persons in 1970; 1 1K.572
persond in 1980, 1R7,328 persoas in 1990, 247 842 persons in 2000 and 287 084 persons in 2010,
The significant population iscreases in the Cousty i recent years are expected 10 coatinue for the
immediste futwe. Recent peojections jeepered by the Marylsd Depwrtment of Plansing and
providad by the Maryland Sute Dats Center indicate he aticipation of significant population
increases i the next few decades with an anticipated 2000 pepulation withis the County of 312,250
persons asd with further increases 1o 157,100 persons by 2050 and 366,340 persons by 2040. It is
projectod that there will be ecarly theeo tmaes as many people living in the County in 2020 as theee
were in J9R0. Those tronds and projections sre set forth below.

Haward County Pepulation Trends and Projections
1900 16715 0 61611
1910 16,106 1950 1183572
1920 15826 1990 187,328
1930 1618 2000 247542
1940 17,185 W0 287,085
1950 23,119 2000 332,250
1960 36,152 2030 337,000
2040 366350

Mwh“ﬂhhhﬂc%hmd%mﬂhhm“
6.4 peroent during the 1960, and amounted s 70 4 percent in the 1975, 95.5 pervent = the
1985, SKO percent in the 1950%, 32.3 percent in the 20007s, and 158 percent during the 2010s.
Sirce 1940 the County has wveraged o set ganual population increase of 4,213 persors end i




exposted 0 increase by 3,501 perscess per year from 2010 40 2030, The average houschodd size in
Hownrd Coumnty bas decreasod over time, averaging 2.97 persons per househodd in 1980 and 2,74
persors per housebold in 2015,

At the time of the 2010 Censas, there were 257,085 persons livieg in Howard County
including 284,763 persons living in 104,749 of the County's 109,252 sotal housing wnits and 2,332
perscas living in group quarten.  Owner occupancy was the domisast form of fenure, with an
estimated 105,360 (7).6 porcent) homes being owner cceupied while 24.6 percent were ronter-
ccowpled. Single family “detached” homing usits represented 538 percent of al! housing snits
within Howsed County with single family “attached™ homes representing an additional 19 9 percent
of the Courty’s homing units, The modian howsing valee of owrer oocupied bousing units in the
County was $415400, & lovel 378 porcest higher Sam the Manylasd median housing velue of
$301,400. Of the County's 104,749 occupiod housing units st Se time of the 2010 Census, it is
estimated that 42 § percent of sl houscholds had been moved into by their residents since 2005 and
623 pescent of the homes in the County had moved info by the houschaldor since 2000, Detallod
2010 Census population data for the county Is provided as Table 1, mod desailed 2010 Consus
housing data for the county s provided as Table 2. Comparsble dwe for the State is provided as
Tables 3 and 4,

Al the time of the 1970 Consus, Se portion of the County's total population represented by
persons aged 65 and older was 5.4 percent with a sotal of 3327 persoas in that age colwet. By 1980
the ausber of persons aged 65 or older ia Howard County had newrly doubled to 6,081 persons
repeesenting 5.1 percent of the Cousty’s total population. This age group was repocted o bave
increased 1o a total of 11,330 persons in 1990 with s additional increase w 18,468 persons by 2000
whan persons aged 65 or elder represented 7.5 percent of the total population of Howsed County.
The 2010 Censas reports a total of 29,045 persons aged 65 or older living in Howand Cousty,
representing 10.0 percent of the County’s population. From 1970 50 2010 the number of persons
agnl 63 ce clder knving in Howsed Cousty incroased nearty maefold and iacreased as a share of the
toted popalation from 5.4 pescent to 10.0 percess. Projoctions prepared by the Maryload Department
of Plannieg in its July 2014 Demographic and Soclo-Eeonomic Outlook indicate the expectation of
a signeficat increase in the sumber of persons aged 65 or older living in the Couney.
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Py 2020, it is projected that there will be 0,050 persons aged 6% or clder liviag in the Courty, with
further incroases 0 72,130 porsons in 2050 and 83 570 persons in 2040, The 2020 projected total
of §0,050 persons aged 6% or cdder is nearly three times e 10tal number of perscns in Gt age group
living i the Cousty ka 2000, snd the anticipatnd rae of population grow for this group from 2010
10 2070 is 2,168 persons per year, n bevel 2 8 times the 765 persons per year average rate rocceded
from 1980 8o 2010, B iis projocted that by 2030, 203 percest of the Cousty’s totad popelation will
be age 65 or older, represencing one of every 4.9 persoss living in the county, This information &
further detailed cn Table 5.

Howard County bas cstablished an Office on Aging sl Independerue which has produced
a “Master Plan for the Agimg Popeliation” in ceder 1o anticipate and peepare for the “types of services,
programs and facilities” associated with the rapi@y espanding 65+ pestion of the Coursy’s
popalation. The County expects that from 2020 10 2040 the pumber of persans living in bhe county
younger than age 65 will remain relatively comataet, while e 65+ porticn of the populstion is
expectod 10 increase by 44 percest during the 2020/ and an additional 15 percert during the 2020's
Part of the Master Plan is compeised of a list of the apartments, assisted living facilities, retisement
commranities, ¢k, that presertly provide age and need appropeiane housieg opportunities for the
senior poetion of the population. That semlor (65+) poetices of the population & expected to more
than double in number between 2015 and 2040, with wene porticn of that age cobort in noed of a
different foem of housieg.

School Earvliments

The sigrificast increase in population within Howand County Suring the past decades bas
Seen mocompanied by & comesponding incremic i the County's school earoliments. Durizg 1980,
the Howard County Public School System (HCPSS), serving sl of Howerd Comaty, repocted a total
caroliment of 25,225 students. Between 1980 and 1990, the mumber of studests in the HOPSS
increased by 18.9 percent 1o a total of 10,002 studests and further increased 1o a total of 44,525
students in 2000, Between 2000 and 2010, the mamber of students in the County increased by 12.3
percent 1 a total of 49,991 students and further incressed 1o & total of 55,638 stadents in 2017, The
average anmeal increase in stodent ensollment Brom 2000 10 201 7 was 654 not now studonts per yeer,



* TABLE S
el Bl m
AT T ™ T T e o Mee 08 .
o AT e oL - 00080 RoF M AN MLME
nmn e 0 7. r WAy -l R = 177
nrs 6200 W AE T £ - e e P IR
A w0 MM ALCE 0000 e TR T o o “aare
A ALE L] nm 700 LA [} el WA WM NI INEN
e 0304 o RLF ) o 17,408 T P00 . »A0
et N I A oy [ 10 Lt - 30
T QA - -t w.as o "o 1A 1120 -,
nget a3 =1 Ll L 0 0 “mim B 1
1x0 a0ne 100 1Las »eo LS 0080 1.0 nm ™
Ml 1AST WIES MIMg TP EAsS O30 N0 2 WMNE s
®AT 1T e e ) A ) o WANTT E LT
LY Rl 2] -ar L ] LMD 12 At Th ] oean s
- im ah am n anr Er ] $ 2] 78 ?
L 2 Lt ] LR L A0 Py 1] s M0  HQAN .
- am 10 = ¥ TN o e X0 i 280 AL
o nr b ¥4 ns A »m s oo -
2004 A fo _aw e LT 117 A e M WiER a]
0,75 e T AL 80 W Lt 3 WiM YEa ).
ue (28} -ms (1] m"a »n2 " ha ™) m
e €A BnAn s ¥ =mre L e A% wrsn 150,800
X ”waw e L ¥ 1} B Lo s w0 LT
1% ] [ 3F 1 na L] L “s s -wr " 13
nw L "e - 19 1. K ™ e b g a0 o
T (v o et DU airs sl MY NSNS Al s el WTAME EREAT AT E e
P gy poutard JO0N) 21 BN L ) B 4 3 - e LR Si) e wc 1m0 e | b

+ Later orom PArICOESON retes by 2911 e weivewies Semed @ Bar FCB 00T A _aeinusty furvey Thae petepe s e Sp0ted X P Coen T prodedor
by gmsen o ekl ey Rron eddeaies

B e ) ty T Manierd Depemwrt o Parvwg, Sy 2514 gt ool hsarok! Sats Som 117 S 2900wy bee T U Conrenst Bans. i e
tus hrow fala Ve FEE (et K parkapete e dele Yx 2071 8 e evleei by Pe Lo Tmt 2* Fhacyang Daset . 0 JTTE Aeariar Loty
Brewy Guka TAC w000 wen pplator B PO TOO%ed Bp0. BOE. W1 Gata MMIE] red FAE o drel s puintamor $ow o e Ade teiy Ve e U0 Dame e
Hnﬂ-ﬁ_d-*-—d“ﬁ-hbul s of fcoome Awyws

Framcione Wy rarded. Fmekye runte Sy el B b .



umm:rmwswmummmmmmmm«r
44,525 stodests nad 2.2 times the 1980 enrollment total of 25,228 students. The average ramber
of pubilic school children (PSC) per bousebold in Howned Cousty hes decreased fras 063 PSC per
houschold in 1980 to an average of 0.49 PSC per household In 2018,

The 2018 school budget's genenl operating fund budget, encompassing salary and benefits
plus tmnsportaticn, utilities, supplies, non-pedlic school placements, techsology services aad
mmnmm.mmmmmumd
$14.421 perstadent. The HOPSS total cxpenditure budget of $1,079,753 K31, which in sddition to
hh“mﬂhmmhdﬂ-ﬁnmmmmd
coastniction, peinsing, lechnology, heath, and other separacely funded programs equates 1o a tal
expenditere of $19,407 per stadent. School district enroliments are expected o icrese o 57,942
students by the 2019 school yese, with » school districs bodget of $1,134.416,060, yieldig an
sverage per pupll cost (totel bodget) of $19,578 Historic enrollments and recent badgets arc
summarized below.

Heward County Public Scheol Enrslbments

School Fiscalyer 1950 1985 2000 2010 2007 2018 201
Fall Enrollment MP0Z AN WS89 SSER 560 1042

Howard County Sehool District
Frojestod Eacollments and Expenditures
2017/18-20192
School Year 20018 201819 201920
General Fund Budget (§) 798,418,984 £19,106,284 850,682,321
Total School Budget (5)  1,077,630,676 1,079,753,%3 114,416,060
Projected Preolimens 55,678 36,799 57,942
Projected Gereral Cost ($)Stoders 14,350 14421 14,692
Projected Total Cost ($¥Studers 19,168 19,407 19,578

The Howand Cousty Public Schools include 41 clementary schools (prades Pre-K to §), 20
middic schools(grades 6,7 8); 12 high schools (Grades 9-12); s well as 3 sdditional specisd
scheols,
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Commercial Development

In addition % the County's increasing residential base, the commercial component of e
County's preperty base has also incressed s magainude in the past several years. [n recent decades
the focus and concentration of econormic sctivities in Howard Cowsty has shified from the its former
sgricularal and light manufactiring base to a more diversified base reflective of & developing
suburben srea. According %o data provided by the Burcau of the Cenvas, duting 1990 @ere were
$,384 businesses withia the County with employmsent totaling 90,310 persons snd payrolls of $2.250
Milion. By 1993, there were 6,374 businesses repomed within the County with 97,851 employees.
A continned expansion of the local coonomy resaltod in a total of 8,16 businesses with 145,239
employees and aggregste payrolls of $7.13% billios in 2005, By 2010 these totals had incressed 1o
§.581 astablhments, | 50,997 employees, and payrolls of $3.627 billicn. The most recent date
peovided by e Census indicates a 2016 total of 9,374 businesses with 176,059 employees sesd
payrolls of $10.814 ballion. The number of businesses within the County increased by ™. | percent
from 1990 10 2016 and the mumber of employees within the county increased by nearly 3 pescent.
During 2016, the professsonal, scientific and tschnical services sector of the econcesy socounted for
the grostest mumber of jobs within e courty, with s total of 42,102 jobs representing 23 9 pescent
of the county’s employment base  This information is Farther detailod below.

US Bureau of the Census
Coanty Business Patterns
Howand County, Mary land
Payrold Average Fmployes/
Lagloyees 000 Lstablishmeres Poreils  Establshment
1990 50310 2250520 5,784 24920 163
1995 9151 108 e 6,374 324 154
2008 145239 7,13R248 R163 49,148 178
010 150997 627140 K381 7,138 176
2011 152,384 K 905019 R547 SE43R 178
2012 157,028 9282 B7as 8,909 150
2013 165,518 9.724 038 B 946 5574 1§ &
2014 168040 10,0469 AR L 9,789 154
2015 165,100 10513964 9228 62546 182
2016 176059 10814141 937 6142 158

“Vstimated payroll
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Dexing 2010, a majority of the business establishenents in Howsed County employed fewer
than 10 employecs. There were 4,502 Howand County businesses with one to four employees ssd
1,584 Howard Courfy businesses with five 1o nine cenployoces for a total of 6,486 businesses with
flewer than |0 employees represcating 69.2 percent of all businesses operating withas the county.
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RAYABLE BASE AND TAN RATE

The economic and demographic chameteristics of Howard County are reflected in the
Courty's ratable base, and chamges in the County™s howsehold base and comesercial developmen
zay be examined in terms of the per parcel and total valastions (Rocuesents) of the touable
Fropertics in the Cousty.

Ratable Base

In the State of Maryland, real propertics are assessed a2 full markes value snd spplicable Stale
md Joca] taxes arc applicd 1o the peoperty’s assessed value. The actual value usod for assessment
peeposes i the market value of the property as determined by elther replacement costs, comparable
sles o capitalization of moome. The peoperty tax revesues geaerated theough the imposition of the
tax rates fand the vanious operations provided o peoperty owners by the county govemmen: and all
local taxing methoritics, including scheols, ruady, fise prutection, police peotection, sad other bocal
wrvices, Roveaucs generwied within a Cousty sty within the Countty, and (o general are not used
% fund state supplied sorvices. As of mid year 2017, the total combined tuable real property
vaduation ks Howerd County amounted 10 $53.118 billion. Thix information, which is peovided by
e Maryland State Depariment of Assessment and Taxation, |s susmarized below

Pacls  Nalue 3 NaboTarcscl$

Agticultursl LINL 42478900 378,587
Country Clubs i 4302411 430243}
Residontial 64910 20197172188 449510
Condominiums 392 1,531,105,054 182 448
Resideatial Commercial 17 9,586,300 563,500
Commercial L7999 4544601,1588 2,526,182
Industrial 809 AR 216695 4313000
Commercial Comdo 1,400 630521979 450,373
Aparenents 152 2324 481,198 15,292,639
Commercial Residential 149 45321 55 304,187
Townbouses 24926 TASRIS2A5) 106,596
Partial Fxernpt 0 299,656,353 0
Exemp 1AM AAss302912 8159

TOTAL 106,563  53,117,512.224 498461
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Comnty Fapenditarn

The Howsed County budget as prosestod is comprised of two beoad sectioas. The General Fusd
budget includes penorsl wse tax revenues, incloding property taxes and iscome baxes, ded
expenditeres such as education, pelice, ssow remonvel and bbvancs. The Gescral Fund budpet
receives 920 percent of its funding from variows taxes collected within the county, snd comprises
slightly Jexs than seventy peroent of the total Howard County budget Added expendmares included
within the All Funds Dudget are represeated by restricted funds which see dadicated for specific
perposss.  Includod within the All Funds Badpet is the cost of Fiee and Rescue Services, which
amoents 10 $104,170,763 and is supported by a locel tax. While &t is a dedicated fussd, it may be
tnote appropeiste b include that cost in the General Puad Bodget, as it s & tax supporied expesse
flem,

Draring fiscal yoar 1995, the total bodget (All Funds Badpet) for Howard Courtty eperations
wis $321.6 million. Smce thon the County dudget Increased o $669.3 milkon in 2000, $911.5
million in 2005, and to $1.248 billion i 2010, Duriag 2016 the cost of govemnmental operations
reflected in the County budget totaled §1.397 billion. The County's 2018 budges indicates s
incresse in expenditures o §1.582 bion, Educational expenses are by fiar the single Largest
expense, totalisg $627,146,166, chicfly comprised of HUPSS and the Howand County Commmnity
College, Fducation oxpenditures sccounts for 57 1 percent of e County's Goneral Pund budget and
for 39 6 pervent of the total (all funds) Howard Cousty badget.

Real Estate Tay Rates

Withis Howard County, there are mo dstinet musicipal subdivivions, and the individual
propertios within Howsrd Cousty are all subject 10 e ssme tax rodes from the County tavieg
wmthority. All land & unincospesstad and s such no Howand County propenties are subject 1o
distinet municipal texes, caly the Coursy tax rates are spplied. These taxes include property (Soth
real property and business persomal property ), fire and rescue, recordatice, =obile home, admission
and amusersest, local inocene, hotel aad motel, and tesfer.  Bducstional costs within Howaed
County, whach comprise 57,1 percent of the peseral fund budget snd 39 6 percent of the total bodget
arc paid for cut of the County’s geseral funds, with no dalicted school/oducation tax within the
general tax rate. The meost significant tex ssthority within the county Is the Howard County
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govemment operations including school operstions. The taxsag district where the property that is the
sebject of this analysis is located bas & combined (all seurces) total tax este of $1.382 per $100 of
valustios. Addnicnal taxes are collected on business perscaal proporty asscssments for the Cousty
and foe fire sorvices, The tax rutes in Howard County are set foeth below.

Howard Cosnty Government 1014

Manylaed State Tax 0,112

Fire Diwrict 0.176

Ad Yalorem 04040
Total Property Tax 1.32
Husiness Property

County 2535

Eig 0.840
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OFTIONS FOR SENIOR LIVING

Erkckson Living proposes to dewelop & fellservice, campus siyle, Continuing Caee
Retirement Commanity (CCRC) o the subjoct peoperty in e Clarksville section of Howand
Courey. The proposed OCRC will commain indepeadent, sssisted living, skilled numdng and memory
care units.

Daring the past scveral decades, several forms of housing, somse of which include varying
levels of howschold assistance or medical care have boen developed that address the changing needs
ol Bomeowmers as those Bomeowners sge. These is an incroasing Jevel of service and cwe provided
for perwons as their individual noods change. These specialirnl housing types inclde:

Astive Adult Communities- Similer i form s redidonsial sshdivisions with the exception
that cccupancy is limited 1o persors age 55 yoars or older.

Independent Living Eacilities- Provide housing with & minimues of ancillaey services,
gemerally limlted %o cne meal per day in a common fscllity. Other amenities may inchade basic
oppurg enl howe-keeping

Assisted Living Facilitics- Provids sssistance for revidonts with requimements of dauly living,
inchading hathing, dressing, and basic madical and health care needs.

Contiawing Care Retirement Communities- Generally provide s range of housag types
s care levels ranging from independent living level %o full, on-site, modical care. Residents ere
shle 1o incroase the level of care feceived s their individual noeds increase, up 10 sad cluding on-
site skulled mursasg care.

Ihese forms of howdng and housisg ocospancy reflect changes Sl ocour throughout life as
an individual, o a family's housing peeds charge. When noeds charge, preseatly occupued hoees
ofien bevome unsuitshle for the residents of the home. As a family transits 30 a sew home that &
suitable for the family's noods, the previcusly occupied home beoomes available foe another fammsly
for whom it would be appropriae.




Praject Descrigtion
The property that is the subject of this evalustion bs a 61 +/+ acre tract of vacant land locsted

ot the imersection of Route | U8 (Clarksville Pike) sad Sheppeed Lane in the Clarkaville section of
Howsrd County, Maryland. Erickson Livieg proposes to develop s Continsing Care Retsement
Commurnity on this land. The site, which |s currently usdeveloped with the exception of 8 Freestate
Cias Station is smrounded by & mix of land uses nchading agricultorsl, residential, reesil,
commercial, open spoce md corservation meas. Frickson Living prepases 10 develop the subject
property for a campus stylo Continuing Case Retirement Comnusity comaining appeoximately |,200
independent Niving units in spproxisunely Gfieen (15) meln. story mid-rise residential buildings
which will surround hared community bulldngs, courtyards mnd forest preservation areas.

The commusaty baildings will contaln the common facilities for the neighborboods,
inchading the dining room esd commersial kitchen, public activity areas, classrocmss, crafts rooms,
beauty saloms, wioees, banks, pharstacy mad central heating and coolisg equipment. Certan spaces
that are shased by all of the campes residents sach as o fully saffed medical clinic, an inter-faih
worship center, Bbrary, an indoor aquatics center, an saditonum, conforonce center, and other
recreaticnal spaces such as wood shops, Bobby rooms, computer labs, o, are also contained within
the various commuraty buildings. The campes will contain & health club and an Indoor aquatics
center for the use of the community's residerts. Climate controlled corridory sad pedestrian bridges
will imer<omnect each of the buildings %o other buildings within the overall campus  The inbert is
to provide for the day-to-day as well as long-term health care needs of the residents.

In sddition to Be independent living units, the campas will also comtain assisted living,
skilled nuesing and memary care units. This faciliny will be duilt in phases based upon the demand
for assisted Bving, shilled care and memory care units, 1t is expectod that st build-out, tere will be
spreovimately 240 assisted living and skilled nursing beds, all in private moms. At completion the
proposed development would be expected to have a resident popalation of spprovimately 1,700
persors. The campus will be busht in phases over a peried of tme with completion dependent upon
market shsoeptica.

Ihe propesed CCRC will include extessive on-site medical services 1o provide foe e
cagoiry medical peods of Be community s resdents, including full-time doctirs with speciskization
in gerutic mediciac, s well s additional medical penonae] inchading cardiologists, demtists,

9

i~ F— - ——




podinzrists, ophthalmologists, garoctierologists and ofher specialists on an as-aceded basis.
Modical services are sugmenied by reinad oo-site emergoncy first responders who will be available
24 houn a day, Acconding o extimates provided by Erickscn Livieg sed basal upon past expeticnce
with operating facilities, it is estimated that the proposed CCRC would comploy spproximetely 650
Full Time Equivalest (FTE) employees. Staggered shifts will be implemented = an effort to avosd
any increases in traflic volume during poak rush howr commuting periods. 1t is expected that the
rroposed development would be the 15* Largest emuployer within Howned County.

The CCRC is 10 be operatad an a self sufficient, controlied sccess residensial community with
security persornel patrolling the property and monitoring the vehicular acoess 10 sad about the site.
The bulldings will be fully speinkiered  The maintenance, repair and snow removal of all ca-sie
roadways, s well &3 the street lightasg systems will be the respoasibility of Erckson Living
Comparsble peojects completed by Frickson Liviag Gypucally contain a mix of sizes for independent
living units, seagieg from one bedroom units %o two.bedroces units. The fair market valic of the
propescd development has been cstimated based upon the equalized value of other comparably sied
communitics developod by Erickson in secest years. For the proposad CCRC, an average assessed
value of $181 0007 per Living unit is estimated, resulting in an estimated completed pecject assessed
valoe of $260,640,000. The proposed development would repeesent a 049 percent incroase in
Howsed Cousty's current total real property valustion of $53.1 billion.

Added Services

In terms of the range of services provided to the community at large, snd specifically, %o the
proposed development, Howand County s typical of suburhan srces where a hroad rangn of services
end facilities sre provided primanty for the benefit of bowschold revidonts. The proposed CCRC
will, itself, provide an extensive range of co-sile services %o its rosidents. The services 1o be
provided by Frickscn Living inzlude firs response modical service, transpoetation and paratracet
(ransporation for those with lmmited mobility), secursty, on-site roadway mainienance and street

TAssexsed value estimate based upon capitalization of scticipated st operating income May
be compared W nearty Belmont Station sparesests cocxsnent of §1 80,640 per unit and Robents
property anticipated ssesincat of $191,211 per unit
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Sighting, and social services, Automated flse suppeession systems will be installed in all of the
buildings and facilmes. The self cormained sature of the development, coupled with the range of
services 1o be provided St the dependence upon Howand Comnty for services. The sesvices 1 be
peovided by Howard County to the plamed CCRC are comsidered to be comparable %o thase
fumished 10 other ow-Intensity commercial developascsts and are quite different from the range of
poveramental mad school services provided o typical residential sub-divisions sad Individual
peoperfics. In mamy respects, the local seevices cost geneeation of 3 CCRC muary be compared 1o &
majar boted or hosgital operation Some would maums & heightened need for emergency scevices
with & ecssmunity of persons aged 65 yesey and older. That mesamption is mitigmed by several
factors. Most significarely, the community is staffod with health care professiceals who will serve
a5 the first respoaders ¥o emergencees. Residents in need of immediate care will pull & chaln on their
wall or press a bution % sunmos belp rater than disling 911, Further, residests who do have
sipaifican health issces may be sltended t within the community's seisted living. skillad nursing
and memary carc units.  Residents of thoss units are already receiving a heightened level of daily
medical atiention and are less Iikely b be in nood of emergency services than the peneral population

21
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

Flissal Impact

The fiscal impext resulting from the development of the subject property for the peoposed CCRC is
related 5 the costs incurred by the County (n providiag the varsous services rogaired by the project.
The determunation of the fiscal impact of the proposed development mvolved the uss of an
cconcenetric medel which is gonorally referred 10 as the “proportional valuation mehod”. This
methed (proportional veluaticn) is consdered to be the most sppropeate, and is a widely used
costrevenue analyses tool. The “proportional valestion method™ constructs ss coonamctric moded
of the actual appropriations and revesues (o the subject goversing district (Howaed County) and
allocates these costs and revenues imo residential mad son-residential categories. An adystment i
made in B "proportional valuation methed™ 10 reflect She fact that commercial/noa-resdentia)
ratabics typically maintsin a significantly higher valuation in comperisce 10 the average value of el
peoperties.  This adjustment is made ca an inversely proportonsl basis wherely the higher the
average value of non-ressdental parcels, relative 1o all puecels, the greaier the downwaed adjustment
e proportional sllocated cost will be’ The raticoale for tis adjustment is that, on & direct
vabuation basis, pon-resdental propertics would otherwise be allocated moee than thelr appeopriate
share of conts simply because of their higher average valuatios. Within income producing
(sommercial) developments i€ is the sticipuied cmplayment Bt is expesiad to he generated by the
proposed development that represents the key determining components in estimating o costs
associated with e propased development.

I preparig e coitevenue allosations in this fiscal evaluation, it & meumed that the
frupesel development was complelc. in operation, asessed and tased dusing She most feoent
_mmmmu.mmmuwmuhm .
County may be utilized, and many factons subjoct W speculaticn, such as future peoperty valoes,
prospective tax rates, fusere distributions of sppropristicas and the influence of other prospective

developments in the Comty may be svoided.  Utiliceg the aforedeseribed methodalogy and
msumptons, the overall impact of the now development can be quantified theough & cont/revenue

*The Fiscal bespuct Handbook, Tarchell and Lissokin, Rutgers Universizy.
n



analysis of it effext upon the major sources of services fumished to property cwners sad residents
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Base fiscal dota for revenue impect analysis was besod upos the
current tax rates wtilized by taxing bodics within Howand County,

4)  Theproportional valustion methodology assumes that current avernge
operating costs within Howeed County are adequeste snd may scrve m
a ressonably acourale indicator of sdded scrvice levels continued at
the same relative scale; and

5)  Thecurrent distribution of expenditares among the varioss soctors of
Cousty service will remain constant i the short term and will servo
as the primary indicator of e way in which additional expenditures
will be sshsequently allocated

Usilizing the aforsdescribod methodology and assusplions, the ultimale mspact of the
completion and occupancy of the peogosed development cam be detormined through a costrevenue
analysis of %o major saxing soseves impacted by the now development.




COUNTY IMPACT

The fiscal effects anticipated 1o result from the construction and occupancy of the proposed
CCRC in Howard Comnty, Maryland shall be anahyzed in this section in terms of the added coss
expected 10 be incurred by the County providing services 10 the property. An evaluation of the added
tax revenues mnd other revenues expected W sccomgpany the proposed development shall alw be
provided.

Connty Costy

Insofir as the costs of the seevices now being provided by e County is the stativical
foundaticn for the costs to be generatad by the new development, an analysis of existing service/tost
relationships has bocn undertsken. In examining the services which will be provided by the Courney
ed, henee affected by the proposed development, it s apperent that the overwhelming peogorticn
of the locad services fumished, the facilities wtilized, and the persomnel reguired by Howard Cousty
are irvalved in serving the noeds of the County's resident populaticn, with commercial propertios,
particelarly larpe solf contained office complenes, industrial sites, aed others croating a limited
domard for local governmental services.

The anticgpated fiscal impact of the proposed development bas been estimated hased wpon
e we of the propartional valustion method. Propoetiosal valuation is considered to be the most
appropriate, widely used costrevenue malysis ool and Bas boes accepted by the Urban Land
Iratitutc in i8s Dovelopment lmpact Assessment Handbook for determining the fiscal mspacts of new
developments. Costs and revenses ars divided into residential, non residental categotios and other
md an sdjustment i made in the “propocticsal valustion method™ o reflect the fact that
commescial/neo-resdential ratables typically maimain a significantly kigher vakastion in comparison
10 the average value of all properties. The rationale for this sdjustment is that, on & direct valuation
basiy, noa-residential properties would otherwise be allocated moee than thear appeopeiate share of
conts smply hocause of their higher average valuatios. Within income producing (commercial)
developments it is the aeticipated csployment St is expected to be penerated by the proposad
dovelopment that repeesents the key determining components s estimating the costs axsociated witk
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Be peoposed development. Costs associated with residentia) developeserss are determined on a per
capiia and/or per school stedent hasis.

A summery of the County’s current (2018) General Fund bodget rovenues snd capenditures,
as peesenied in Table 6, provides & usefid profile for the determination of the fisesl impeact
attributable to the propesed development.  As may be seen on Table 6, de County’s school
expenditure s the single largost cost flem, totaling $627.1 miliion in 201K, equal % 39.6 pescent of
the Cousty”s 10tal expenditures of §1.581,936,633 ard 47,1 porcent of the Howaed Courty gencral
(92.0 percent tax funded) budget of $1.008 746,451, The most significart funding sources withia
the CGemeral Fund Badpet are Property Taxes mad Income Taxes which together sccoust for 388
peroent of the General Fund Bedgel. Due to e matere of the proposed development, no added
school children are expected %o enroll in S Howsed County school divrict m » direct result of the
construction snd occuparcy of the proposed CCRC mnd mo sdded school costs are mnticipated.

Reatdengial Conts- Helore the data and relationsdéps indcated in Teble 6 may be utifined,
certan adjustments must be made 10 separse its renidential and mon-residential components. The
County's residential peoportios, which inchade properties classified as Resdential, Condominium,
Commercial Residential, Apartments, and Townhosses reprosent 91 91 percont of the County s fotal
properties and 7637 percent of the total valuation, which sverages to 84,14 porcont of
percels/valuation represcatation. Usder the proportional valuation methodology, 84.14 percent of
e County’s total tax-supported costs wondd be assigaed 1o the County's sesidential properties. Of
& County”s current non-oducation, genersl fund budget appropeiations of $575,771,048°, 84.14
pervent, or SA84.451.760 would be assigned %o the County's estimated population of 323,220
persons, yielding a per-capita, tax supported cost of $1 499, The progosed CCRC is a self contained
community where the majority of the needs of the resideses will be addressed by the emgloyees md
e services provided by Erlckson Living, with sasy of Sose services replacing services that would
typically be provided by the County. Deapite the inberent efliciency associated with the reters of
B development and the Jevel of on-xte sorvices, the cost assigned %o the anticipated total of |, 700
residents of Frickson Living af Limestone Valley have been estimated wilizing e caleulsted County

“Total Howsed County 201 & Oeneral Fund expenditures of $ 1,098, 746,45 | mims edusational
expenses of $627,146,166 plus Flee snd Rescue Services expense of $104,170,76) equals
SSTS T M8,
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avernge cost of $1,499 per person. Accepting this prosont cost allocation with no allowsace for
marginal coating of services providad om site that would replace County provided services, the
resulting ety oot axsociatod with the 1,700 residents of e proposed development wodd mestoust
% §2,548,000 (1,700 persons x $1,499 per person ~ $2,548 020} If some level of efficicncy is
assumed in adding 1,700 new residents of the CCRC % a present commumity of acarly 325,000
perscas mnd conssdering @ concentruted, hgher-density nature of this controlled access commuraty
where many serviees are provided by the property owser theoagh Be 650 ea site employees of the
CCRC it would i be srcasormble to assume that the residents would be expocted to have a lower
assignmest of costs than the geseral population of Howard County. 1f that efficiency resaits in a cost
leved of fifty percem of the sverage, then the allocated use of county services occasionsd by the
development of the propesed CCRC would be ostianated 1o totad $1.274,010,

Commercial Costs- In addition to the allocated musicipal com of services mssociated with
the resident population of the propesed CCRC, there would also be an allocation of costs to the
anticipated total of 650 employees who will eventually be employed by the CCRC. Commercial and
industrial properties in Howard County, which inclnde Commescial, Induwriad, Coustry Clubs and
Commercial Condominiums properties repeesent 3.76 percent of all propertics and 16,32 percent of
e County's sotal assessed veluation, which sverages o 1004 percent of parcels'valution
reproscatation.  Given those distributions, 10.04 percent of S0 %otal current county expenditores
would be asmigned, in terms of costbenefit (or cost gencration) 10 the 4,009 commercial Industrial
properties in Howerd County, with s sssossed valuation of $8,668,642.262. Of the Counly’s
current estimated tax-sipporiod, non-educetion appropriations of $575,771 048, 1004 percent, o
$57.807 A00 wosld be assigned to the Cosnty's 4,009 nan-residoatial peoperties.



TABLE ¢
HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND

FISCAL BASE AND TAX BATES 1918
A RATABLE BASE
Paresls § Value
Agricultiral 1,131 424,789,070
Country Clubs | 4302433
Residential 4910 29,197172,148
Condominiems LR 1,531,105,154
Residential Commercial 17 9,586,300
Commercial 1,79 4,544 601,155
Industrial Ll 1489 216,698
—— e  anemie
Aparsmenty 2324 4511
Commercial Residential 149 8398
Townhouses 24926 TASE252.R5)
Partial Exempt o 299656353
lan LASESR912
TOTAL 86313 SLIITSI224
B. BUDGET SUMMARY-General Fund
Approgeiations Valse
Fducasion 627,146,166
Public Saficty 134312893
Public facilities T0464 978
Legishtive and Judicaal 28,288 054
COeneral Government 29003 806
138.582.552
Tota! Howard Co. Services §1,098,746,451
Rovous Valus
Property Taxes $531 S95. 197
Lecal Income Tax 444,292,154
Recoedation taxes 24170434
Oher Local Taxes B2 851
States Shared taxes 1,427 606
Charges for Services $15000,776
Livenses and Permit 9,850, 835
lutesest, Use of Money 2,138,900
Fines and Forfeitures 3987,108
Revenues Other Agencies 110,265
Interfund Relmbursemen 42,202,158
Price Yeors Punds 9.957.540
Total LS8 746451

375,587
4302433
H0k10

100.0
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The allocated costs of the County services which would be provided to the propesed CCRC
can row be determined on the basis of the added employees of the proposad developenent relative
%o the wverage county cost per employee gonorsted by e Cowunty's existing non-residential
properties.  Erickson Living catimates a total FTH employment level of 650 employees of the
proposed facility, The allocated, Howard County costs which could be expectad as a resst of the
propasad development may now bo estimated tevegh Be following foemda:

Antscipated
Noo-Residestial Fuising Addad added
Cons ! Esegloyess X Eseloyess = Costs
$5T07400 181,005 (B ) X A&504FTE) - $207.5%0

Under the addad emsployment methodology, the allocated aneual cont of County govermnmen!
services socistod with the development and cccupancy of the proposed new CCRC would oguate
10 $319.37 per employee for a total snnesd oost of $207,59%0,

The combined aliocated residestial and commercial cost of Howard Courty services malgned
%0 the propesed CCRC have been caleulated 10 be between $1,481,600 (31,274,010 + $207,59%0 =
$1,431 500, msuming an adjusied cost of services 10 the sew residents md $2,755 610 (32,548,020
+ $207,590) mewsning & full average cost of providing services 1o the residents of the CCRC.

Cast Allecations - The actual experience and distribution of the Courty”s expenditurcs smong its
varmus budgetary comgponents provides a basis foe the allocation of costs extimated for e proposed
pew develepment. The County's curmont genernl governsscst budget appeopriations, which furnish
the statistical feundstion for cost and revenue allecations, arc tabalated in Section B of Table 6.
Uilizing the propeetiona! appeopraations obacrved in Howard County, the spper limit local gencral
fund costs of $2,755,610 which are sttributable 10 the propesed developenest could be allocated to
the pertinent cost canegorien. The allocation of costs would reflect an annual allotment of estimated
sppropeiations prodicated upon the County's existing lovels of service and  appropristioss. The
sliocated costs of $2,755,610 would indicate that the County’s penomal fund nos-educational

estimate hased oa e Conms Burcan's County Busacs Pasterns 2016 reorted
employmcat total of 176,059 employees incressed by 75 porcent of She 1990 to 2016 average anmal
employment incresse of 3,298 net new conplovees per yoar,



appeopriations (lachadbve of Plre and Rescue Services) of $575,771,048 would be expected to
increase by Jess than 048 percent in onder 1o maistuin the same level aad quality of County tax

supported services W the existing properties i Howard County,

County Revenues

The existing and added cost of Countty services are paid bry the various sources of revenes,
In Howard Courty Shese cadegocios includo real estate (ad valorem) and poromal income tases;
transfer funds (State and Foderal Payments); med other, primarily comprising permitpeivilege foes,
impact fees and charges for services. These eategories contain revenoe sources which may be
considered to be “one tme™ contributhons or fees which are geserally derived from s off seting cost
generaticn, as well as ofher recurring ansaal revesue sources. The anmual, recerring revenue % he
derived from the taxes msociaed with the completicss sad oscupancy of the proposed CURC are
cxsmined below. As wies the case i estimating conts, the addod revenues gencrated by the proposed
CCRC may be caloulated on the basis of the County's actusl experience in generating Cousty
revenues. The mdded revenues anticipased 10 be generated are ssmmarized as follows.

Lacal Tax Revenugs - Of e Coutty's cursent anmsal goocrad fusd badpeted revesues of
S1O9R, 746,451, the most sgnificant revenee sosece is the property tax which sccounts for
$530.695,797 equal 10 43 4 percent of the County general fund revenuves of $1,098 746,451, with
perscnal income taxes providing an sdditional $444.292, 184 (40 4 percent) in revenoe. These two
revenue sources account for $975.9K7.981, equal to X8 percent of the %ol cousty generad fund
revenoes of $1,098,746,451. In Howard County, peoperty Lixes are paid by e rwners of receed of
the §53.1 billion in assexsed property value. In the 2018 fiscal year, the ax rale for real property in
Heward County including the site of the proposed retirement commusity was $1.352 per $100 of real
assossnd property valoe. The proposed CCRC weuld be expected 1o have atotal read property value
0F $260,640,000 mnd would be expectind to generate $3,533,283 in added tax revenues for the varlous

tax authorities governing the subject property. The distridation of this tax pevenue among the
varkous tax auorithes s set forth below.

P




Tas Authisity NaoeNo, ' TexBats  Taxes Conorated.
Howsed County Governesent 1.014 § 2,642,850
Fire District 0.176 458,726
Ad Yalorem 0080 24512
Towl Property Tax 1270 300,128
Husiness Property”
County 2538 190,125
Eits UA40 330
Tonal 2975 223,125
Total Taxes $3.535.25%

In addition o the local saves rised from the use and lploncntation of tic local tax sate, the
county also collects & significant share of its revenses from the impoastion of a local Iscome tax,
currently set at 3.2 pervent of income. Acconding 1o the U, S, Census Pareas, American Commurity
Survey, during 2016, withia Howsed County the median houschold income for households with the
houscholder aged 65 years or older wea 77,598, with 72.3 percent of those households estimated
10 harve anncal incomes greater than $50,000 With an estimased total of 1,3447 households wishin
the proposed CCRC, and wtilizing the €3 +hoesehold scome estimate of §77,598, addad Howard
County income tax revesue of $3,337,538 would be calculated (1,344 houscholds x $77,598 per
houschold ot 3.2 percent fax st oguals $3.737.335) When combined with the added revenee

"Maryland State Tax rate of 0.112 has been oosimed from this revesue calculation as these
revenoes collected aee for the funding of principal and imerest payments on state boeds, wad arc not
pert of the Howsrd County operating budget. This tax weuld be expected to genersse $291.517 in
revence oo the State of Maryland

*Hasod spon an estimated imitial furiture, fixtures and eqeipment assossmeont of $ 7,500,000,

W is ssumied that within the peoposed CCRC, 40 percent of the 240 care units have & spouse
livieg in one of the 1,200 1EU's. Therefore the sotal sumber of howsoholds is reduced from | 440
10 1,344 (1,200 + 60% of 240 | 144] egeals 1,544)

0



colleciod on the real property the total Incomse ncerelng to Howeed County from the proposed
development would total $6,870,600 (rounded).

Other Local Revenus Sources - Howmed County penerstes roverse from 4 varicty of
additional sources, licermes and permits, fines and foefeins, chargod services; and miscellancous or
other revenues. Diring the construction phase of B¢ propased developenent Bhe projoct would be
expocted to penerate sigal ficant fee income for the County, but those fees are asssmed to be one time
wssessmants and sot a pant of the steady-state operations of the peogosed CCRC. The proposed
CCRC may increase these foes as a secondary impact of development, but the extimate of increased
reverues from these sources has not been included as an additional revesue sosrce within the
reveruo analysis of this analysis.

Flacal Summary - Local Howard Courty added tax revenues are estimaned st $6 870,588 had
the proposed CCRC been completed and cocupiod duting 2018, The allocated cost of providieg
County services sssociatod with the proposed CORC total $2,755.610, asd the annead Cousty
reverno surphes for local povernment oporstions is estimated %o total $4,114.97% This net rovenue
surplus is considered 1o be highly corservative as the cost assumptions associated with the |, 70
residents of the community, who will be provided with & very wide range of services by Fricksca
Liviag, have deen basod ca the avenge per capita conts associated with the neods of the genenal
population of Howard Coenty. 1t is believed that the residonts of the comrmsunity willl penerate costs
w u significanly hower rate thas that of the general population.

Ericksen Living
Proposed Howard County CCRC
Anticipated Fiscal Impast
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FISCALIMPACT OYERYIEW

In the precading sections of this fiscal analysis, the mature asd magnitude of the peagused CCRC
i Howard County relative to the County have been definad and quassifiod. The prospective mspact
wpon the vanous services fumished by the County have boen determined. The addnticnal need for
a variety of services, and the costy, as & resull of the proposed development were substantially refined
to iHustrate the ultimale impact through costrevenue aralysis.

Redative 1o Howsed Cousty”s curment (2015) fiscal infrastracoure, the propesad development &
cxpocted 10 generate annual revenues which significantly oxceed the anticipated added costs of
providing service. Thus aesscipated net revenus ssrpbas would be available to the County for either
m expension of existing services, an adjustment 10 the local tax rate, o a combination of these
opticas.

The existence of a significant revenue surplus for local, schoot and other aperations results from
the spexific natare of the proposal and the substastal extent of the an-site services to be peovided
by Erickson Living. The government services provided within Howard County, including general
government, shend!, fire and cascrgency services, rond maintonnzce and lighting, healdh, welfare,
recreation and, perhaps most sigrificantly, edacation, wre structured to respond 1o the neads of the
County’s eapidly growing resdent populaton base.

Haod upen the forspomg fiscal evaluation, the proposed CCRC wosld be expected %o result
= & sygnifican net fiscal bonefit for the various entitiex which presently provide services within the
Cousty with surplus revenues gesersted for school snd comly operations. 1t Is estimated that the
total net revenoe surplus resulting from the construction end occepency of the proposcd CCRC
would have Wtalicd $4,114.978 had the project been eccupeed during 2018, 1t is expected that by
2020 teze will be S0,050 persons aged 65 or older living in the County, with further increases to
72,330 persons in 2050 and £3,570 persoas in 2040 The 2020 projected total of $0,050 persons
aged 65 or older is nearly three times the total number of porsons i Bt sge group living is Se
County in 2000, and the anticipated rate of popalstion growth for this growp from 2010 W 2030 is
2,165 porsons per yeer, a level 2.8 times the 765 persons per year average rte recceded from 1980
t0 2010. Howzed County has cxtublished an Office oo Aging and Independence which has peoduced
& “Master Plan fe the Aping Population”, imended 10 anticipste and prepare for the “types of



wrvices, programas s facilities” meociated with the rapidly expanding 65+ poctics of the Cousty’s
population. The County expects that from 2020 to 2040 the age 65+ portion of the population is
expocted W increase by 44 pervent during the 2020's nad s addtionsd 15 percem during the 2030
Part of the Master Plan b compeised of  list of the apartments, assited living facilities, retiremens
communitics, cic. Bat provide age mad need sppropriste housing epportunitics foe the senice peetion
of the population. The proposed Erickson Living CCRC is the typo of facility that would sddress
the expending needs of 4 comgonent of the County”s presest and fluture popalation.

Due %o their mbherent operational strocture wnd the lovel of service provided by the entity
ofersting s Contisuing Care Retirement Comenunity, thew facilities have only 2 limited ispest on
(meed for) local services. These commuremies are peimanity self suflicient sd depending on e size
ad location can operste s an itsslar property, with the day 10 day needs of e residents of the
community sddressed ca site, with medical, nutrition, recreational, educational, emertainmont and
other social noeds addressed within the campus setting At the same time, these facilities are among
the bighest vabue properties, with a deasity med value of development that provides for & very
favorable tax revenoe steas aad st fiscal enpact of the proposad development
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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. | reside at 5737 Whistling Winds Walk, Clarksville MD and | 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. |
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 (CCRC), 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. |
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, | ask the County Executive to retract CR-3 2019 as an ill-informed action carried over from
the previous administration. If he declines, | 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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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 A5 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. SDCis 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. | 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 AS. 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. |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.

| 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



Traffic, Community and Policy Issues
Related to
Erickson/RHS Proposed Changes to
MD108 and Sheppard Lane

e David Elsaesser
5737 Whistling Winds Walk, Clarksville, MD 21029

e Discussion with DPZ on 6 Aug 20138

e Presented to Howard County Council
on 22 Jan 2019
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Erickson/SDC

oroposed Sheppard Lane Intersection

Security Development Corp (SDC) realigns Sheppard for their benefit — not for community
« SDC is the developer for River Hill Square (RHS) redevelopment of RH Garden Center
e SDCis the owner of the Freestate Gas Station property
« SDC is broker for sale of 60 acres Rural Conservation (RC) Lots for Erickson CCRC
CEF: enhancements beneficial to the community ...free and open to the general public, as
opposed to a commercial use.”
No benefit of moving Sheppard West for Erickson — doing it for their SDC broker
Realignment of Sheppard solely to implement a high throughput shopping center at %5

River Hill Garden Center (Square) -- bad for traffic flow on MD108, Schools, Community




Proposed Sheppard Lane Intersection Bad for Community
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Dangerous bend as Sheppard approaches MD Requires a waiver
Single through lane to the East is a choke point on MD-108
* Three lanes funnel into one through lane at Sheppard causes delays at peak traffic times
Developer brags of 1200 ft turn lane onto Sheppard North. Motorists will treat it as a through lane
until near Sheppard intersection, then try to merge into single through, blocking left lane
Extra 2 phases on traffic light at Sheppard for RHS further causes delays

Highway Needs Inventory specifies 5-lane MD-108, between Rt32 and Rt29—this proposal is
counter to this regional road plan

COMMUNITY GETS A BAD INTERSECTION BECAUSE LAND OWNER BOUGHT A TRIANGLE
and is trying to turn it into a high-throughput shopping center.

, mee sV at 60-70 deg angle

A3




PM Traffic Congestion

* 5pm, Thursday, Dec 5, 2013 at MD108/Linden Linthicum
Lane due to choke point at Sheppard Lane




AM Traffic Congestion

* 7:15 AM, Friday, Dec 6, 2013 at MD108/Linden
Linthicum Lane due to choke point at Sheppard Lane




Terrain at Sheppard Lane MD108 intersection

|

Moving Sheppard lane to east into the large right-of-way is much better because:
* The terrain less hilly to the east, and there is a smaller elevation rise east of the current
Sheppard location compared to Erickson’s proposal of the West (10-12 ft)
* The Right of Way is curved to the East indicating that its intention was to gradually bend
Sheppard to the East and bring it into a standard perpendicular intersection
* The easement on the plat indicates this ROW is for Sheppard Lane Road improvement

A6
* You only have to bend Sheppard one way, gradually to the east. No crazy, dangerous bends!




Clearview Estates Plat ... “For the purposes of a public road”
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Better Sheppard Intersection and Better MD108 Throughput

Bend Sheppard Lane to the east for the benefit of the community!

Better traffic flow: Allows TWO through lanes to east and TWO through lanes to the west
Safer: Standard Perpendicular/90 degree Sheppard Intersection with MD108

Safer: Less and more gradual bending of Sheppard Lane as it approaches MD108

Extra Lane ensure no backups due to high traffic volumes and due to sharing of

a single lane with the RH High School entrance

WHO IN THE COUNTY AND STATE ARE ADVOCATING FOR THE COMMUNITY!! s




Baseline MD108 Design Requirements: Continuous 5 lane MD108
From Village center to Schools and Safe MD108/Sheppard Intersection

Clarksville and Howard County need a continuous 5 lane section of MD108 through
commercial center and to or past the Clarksville Elementary School
Better for traffic flow on MD108, especially in light of new/upcoming changes:

« New Clarksville Commons Shopping Center, New Shopping Center at Ten Oaks Rd,

Residential Community at Guilford Rd., Rt32 Expansion, School Redistricting

Safer for School zone/buses, this is the only way for residents to drive to RHHS, CES
Better throughput for safety vehicles during rush hour
RH Square can use its existing entrance, with a protected left if necessary
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No Clearview Residential Impact

« Developer/Attorney for RHGC/Erickson
argues that moving Sheppard east into
Right of Way is bad for single Clearview
Resident on north east side of

Sheppard
» Claim moving road into ROW as shown
will cause a nuisance to neighbor
» Asked neighbor if he wants the road
closer to his property and of course
neighbor is concerned/opposed
« Moving Sheppard East will not cause Property Line
nuisance to Clearview neighbor
« Neighbor has at least 600 ft of
separation to east relocated road, 350
foot of thick woods
e Relocated Sheppard only 10-15%
closer to neighbor -- insignificant
e Potential Sheppard nuisance
insignificant compared to MD108 -- 1640 30 ft
vehicles moving faster here, and higher
MD2108 only 180ft from resident in elevation
« Moving Sheppard west for RHGC will put it
16ft higher in elevation, potentially more of AR . |
a sound/visibility nuisance to neighbor o | __ _. A10

Sheppard
Lane

River Hill Garden
Center Proposal




Better/Safer Access by Moving Sheppard to East

& . Vo,
* Bend Sheppard Lane to the east vs west. Allows Assisted Living Blds to move to east as well.

Provide space to add an entrance on Sheppard Lane. Provides safer access MD 108
* This access to Sheppard lane MD108 closer to most of independent living buildings
* Remove dangerous left turn into CCRC from MD108 east, make it right in, right out
* Allows RHS entrance (opposite) to be a full movement entrance with barriers

All
in center lane for protection of vehicles turning left onto MD108 westbound



Policy Questions

Who in the Howard County Government and the Maryland State Governments are
advocating for road modifications that are in the best interests of the citizens and tax
payers?

* Answer: NO ONE. HoCo/DPZ and MD/SHA are simply evaluating whether or not
developer’s proposal meet minimum standards. They say they are required by law
to grant these proposals.

How can a single developer be allowed to move a road into a configuration that is
beneficial for them alone but contrary to the public interest?

* Answer: There is no mechanism provided by HoCo/DPZ or MD/SHA for the
community to assert its interest in road modifications proposed by developers.

The developer’s proposal will be adopted if it meets minimum standards. The
interest of one developer/property owner will outweigh the interest of thousands
of HoCo and MD Residents, Commuters, Tax Payers.
Why are the residents of River Hill, Howard County, and the State of Maryland being asked
to tolerate a less than optimal intersection because the owner of the River Hill Square
bought a triangular property?

* Answer: DPZ conducts site-plan review internally and does not provide for public or
community review. Community will not know of potentially devastating road
changes to MD108 until RHS starts construction!

Al12



RH Square Plan Issues

* If you approve the RHS site plan you will be giving RHS permission to build an entrance at
a relocated Sheppard Lane
* Answer: Yes. If the RHS can acquire property from the Limestone Valley Farm to
move Sheppard to the west and the SHA determines that the realignment meets
minimum standards then the SHA will grant access and DPZ will approve the RHS

Site plan.

* Are you granting some interim permission for RHS to:
* Move the MD108 Intersection to the West?
* Move Sheppard Lane onto the RC Limestone Valley Farm per the diagrams in the

Erickson Plan?
* Answer: There would be no interim movement ... it would be the final movement

and it would happen without community input and independent of the Erickson
proposal for the Retirement Community. Community has only seen proposal to
move Sheppard in the Erickson CEF proposal.

* What happens if the CEF is not approved and the Limestone Valley Farm is not available
for the dangerous curved Sheppard road to enable an entrance at the east corner of the
RHS?

* Answer: If the RHS can purchase land from the Limestone Valley farm it can move

Sheppard Lane as soon as its site plan is approved.
Al13



Community Concerns/Interest

*  This section of road is important for community because it is our only way to get to local schools
* Community wants a continuous 5-lane section of MD108 extended from commercial area to the schools
* Per the Design Guidelines development process, DPZ funded SABRA WANG Traffic Study:
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* Community sent hundreds of emails to CEX (Kittleman), Council objecting to providing an entrance to RHGC at
Sheppard lane and asked for realignment of Sheppard Lane to the east
* Bottleneck at MD108-Sheppard Lane affects traffic patterns
* Causes Vehicles to takes shortcuts through our residential streets to access schools via CA Trails
* Shortcuts to avoid portions of backups on MD108
* The community has not been allowed to publicly address road changes to be imposed on it by the River Hill Square!
* Movement of Sheppard has only been discussed during Erickson CEF proposal and that is under consideration—
community does not believe changes are imminent
* County should be advocating for citizens, insisting Erickson moves Sheppard to east for
REAL road improvement, COMMUNITY ENHANCEMENT!
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Community Concerns/Interest

This section of road is important for community because it is our only way to get to local schools
Community wants a continuous 5-lane section of MD108 extended from commercial area to the schools
* Per the Design Guidelines development process, DPZ funded SABRA WANG Traffic Study:
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Community sent hundreds of emails to CEX (Kittleman), Council objecting to providing an entrance to RHGC at
Sheppard lane and asked for realignment of Sheppard Lane to the east
Bottleneck at MD108-Sheppard Lane affects traffic patterns

* Causes Vehicles to takes shortcuts through our residential streets to access schools via CA Trails

* Shortcuts to avoid portions of backups on MD108
The community has not been allowed to publicly address road changes to be imposed on it by the River Hill Square!
Movement of Sheppard has only been discussed during Erickson CEF proposal and that is under consideration—
community does not believe changes are imminent
DPZ will review MD108 Streetscape plan at RH HS on 31 Jan 2019 ... AND THIS IS STILL IN THEIR PLAN!
County should be advocating for citizens, insisting Erickson moves Sheppard to east for

REAL road improvement, COMMUNITY ENHANCEMENT!
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Richard A. Smith
12061 Broad Meadow Lane
Clarksville, MD 20129

January 22™ 2019

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

Re: Testimony Against CR3-2019

For the record, | reside at 12061 Broad Meadow Lane in Clarksville, MD and | 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 | opposed to Resolution No. 3-2019, | 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 12", 2013 and February 27%, 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 | 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. Taxdollars should not be spent on this project without community input and evaluation to other
more critical improvements needed in Clarksville:

| 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 | 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 café 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. | feel no decision should be made until the
outcome of this appeal is known.

| respectfully submit the above information in support of my position against Resolution 3-2019.
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Richard A. Smith
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To: Howard County Council

From: The Rev. Dr. Gayle Annis-Forder, 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: Doris <dorisisat@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 12:57 AM
To: CouncilMail

Cc: elsaessers@gmail.com

Subject: 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, | 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. | 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



Sayers, Marc‘;ery

From: Angela Dalton <gigi.dalton@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 8:28 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: David/Kristina Elsaesser; James Dalton

Subject: 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 | said at the beginning | have never testified before but | was moved to do so because | am so concerned
about CR-3 2019. | have included the text of my testimony below. | once again ask that you reject this resolution.

Testimony:

My name is Angela Dalton and | 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 | 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 | 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.

| 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



Clarksville, MD 21029



Sayers, Ma_rgﬂy

From: viviana simon <simon_viviana@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 8:10 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: elsaessers@gmail.com

Subject: 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,

[ 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



Sayers, Margery

From: Sumeet Seth <seth.sumeet@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 7:05 PM

To: David/Kristina Elsaesser

Cc: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Subject: 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 - Sumeet Seth
Resident of - 12156 Flowing Water Trail, Clarksville, MD 21029

I join David and Kristina Eisaesser in opposing CR-13 2019. | 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 | cannot be at the meeting in person because of this being in the middle of high school mid-terms, | fully support
the rationale of David's submission to Dr. Ball and Howard County Council.

If you need to reach me for any clarifications, | 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 | 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 , ur 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 | attended one of Dr. Calvin Ball's Listening sessions at Centennial H.S. and and spoke out about the issues in
the paper.

| 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 | 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



Sayers, Margery

From: luo wenbo <luowenbo@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 6:46 PM
To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: elsaessers@gmail.com

Subject: 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. | 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. | believe that he sent you emails about his
reasons and his plan. | just want to make one supplement. | 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



Sayers, Margery

From: Robert Bena <benarobert@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 6:24 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: elsaessers@gmail.com

Subject: 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 | 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 | am extremely concerned with what is being recommended.
Sincerely,

Robert Bena
5725 Western Sea Run Clarksville MD 21029



Sayers, Margery

From: David/Kristina Elsaesser <elsaessers@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 6:06 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Subject: 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 | 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 lones, 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 | attended one of Dr. Calvin Ball's Listening sessions at Centennial H.S. and and spoke out about the issues in
the paper.

| 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 c..anges 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 | 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, Mﬂery

From: Jack Sacchetti <jacksacchetti@msn.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 5:26 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: David/Kristina Elsaesser

Subject: 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. | 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 | 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 . ur road is being taken without any p..lic 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 | 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: K Yoder <kyoder05@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 5:22 PM
To: CouncilMail

Subject: 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 | ask this for the parents of all of the
children who attend Clarksville Elementary School and River Hill High School.

| 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.

| 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, Marc_]ery

From: David/Kristina Elsaesser <elsaessers@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 5:04 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Subject: 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 | attended one of Dr. Calvin Ball's Listening sessions at Centennial H.S. and and spoke out about the issues in
the paper.

| 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 | 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 ove. 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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Saxers, Margez

From: Tim Shaw <tlshaw01@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 4:58 PM

To: Ball, Calvin; CouncilMail

Cc: David/Kristina Elsaesser; Shawn Shaw

Subject: 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.

| 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 | 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.

| 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.

| voted for you, Dr. Ball, because [ 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 construc..un and realignment fit within the vision ._. Route 108 in Clarksville that the
County has long touted? This resolution, if approved, throws that plan out the window.

I’'m upset, and | 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: Albert Zanger <ajzanger@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 4:55 PM

To: CouncilMail; Feldmark, Jessica; djungmann@howardcountymd.gov
Subject: 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 | am missing something here, | am writing to request that this resolution not be approved. First, | 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 | do not understand that would require the taxpayers to fund road improvements for the
benefit of private business, | 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, | 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.

Al Zanger
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Sayers, Mﬂery

From: CAROL STOVER <carolstvr56@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 4:48 PM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: 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



Sayers, Margery

From: Keivan Ghoseiri <keivan_g@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 4:18 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: David/Kristina Elsaesser; Azadeh Norouzi
Subject: 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,

| 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



Sayers, Margery

From: Susan Koehler <susankoehler_15@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22,2019 1:51 PM

To: CouncilMail; Bali, Calvin

Cc: elsaessers@gmail.com

Subject: 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:

(= % .
H'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:

E"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. _n 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, | 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 <susankoehler_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 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




Sayers, MarEery

From: Susan Koehler <susankoehler_15@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 1:13 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: elsaessers@gmail.com

Subject: 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




Sayers, Margery

From: Jung, Deb

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 1:09 PM
To: Sayers, Margery

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

1 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. | 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 colieagues to require a solution that takes into account all of
the development in this particular area.

As noted in my testimony, | 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 | 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 | 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. | 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.

| 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 | am a resident of Howard County in the Village of River Hill. | 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.

| 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 |l, 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, | welcome both development projects as improvements to the community. | 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
ikey69@gmail.com




Sayers, Margery

From: Nick Hernick <nhernick@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 12:58 PM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: elsaessers@gmail.com

Subject: CR-3 2019 | 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,

| 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: bobgto65@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 11:26 AM

To: debbarker@comcast.net; elsaessers@gmail.com; Ball, Calvin; CouncilMail

Subject: 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.]

[ cannot attend but | oppose the CR-3 2019

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

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 |
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 MD 108 should be required to actually improve the roads not for themselves but for the community,
please let me know and | 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 Junty executive, Calvin Ball, and tell them . it 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, M largery

From: Sue <sue.rasheed@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 11:16 AM
To: CouncilMail

Cc: elsaessers@gmail.com

Subject: 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 maodification 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@gmail.com
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Sayers, Margery

From: Phyllis Kelley <thekelleyfamily4@verizon.net>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 9:59 AM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: elsaessers@gmail.com

Subject: 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,

| 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

14



Sayers, Mart.;gry

From: Amanda Mariano Brooks <acmariano@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 8:35 AM

To: Ball, Calvin; CouncilMail

Cc: elsaessers@gmail.com

Subject: 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, | urge you to consider the inpact 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: Diane Mason <diane.b.mason@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 7:15 AM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: Kristina and David Elsaesser; Mark Mason

Subject: 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,

| 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.

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

| 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: James Dalton <james.w.dalton@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 6:45 AM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: 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: Jack Sacchetti <jacksacchetti@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, January 21, 2019 11:42 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: David/Kristina Elsaesser

Subject: 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,

| 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: Joseph Key <jkey69@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 21, 2019 9:39 PM
To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Subject: 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 | am a resident of Howard County in the Village of River Hill. | 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.

| 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 Il, 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, | welcome both development projects as improvements to the community. | 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
ikey69@gmail.com
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Sayers, Marge_ry

From: Steve Breeden <sbreeden@sdcgroup.com>
Sent: Monday, January 21, 2019 4:05 PM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: 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.

| 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

¢/o Security Development
8480 Baltimore National Pike
Suite 415,

Ellicott City, MD 21043

SBreeden@SDCGroup.com
Direct 410-465-2359

(w) 410-465-4244 x 1107
(c) 443-250-9921

www.SDCProperties.com

SDI:‘.

%
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Sayers, Margery

From: Jinfeng Tian <tian0025@umn.edu>

Sent: Monday, January 21, 2019 11:02 AM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: elsaessers@gmail.com

Subject: 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, | 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 <linfeng.Tian@fda.hhs.gov>
To:linfeng 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!
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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:

ElfS
}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
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property as a high-throug..put shopping center! The RHGC cu..ent 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:

}EastRelocationOfSheppard.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 | will ask you to stand up to support my testimony.

EMAIL Opposition of CR-3 2019 to County Council and Count Executive
councilmail@howardcountymd.qgov

calvinball@howardcountymd.gov
Please CC me at elsaessers@agmail.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 MD108
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 .if 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.
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Sayers, Margery

From: Arnheim <arnheim@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, January 20, 2019 12:03 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ball, Calvin

Cc: Kristina and David Elsaesser

Subject: 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.]

| 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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