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Howard County Council

c/o Theodore Wimberly- Sr. Admlnlstratlve Analyst
3430 Court House Drive:

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

RE: OUR CLIENT: THE Lots LucILLE CURTIS TRUST
PROPERTY = . 5771 WATERLOO ROAD
REFERENCE: ELLICOTT CITY, MARYLAND 21043

~ Map 0037, GRID 0001, PARCEL 0751
7.46 ACRES M/L
(THE “PROPERTY”)
Cowp. ‘
AMENDMENT No.  37.011

OurFILENO:  21-0103-9371

Dear Mr Wimberly‘- |

Enclosed are seven (7) copies of the foIlowrng information submltted in ‘
support of the Comprehensive Rezonlng Request filed with respect to the above-
referenced Property ; :

1. Written Testlmony of the Property Owner the Lois Luc:|lle Curtrs
~ Trust and

2. Future V|S|on Plan dated June 27th 2013 prepared by Melanie
Moser—Moser Consultlng -

Please |mmed|ately present the same to the County Council Members for
their consrderatlon before voting on the subject Rezonlng Request

Should you have any questrons or require addltronal information please do
not hesitate to contact my office. As always, | remain

10500 LITTLE PATUXENT PARKWAY 410.895.1100
SUITE 420 TOLL FREE: 866.425.9555
COLUMBIA, MARYLAND 21044-3563 FAX: 410-897.7896

WWW.COOVERLAW.COM
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Very truly yours,

%{COQ@VER‘ LAwW FIRM, LLC

s

TR

~BY:

T Fred L. Coover Esquire

FLC/atk
Enclosure
‘Ms. Marsha McLaughlin
cc: - Robert L. Curtis, Jr.
-Glenn A. Curtis
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THE LoIS LUC!LLE CURTIS TRUST * BEFORE THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF
HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND

PETITIONER
ZONING AMENDMENT No. 37.011
*
* * * * * * * * * * * * *
WRITTEN TESTIMONY
IN SUPPORT OF
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT REQUEST
PROPERTY 5771 WATERLOO ROAD
REFERENCE: ELLIiCOTT CITY, MARYLAND 21043

MAP 0037, GRID 0001, PARCEL 0751
7.46 ACRES M/L

CURRENT RURAL CONSERVATION (RC)
ZONING: §104 — HOWARD COUNTY ZONING
REGULATIONS
REQUESTED PLANNED OFFICE RESEARCH (POR)
ZONING: §115 — HOWARD COUNTY ZONING
REGULATIONS
OR

OFFICE TRANSITION (OT)

§11 7.3— HOWARD COUNTY ZONING
REGULATIONS

OR

“SPLIT-ZONING” — KEEPING RC AND
ADDING POR OR OT
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Personal Message from the Owner
Curtis —Shipley Farmstead Zoning and Use Proposal

As many of you know, the Curtis — Shipley Farmstead has been in the Curtis family since the late
1880’s. In 2005, the Curtis — Shipley Farmstead was added to the National Register of Historic
Places. In 2006 and 2007 extensive restoration efforts on all structures were done at a cost of
approximately $200,000. As stated in the National Register nomination, The Curtis — Shipley
Farmstead is architecturally significant for its collection of mostly 19th century buildings that
represent both domestic and agricultural building styles. The history of the farmstead dates to the
earliest years of settlement in the Howard District of Anne Arundel County. The farmstead is part of
the 1687 patent called Adam the First, approximately 500 acres surveyed for Adam Shipley. The
farmstead is now an island of agricultural history surrounded by modern residential development.
It is our hope and belief that the farmstead has been a valuable and positive attribute to the
Shipley’s Grant community. And, it is our intention that the unique ambiance of the farmstead be
retained, while adapting to the future.

To that end, it is our intention to put in place a plan which protects the unique and distinctive
historic elements of the farmstead. But, neither of us lives in Maryland any longer. We are both
getting older, traveling to Maryland is increasingly difficult, and it will soon be time to relinquish
ownership of our home to another.

We fully intend to place appropriate protections on the farmstead. The protections will create long
term commitments for any new owner. There will be expense associated with maintenance of the
farmstead. The current RC zoning provides very limited options for historically sensitive adaptive
reuse which could generate income to offset maintenance expenses. Consequently, we have
applied for an upgrade in zoning to allow for more uses on the property that could provide income
to a new owner. Primarily, we are interested in adaptive reuse of current structures, but would also
seek zoning to permit one new office structure on the property.

So that all concerned may be fully and accurately informed of our proposal for future use and
protection of the Farmstead we offer the following plan:

e We seek arezoning to POR, or other appropriate zoning solutions permitting a broader
range of adaptive reuse options than is permitted under the RC Zone.

* We propose adaptive reuse of the Farmhouse for office space.

e We propose the repurposing of the bank barn for commercial storage, or for office uses.
The lower level could be sensitively adapted for office space; the upper main interior could
be used as meeting space, special events, office space or storage facilities

¢ We propose one new office facility, limited to a 5000 square foot footprint, maximum of
10,000 square feet in total, and limited to a 2 story height.
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e We propose that architectural design and construction controls-would be placed on the new
structure such that it would be compatible and congruent with the existing farmstead
buildings.

e We propose that the new structure would be confined to a location generally between the
house and the retail space at Shipley’s Grant.

e We propose that access to the farmstead associated with new uses be from MD 108 if at all
possible from SHA, but that access to Talbot is available if necessary.

« We propose that the garage, hog pen, chicken house, granary, corn house, and stone smoke
house be retained and maintained in their current condition and use for storage only
associated with use of the house and barn.

* We propose that a portion of the current green hay field be available for access driveways
as required for adaptive uses, parking as necessary ,storm water management, open space
or other requirements by the County

e We propose that all other hayfield area be limited to uses currently permitted under the RC
zone, and the hayfield between the bank barn and the cemetery not be utilized for parking,
storage, or buildings of any type.

* We propose that all historic structures be protected by Historic Preservation Easement to
the Maryland Historic Trust or other historic preservation organizations such as;
Preservation Howard County, Howard County Conservancy, or other statewide
organizations.

e We propose that land use and architectural controls be implemented through protective
covenants or easements administered by the above listed organizations, or others such as
Preservation Maryland or Maryland Environmental Trust.

e As stated earlier, we fully intend to relinquish ownership of the farmstead to a new owner.
If we fail to achieve some appropriate up zoning of the property, we must still sell the
property but with many fewer controls over future land or building uses.

We hope the above explanation helps to answer questions you may have. We truly hope we can
achieve up zoning to allow us to implement preservation and adaptive reuse concepts. Old places
need new uses. It is our hope that the farmstead can be an active and living legacy to our family,
and not a memorial to their passing.

Respectfully submitted,
Robert L Curtis, Trustee
Glenn A. Curtis, Trustee

Lois L. Curtis Revocable Trust
June 25, 2013
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The Lois Lucille Curtis Trust, Petitioner, by and through its attorney, Fred L. Coover,
Esquire of COOVER LAW FIRM, LLC, submits this written testimony to the Howard County
Council pursuant to Section16.200 et. Seq of the Howard County Code and/or Section
2.403D.7 &11 of Rules of Procedure as adopted February 26™, 2002 as amended.
I.  SUMMARY OF REZONING REQUESTED.
The Petitioner seeks rezoning of the Property from Rural Conservation to Planned
Office Research (POR); Office-Transition (OT) or another zoning district or
combination of districts to allow for office or similar uses of the Farmhouse and Barn.
Il PROPERTY SNAPSHOT.
v’ 7.46 Acres
v" MAP 0037, GRID 0001, PARCEL 0751
v Address: 5771 Waterloo Road, Ellicott City, Maryland
v' Zoned RC (Rural Conservation - § 104)
v" Area Roads:
To the southwest: Maryland Route 108-Waterloo Road
To the north: Richards Valley Road
To the northeast: Talbot Drive

v" Improvements: Eight (8) historic structures including a house and a barn, all
original to the farm,

v" House and barn each date to the mid to late 1800’s
v' Listed in the National Register of Historic Places
v" Bounded to northwest by:

The Shoppes at Shipley’s Grant® shopping center
Zoned B-1 (Business: Local §118)

v" Bounded to the northeast by:

Townhomes in Shipley’s Grant Community
Zoned R-A-15 (Residential: Apartments §112)

v" Bounded to the southeast by:

Townhomes in Shipley’s Grant Community
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Zoned R-A-15 (Residential: Apartments §112)
lll.  OWNER SNAPSHOT.
v" Owner Name: Lois Lucille Curtis Trust'
v Trustees: 1. Robert L. Curtis, Jr.?
Age: 68

Current Residence: Lake City, Tennessee
Raised on Farmstead

2. Glenn A. Curtis®
Age: 63
Current Residence: Morehead City, North Carolina
Raised on Farmstead

V. SNAPSHOT ARRAY.

PHOTO A - AERIAL VIEW OF VICINITY

" Lois LUCILLE CURTIS, SETTLOR = DIED JANUARY 11™, 2011
2 OLDEST SON OF LOIS LUCILLE CURTIS
* YOUNGEST SON OF LOIS LUCILLE CURTIS
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Subject Property
Map 37 Parcel 751
7.46 Acres

¢ Zoned RC

PHOTO B - AERIAL VIEW OF SUBJECT PROPERTY
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CURRENT VIEWS
PHoTOS C THRU O

PHOTO C - VIEW LOOKING SOUTHEAST FROM RICHARDS VALLEY ROAD
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PHOTO D - VIEW LOOKING NORTHWEST — THE SHOPPES AT SHIPLEY’S GRANT ON THE HORIZON
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PHOTO E — THE SHOPPES AT SHIPLEY’S GRANT
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PHOTO G - HOUSE PHOTO H - GARAGE PHOTO | - SMOKE HOUSE

PHoTO J - HOG PEN PHOTO K - CHICKEN CooP PHOTO L - GRAINERY
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FIRM LLC
D

PHOTO M- CORN CRIB

PHOTO N - BANK BARN - FRONT

PHOTO O - BANK BARN -
REAR
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PHOTO P — HISTORIC HOUSE CIRCA 1910
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THE RESTORATION
2006-2007

7,

PHOTOS R THRUW

PHoTO U PHoTOV PHOTO W
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VISION FOR THE FUTURE
PARCEL A-NEwW BUILDING AREA
PARCEL B — MEADOW AREA
PARCEL C — HISTORIC STRUCTURE AREA
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PROPERTY HISTORY.

The R. Lee Curtis Family acquired several large contiguous parcels containing
approximately 90.51 acres starting in the early 1940’s and used the same for

farming purposes (the “Curtis Farm”).

In recent years, the Curtis Family owned the Curtis Farm principally through their
entity, “Deep Run Property Management, LLC” (“Deep Run”); and two (2) trusts;
namely, “The Robert Lee Curtis Revocable Trust dated February 28, 1997” and “The
Lois Lucille Curtis Revocable Trust dated February 28, 1997”.

As time passed and population densities changed, the economic viability of the
Curtis Farm became more challenging, the land more valuable and the cost of

ownership more expensive.
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The Route 100 right-of-way severed an unimproved portion of the Curtis Farm now
owned by Deep Run containing approximately 8.9 acres (the “Severed Parcel”).

The subject Property, referenced below as the “Farmstead’, (a) contains
approximately 7.46 acres; (b) is owned by The Lois Lucille Curtis Revocable Trust
dated February 28, 1997 (the “Trust”); and (c) was once part of Curtis Farm.

In approximately 2003, the Curtis Family contracted to sell all of the Curtis Farm
other than the Severed Parcel and the Farmstead to Bozzuto Homes, Inc.
(“Bozzuto”) and its assigns (the “Transferred Land”).

Bozzuto thereafter rezoned portions of the Transferred Land to both B-1 (Business:
Local); and R-A-15 (Residential: Apartments) and POR (Planned Office Research) in
furtherance of a complex and restrictive Development Agreement with Deep Run
involving restrictive covenants recorded among the Land Records of Howard County
imposed by the Curtis Family ( the “Covenants”) through Deep Run.

Through the Covenants and Deep Run, the Curtis Family continues to control the
intensity of retail, commercial and residential uses that may be constructed on the
Transferred Land, nhow known as “Shipley’s Grant’.

Bozzuto subsequently developed the Transferred Land into the mixed use
development known as “Shipley’s Grant”’; containing a Shopping Center known as
the “Shoppes at Shipley’s Grant” and a complex of residential townhouses and
condominiums currently under construction.

Through the Trust, the Curtis Family has endeavored to both (a) retain and preserve
the historic farm structures of Lois L. Curtis located on the Farmstead; and (b) retain
and preserve the rural “farm” appearance and feel of the Farmstead property for
generations to come. To that end, the Trust continues to discuss preservation
options with the Maryland Historic Trust, the Howard County Conservancy, and
others.

VL ZONING HISTORY.

RC zoning for the Farmstead was granted incident to rezoning of the Transferred
Property by Bozzuto in approximately 2003*. In the years that have passed:

1. Lois L. Cutis required off-site medical care and then passed away 2 years
ago;

2. the large multi-building “Shoppes at Shipley’s Grant” containing stores and
restaurants has been constructed immediately adjacent to the Farmstead,

* BOZZUTO WAS CONTRACTUALLY REQUIRED TO ZONE THE FARMSTEAD TO RC IN 2003,
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VIL.

VL.

3. residential townhomes and condominium units have been constructed in
“Shipley’s Grant’ immediately adjacent to the Farmstead;

4. the economy has spiraled downward;

5. over $200,000 has been expended by the Trust to rebuild, update and
maintain the structures constructed on the Farmstead;

6. the cost to own and maintain the Farmstead continues to increase;

7. Trustees, Bob and Glenn Curtis, no longer live in in Howard County and
commenced planning for the transition of ownership of the Farmstead to
others; and

8. no economically viable opportunity to use, preserve and maintain the

Farmstead has arisen.
PROPERTY DETAILS.

The Property is listed in the National Register of Historic Places and is improved by
eight (8) structures depicted in the photographs shown in Section |V as follows:

one (1) two (2) story single-family house;
one (1) single car detached garage;

one (1) single story stone smoke house;
one (1) single story hog pen;

one (1) single story chicken coop;

one (1) 1 2 story grainery;

one (1) single story corn crib; and

one (1) two (2) story bank-barn

NG ®WN =

The house and bank barn each date to the early 1800’s.
REZONING.

A. The Curtis Family sought rezoning of the Farmstead to RC in 2003 as a
means of lowering the value of the Property and the real estate taxes
associated with it. In 2003, RC “made sense” for the Farmstead pending
development of the Shipley’s Grant project.

B. § 104 oF THE HOWARD COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS STATES IN PART:

“The Rural Conservation District is established to conserve farmland and to encourage
agricultural activities, thereby helping to ensure that commercial agriculture will continue as a
long term land use and a viable economic activity within the County. The RC District is also
established to preserve natural features and the rural landscape, while allowing low density,
clustered residential development. Residential development is to be permitted only when it is
located and designed to minimize its impact on agricultural land, farming operations, and
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sensitive environmental features; to create attractive rural developments; and to respect
existing features of the rural landscape. [EMPHASIS ADDED]

The preferred land use in the RC District is agriculture. The District is intended to permit a
range of uses related to agriculture, to encourage the preservation of large blocks of
farmland, and to permanently protect from development the tracts of land which remain after
permitted residential development has occurred. Residential lots in the district are likely to be
adjacent or close to agricultural land. Residents of property within the RC District should be
prepared to accept the impacts associated with normal farming practices (see the Howard

County Right-To-Farm Act in § 12.111 of the Howard County Code).” [EMPHASIS ADDED]

Uskes PERMITTED AS A MATTER OF RIGHT

The following uses are permitted as a matter of right in the RC District, except that only the
uses listed in Section 104.F.7.b shall be permitted on the preserved area of cluster
subdivisions.

1. Farming, provided that on a lot of less than 40,000 square feet, no fowl other than for
the normal use of the family residing on the lot and no livestock shall be permitted.

2. Conservation areas, including wildlife and forest preserves, environmental
management areas, reforestation areas, and similar uses.

3. One single-family detached dwelling unit per lot.

4, Commercial feed mills and commercial grain processing or storage facilities, provided
that all uses connected with such facilities shall be at least 200 feet from property
lines.

5. Convents and monasteries used for residential purposes.

6. Governmental structures, facilities and uses including public schools and colleges.

7. Private recreational facilities, such as parks, athletic fields, swimming pools,

basketball courts and tennis courts, reserved for use by residents of a community
and their guests. Such facilities shall be located within neighborhoods and
communities where all properties are included within recorded covenants and liens
which govern and provide financial support for operation of the facilities.

8. Carnivals and fairs sponsored by and operated on a nonprofit basis for the benefit of
charitable, social, civic or educational organizations, subject to the requirements of
Section 128.0.3.

9. Seasonal sales of Christmas trees or other decorative plant materials, subject to the
requirements of Section 128.0.4.

10. Underground pipelines; electric fransmission and distribution lines; telephone,
telegraph and CATV lines; mobile transformer units; telephone equipment boxes; and
other, similar public utility uses not requiring a conditional use.

1. Commercial communication antennas attached to structures, subject to the
requirements of Section | 28.E.4. Commercial communication towers located on
government property, excluding School Board property, and with a height of less than
200 feet measured from ground level, subject to the requirements of Section 128.E.3.
This height limit does not apply to government communication towers, which are
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permitted as a matter of right under the provisions for "Government structures,
facilities and uses."

12. Volunteer fire departments.

13. Bed and Breakfast Inn on a farm that is subject to an agricultural land preservation
easement, provided that:

a. The building existed at the time that the easement was established; and
b. The Inn is managed by persons residing on the same parcel or on a contiguous
parcel that is under the same ownership and part of the same farm.

C. Due to its small size and geographic location, no use permitted “of right” in
the RC District either currently “makes sense” on the Farmstead; or will
generate the income required to:

1. pay the real estate taxes for the Farmstead; and
2. preserve and maintain the existing structures on the Farmstead,;

D. In contrast to the RC district; the Planned Office Research (POR) district
permits a wider more diverse mixture of institutional, commercial, office and
agricultural uses much more in keeping with the commercial and residential
uses which surround the Farmstead and the historic structures constructed on
the Farmstead;

E. § 115 oF THE HOWARD COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS STATES IN PART:
Purpose

The Planned Office Research District is established to permit and encourage diverse
institutional, commercial, office research and cultural facilities.

B. Uses Permitted as a Matter of Right

5. Banks, savings and loan associations, investment companies, credit bureaus,
brokers and similar financial institutions.
11. Child day care centers and nursery schools.

20. Farming, provided that on a lot of less than 40,000 square feet, no fowl other than for
the normal use of the family residing on the lot and no livestock are permitted.

22. Funeral homes.

25. Hotels, motels, conference centers and country inns.

30. Nursing homes and residential care facilities.

31. Offices, professional and business.

34. Religious activities, structures used primarily for.

36. Restaurants, standard, and beverage establishments, including those serving beer,
wine and liguor for consumption on premises only.

37. Retail and personal service uses limited to the following, provided that such uses

shall be located within a building used primarily for offices or research and
development establishments and shall occupy no more than 25 percent of the floor
area of the building:

38. Riding academies and stables.
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42. Service agencies, such as real estate agencies, insurance agencies, security
services, messenger services, computer services, travel agencies, mailing services.
[EMPHASIS ADDED]

F. §117.3 of the Howard County Zoning Regulations states in part:
A. PURPOSE

This district is established to allow low-impact office uses adjacent to areas of
residential zoning. The OT district is a floating district that will provide a transition
along the edges of residential areas impacted by nearby retail/ employment areas or
arterial highways carrying high volumes of traffic. The standards of this district should
result in small-scale office buildings on attractively-designed sites that are compatible
with neighboring residential uses.

B. USES PERMITTED As A MATTER OF RIGHT

5. Offices, professional and business.

G. Rezoning of the Farmstead to POR; OT; or split-zone combination of RC and
POR/QOT is sought to permit:

1. reasonable, adaptive, economically viable and marketable uses of the
structures existing on the Farmstead;

2. possible construction of one new 2-story 5,000 sq. ft. footprint office
building in the field area between the house and the Shoppes at
Shipley’s Grant; and

3. a source of funding to assist the preservation and maintenance of the
structures on the Farmstead by future owners of the Farmstead; as
may be required by covenant or easement.

H. In furtherance of these goals, the Curtis Family has:

1. met and worked with representatives of the Shipley’s Grant
Homeowners’ Association commencing on MARCH 19TH, 2013 in order
to both hear their concerns and provide assurances that the historic
structures located on the Farmstead will be preserved;

2. approached the Maryland Historic Trust (MHT) concerning the
possibility of the MHT holding a preservation easement on the
Farmstead and determined that the MHT may not consider such an
easement for 6 months to one year in the future;

3. initiated conversations with Howard County Conservancy discussing
easement options;
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4. met with Ms. Marsha McLaughlin, Director and Ms. Cindy Hamilton,
Chief, Division of Public Service and Zoning Administration- Howard
County Department of Planning and Zoning in order to both hear their
concerns and provide assurances that the historic structures located
on the Farmstead will be preserved. Ms. McLaughlin and Ms.
Hamilton each indicated support for rezoning of the Farmstead to POR
provided that the historic structures are preserved; whether though
preservation easement or covenants;

5. prepared and delivered proposed Covenants to the Shipley’s Grant
Homeowners’ Association, a copy of which is attached hereto as
EXHIBIT 1; that will:

a. be recorded among the Land Records of Howard County if
rezoning of the Farmstead is granted by the Council;

b. encumber the Farmstead and “run with the land”;

C. protect and preserve the historic structures located on the
Farmstead, requiring their maintenance and prohibiting removal
of the same; and

d. be superseded and replaced only by the terms of a preservation
easement encumbering the Farmstead in the future held by the
MHT, Howard County Conservancy, the Rockburn Land Trust;
or a similar historic preservation/conservancy organization; and

6. in June 2013, engaged Ms. Melanie Moser of Moser Consulting to
develop a plan for the Farmstead reflecting the Curtis Family vision of
the future. A copy of the Moser Plan appears in Section IV above.

I “WAY TO PAY”. Bob and Glenn Curtis are in their 60’s; and realize both, that
they will not live forever; and that no future owner of the Farmstead will (1)
love the Farmstead as they do; (2) feel the sense of stewardship toward the
Farmstead that they feel; or (3) spend the money they have spent indefinitely
into the future maintaining and preserving the structures; without some
reasonable source of income generated from the Farmstead use to assist in
the required maintenance;

J. In evaluating the subject Rezoning Request, the Council is asked to consider
these fundamental questions:

1. ARE THE TRUE FARM USES PERMITTED BY THE RC ZONE APPROPRIATE FOR
THIS PROPERTY AT THIS LOCATION NOW?

2. ARE THE NOISES, ODORS AND DUST ASSOCIATED WITH FARM USES
APPROPRIATE FOR THIS PROPERTY AT THIS LOCATION NOW?
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3. IS IT LOGICAL TO ENCOURAGE AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES ON THIS PROPERTY
AT THIS LOCATION NOW?

4. DOES THE CURRENT ZONING CREATE A SITUATION WHEREBY THE
MAINTENANCE AND PRESERVATION OF THE HISTORIC STRUCTURES ON THE
PROPERTY IS ENHANCED OR DISCOURAGED?

5. IF NOT, THEN:

a. DOES IT NOT MAKE SENSE TO PERMIT USES ON THE PROPERTY THAT
WILL GENERATE INCOME IN THE FUTURE?

b. WHAT INCOME- PRODUCING USES ON THIS PROPERTY ARE
APPROPRIATE FOR THE FUTURE?

C. WHAT ZONING WILL PERMIT THOSE APPROPRIATE USES TO OCCUR?

d. DOES PLANNED OFFICE RESEARCH, OFFICE TRANSITION OR OTHER
ZONING SOLUTIONS; INCLUDING A POSSIBLE “SPLIT ZONE” PERMIT
APPROPRIATE INCOME-PRODUCING USES OF THE PROPERTY TO
OCCUR IN THE FUTURE?

K. The requested rezoning of the Farmstead to will provide the Trust with greater
flexibility and more economically feasible options in the current market for the
use, preservation and maintenance of the Farm consistent with both:

1. the historic preservation of the Farmstead; and

2. the surrounding mix of dense residential and commercial uses
occurring within the Shipley’s Grant community

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:

Wi

“Fred L. Cooveéx Esquire
COOVER LAW FIRM, LLC
10500 Little Patuxent Parkway
Suite 420
Columbia, Maryland 21044
410-995-1100
Toll Free 866-425-9555

ATTORNEY FOR PROPERTY OWNER
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Zoning Amendment No. 37.011

REVIEWED .
By Fred L. Coover at 3:00 pm, Apr 05, 2013 [ DR A F T .

@QVER

RETURN TU.

Fred L. Coover, Esquire
CooVER LAW FirM, LLc

~
10500 Little Patuxent Pkwy.
Suite 420 Parkside Bldg.
Columbia, Maryland 21044-3563
g

(410) 995-1100

File No. 21-1212-10681

DECLARATION OF COVENANTS

THIs DECLARATION OF COVENANTS (the “Declaration”) is made this day of
, 2013 (the “Effective Date”) in accordance with the terms and
conditions set forth herein.

WHEREAS, Th
(hereinafter referrg

Lois Lucille Curtis Revocable Trust Dated February 28, 1997
3s the “Declarant”) is the fee simple owner of the land more
HIBIT A attached hereto and made a part hereof (“Land”)

WHERE " Date of this Declaration, the Land is improved with
EIGHT (8) historic S particularly described in EXHIBIT B attached hereto
and made a part hereg the “Structures”); and

WHEREAS, the Structures have
this Declaration will promote the pres

WHEREAS, the Property is listed in the National R f Historic Places;

Now, THEREFORE, the Declarant hereby subj the Property, together with the
Structures as referenced and/or defined herein to tffe operation and effect of certain
covenants, conditions, and restrictions as are hereinafter set forth in this Declaration
which shall be covenants running with the Land; subject to the operation and effect of
any and all instruments which have been recorded among the Land Records of Howard
County, Maryland prior to the recordation of this Declaration.

UPON THE TERMS AND SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS which are hereinafter set forth.
1. RECITALS. The recitals are incorporated herein;

2. LAND RECORDS. This Declaration shall be recorded among the Land
Records of Howard County, Maryland and is subject to any and all
presently existing valid encumbrances, easements and rights-of-way
upon the Property;

K:ADOCS\Client Files\Curt10681\Covenants\Declaration of Covenants - DRAFT rev FLC
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Zoning Amendment No. 37.011

3.

040513.doc

IRREVOCABILITY AND TERMINATION. This Declaration shall be irrevocable
by the Declarant, its Trustees; successors and assigns; provided
however, that at such time as a governmental agency; a private
conservation organization or other party, including, but not limited to any
of the below-referenced organizations; agrees to accept and impose a
historic preservation easement upon the Structures the terms of which
serve to preserve, protect and maintain the Structures (the “Preservation
Easement”); then upon recordation of such Preservation Easement
among the Land Records of Howard County, this Declaration shall
become null and void and of no further effect:

Maryland Environmental Trust;

Maryland Historical Trust;

The Howard County Conservancy, Inc.;
audubon Society of Central Maryland, Inc.;
xent Conservation Corps, Inc.; and

-0 o0 T®

ords of Howard County, Maryland if not the
“Record Owner”) shall:

xterior of the Structures as defined herein
condition; and

I impose any restriction ligation at any time relating in
any way to the interior of the Structures;

. impose any restriction or obligation relating in any way to
the interior or exterior of any new, additional or replacement
improvement otherwise lawfully constructed upon the
Property at any time; or

iii. require the reconstruction of any Structures which are
destroyed in whole or in part by casualty loss (the “Loss”)
unless such Loss is declared by the non-appealable and
final decision of a judge of the Circuit Court for Howard
County, Maryland to have been intentionally and willfully
[NoT NEcLIGENTLY] Caused by or at the direction of the Record
Owner;
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Zoning Amendment No. 37.011
5. CHANGES AND ALTERATIONS.

a. without the express written consent of the Declarant or the
Designee [as perinep seLow]; Which consent shall not be unreasonably
withheld; no Record Owner shall cause, permit or suffer any
construction which would materially alter or change the exterior of
the Structures; subject to the following:

i. if damage has resulted to the exterior of the Structures from
a Loss [as perinep aove], deterioration, or normal wear and
tear; then the maintenance, repair, repainting or refinishing
to correct the damage shall be permitted without such
written permission of the Declarant or Designee; and

all maintenance, repair, repainting or refinishing shall be
performed in a manner that will not materially and
unreasonably alter the exterior appearance of the

tures upon conclusion of the restoration of the

the kind and texture of the building
and style of all windows, doors, light

er sim@ar exterior features. The term
“construction” sha struction, reconstruction,
improvement, enjgge i and decorating, alteration,
demolition, maintén i e Structures;

install and/or apply as applica any exterior building materials,
components, fixtures and finisiies having a reasonably similar
exterior color, texture, architectural style or appearance to the
exterior materials, components, fixtures and/or finishes of the
Structure existing on the Effective Date of this Declaration; and

d. no express written consent of the Declarant or Designee shall be
required prior to the construction or erection by the Record Owner
of any additional building, structure, or improvement upon the
Property other than the Structures;

6. INSPECTION. The Declarant or its designee as defined below (the
“Designee”) shall have the right to enter upon the Property upon THIRTY
(30) DAYs advanced written notice transmitted to the Record Owner for
the purpose of inspecting the exterior of the Structures in order to

@OVER

bw
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determine whether the Structures are being maintained as required under
the provisions of this Declaration and/or to enforce the terms of this
Declaration as provided herein;

7. DesIGNEE. The Declarant shall have a one-time right to designate a
governmental agency; a private conservation organization or other party,
including, but not limited to any of the above- referenced organizations as
the Designee for purposes of inspection of the Structures and/or
enforcement of this Declaration upon the following terms:

a. the designation shall be reflected in a written document (the
“Designation”);

b. the Designation shall be signed by both (i) the Declarant; and (ii)
be Designee reflecting the consent of the Designee to assume the
usive right to inspect the Structures and enforce the terms of
eclaration;

s from the Effective Date of this
“Designation Recordation Deadline”);

. a copy of t
mailed by

iii. until recordation of the Degf#hation Upon and subject to the
terms expressed hereing rights to inspect the Structures
and/or enforce the terms of this Declaration shall be held
exclusively by the Declarant;

iv. following recordation of the Designation upon and subject to
the terms expressed herein; all rights to inspect the
Structures and/or enforce the terms of this Declaration shall
be held exclusively by the Designee; and

V. the recordation of the Designation beyond the Designation
Recordation Deadline shall be ineffective to grant to the
Designee:
1. any right, obligation or interest in the Property or the
Structures;
j @ovm{
i b\\:
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| (Cover
] bw

Lo H_FIR_:\‘I_LU;
B

2. any right to enter upon the Property at any time;
3. any right to inspect the Structures; and
4. any right to enforce this Declaration;

BREACH BY RECORD OWNER. If at any time, the Record Owner [otHer THAN THE
DecLaranT] iS in material default of any obligation regarding the Structures
arising under or imposed by this Declaration, then subject to the terms of
this Declaration, the Declarant or the Designee may take any or all of the
following actions to obtain the Record Owner’s compliance with the
provisions of this Declaration:

a. institute a suit in the Circuit Court for Howard County, Maryland to
anjoin any breach or enforce any covenant of this Declaration;

d that the Structures be restored promptly to the condition
2d by this Declaration; and

actual out-of-pocket resulting expenses, by, if
ting a suit in the District Court of Maryland for

substantial failure by the
Structures upon the terms arising urider or i
an important and vital way. A Record Ow
material default of any obligation arisin
Declaration unless:

sed by this Declaration in
not be deemed to be in
der or'imposed by this

a. DEFAULT NOTICE. The Declarant or its Designee provides the
Record Owner with written notice specifically identifying the action
or omission of the Record Owner alleged to constitute a material
default (the “Default Notice”). The Default Notice shall (i) be
delivered to the Record Owner by Certified Mail-Return Receipt
Requested; and (ii) include copies of all documents relevant to
such alleged default; and

b. CURE PERIOD. The Record Owner fails to take reasonable steps to
commence or implement cure of the alleged default within ONE
HUNDRED EIGHTY (180) days following receipt of the Default Notice
(the “Cure Period”);

K:\DOCS\Client Files\Curt10681\Covenants\Declaration of Covenants - DRAFT rev FLC

040513.doc

PAGE 5 0F 10

Exhibit 1



Zoning Amendment No. 37.011

10.  ATTORNEY’S FEES AND CosTs. If the Declarant, its Designee or a Record
Owner asserts a legal or equitable claim or brings an action to enforce
the terms hereof or declare rights hereunder; then, in addition to any
other relief to which it may be entitled, the prevailing party in any such
action, or appeal thereon, shall be entitled to recover; and the court shall
be required to award,; all costs incurred by the prevailing party; including,
but not limited to (a) all court filing fees; (b) service of process fees; (c)
expert or non-expert witness fees; (d) deposition expenses; (e)
reasonable attorney, paralegal and consultant fees; and (f) prejudgment
interest on such costs calculated at ten percent (10%) per annum;

The fee and costs award shall not be computed in accordance with any
court fee schedule, but shall be such as to fully reimburse all fees and
costs reasonably incurred in good faith.

11. s Declaration is made in, and shall be governed,

pd under the laws of the State of Maryland.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF,
and sealed the day and yea

WITNESS/ATTEST:

BALANCE OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK
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STATE OF TENNESSEE )
) To WIT:
CiTy / COUNTY OF )
| HEREBY CERTIFY that on this day of , 2013, before me,

the undersigned, a Notary Public of said State, personally appeared ROBERT L. CURTIS,
JR., known to me (or satisfactorily proven) to be a Trustee of THE Lois LUCILLE CURTIS
RevocABLE TRUST DATED FEBRUARY 28, 1997 whose name is subscribed to the within
instrument (the “Trust”) and acknowledged that he is an authorized representative of
the Trust and that he executed the same for the purposes therein contained on behalf
of the Trust.

WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal

NoTARY PuBLIC

My CommisSION EXPIRES:

STATE OF NORTH CAR
CitYy / COUNTY OF

| HEREBY CERTIFY th
the undersigned, a Notary Public of
known to me (or satisfactorily proven
RevOCABLE TRUST DATED FEBRUARY
instrument (the “Trust”) and acknowle
the Trust and that he executed the same for the purpose
of the Trust.

day of , 2013, before me,
sonally appeared GLENN A. CURTIS,
of THE Lolis LUCILLE CURTIS

e is subscribed to the within
thorized representative of
rein contained on behalf

WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal

NOTARY PuBLIC

My CommISSION EXPIRES:

OOVER
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CERTIFICATE OF PREPARATION

This is to certify that the within instrument was prepared by or under the supervision of
the undersigned, an attorney duly admitted to practice before the Court of Appeals of

=

e

{ DRAFT.

BALANCE OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK

X

@OV ER
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ExHiBIT “A”

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY

That parcel containing 7.46 acres, more or less, located in the 1% election district
of Howard County, Maryland, also shown on Howard County Tax Map No. 37 as
Parcel No. 0751 and generally known as 5771 Waterloo Road, Ellicott City,
Maryland 21043; together with all rights, alleys, ways, waters, privileges,
appurtenances and advantages, to the same belonging or in anywise
appertaining (the “Property”).

Subject to all covenants and restrictions of record.
BEING the same property described as “PARCEL 1” in a deed dated JuNE 13™, 2001 and

recorded among thegand Records of Howard County, Maryland in Liber 0542, Folio
0500, from THE EE CURTIS REVOCABLE TRUST to the Declarant.

X

(0]
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Zoning Amendment No. 37.011

ExHIBIT “B”

DESCRIPTION AND PHOTOGRAPHS OF STRUCTURES

e B L il

o

one (1) two (2) story single-family house as shown in PHOTOGRAPH A;

one (1) single car detached garage as shown in PHOTOGRAPH B;
one (1) single story stone smoke house as shown in PHOTOGRAPH C;

one (1) single story hog pen as shown in PHOTOGRAPH D;
one (1) single story chicken coop as shown in PHOTOGRAPH E;
one (1) single story storage shed as shown in PHOTOGRAPH F;

one (1) single story corn crib as shown in PHOTOGRAPH G; and

one (1) two (2) story bank-barn as shown in PHOTOGRAPHS H-1 & H-2

— N
o VN
———— %

]
\E

'}

<

PHoTOC
SMOKE HOUSE

PHoTOD
HoG PEN

PHoTO G
CoRN CRIB

PHOTO E
CHICKEN CooP

PHOTOF
STORAGE SHED

PHOTO H-1

BANK BARN- FRONT

PHoTO H-2
BANK BARN - REAR
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Zoning Map Amendment

Request Form
Howard County

Comprehensive Zoning Plan [Handwritten/Typed Version]
. . Before filling out this form, please read the
Department of Plannlng and Zoning Instructions section at the end of the form.

A. Property Information (Please print or type)

5771 Waterloo Road

0001

| 307541

i 7.46 Acres

RC (Rural: Conservation)
B-1 (Business: Local)

B. Owner Information

8 Robert L. Curtls, Jr., Trustee of The Lois Lucille Curtis Revocable Trust dated February
PRI 28, 1997 e e e e e - SN —— g —
9 191 Miller Hollow Lane
~ Lake City, Tennessee
N 37769
10

C. Representative Information

Fred L. Coover, Esquire
COOVER LAW FIRM, LLC

10500 Little Patuxent Parkway
Sulte 420 - Parkside Building

Columbia, Marylanq




,I
t
i
H

”‘Telephbné“(Seco}adary) |443-812-1575 T

E-Marl s fcoover@cooverlaw com ) !

Iame o fwene . N

I
1
—
l

.

E. Explanation of the Basis / Justification for the Requested Rezoning

Telephone

E~Ma!l :

f13

14

-1 owned by The Lois Lucille Curtis Revacable Trust dated February 28, 1997 (the “Trust”); (c) was once part of

F. List of Attachments/ Exhibits

The subject property, referenced herei'r;ue.’; the “'F;r‘}r‘lgl“ead”, (a) contains approximately 7.46 acres; (b) is

Curtis Farm; and (d) is improved by the farmhouse, barn and outbuildings that were constructed on Curtis
Farm. Since 2003, Bozzuto Homes, Inc, ("Bozzuto") and its asslgns have purchased and rezoned the land
surrounding the Farmstead once part of Curtis Farm to both B-1 and R-A-15 and thereafter developed and
constructed a mixed use development known as “Shipley’s Grant” containing a Shopping Center known as the
“Shoppes at Shipley’s Grant” and a complex of residential townhouses and condominiums currently under
construction. The Trust sought and was granted the current “RC” zoning incident to rezoning of the adjacent
property by Bozzuto years ago. In the years that have passed (1) Lois Lucille Curtis who lived on the Farmstead
passed away; (2) the neighborhood surrounding the Farmstead has changed from relatively rural ~ single
family uses to predominantly commercial and more dense townhome and condominium resldential uses; (3) the
economy has spiraled downward; (4) the cost to own and maintain the Farmstead has increased significantly;
and (5) no economically viable opportunity to use, preserve and malntain the Farmstead and the buildings

constructed thereon as zoned has arisen.

B-1 zoning is more appropriate for the Farmstead than RC zoning given each of (a) the size and location of the
Farmstead; (b) the nature of uses on the Farmstead and surrounding properties; and (c) the Policies and
Implementing Actions contained in PlanHoward 2030 applicable to the Farmstead and the surrounding area.
The requested rezoning of the Farmstead to B-1 will provide the Trust with more economically feasible options
for the use, preservation and maintenance of the Farmstead in keeping with both {(a) the Policies and
Implementing Actions of PlanHoward 2030; and (b) in the current economic market than available under the

. cusrent RC zoning while retaining the continued right to use the Farmstead for agricultural purposes.

See Attached Statement of Justificatmn

Ex A Revzsion Plat Shipley s Grant - MDR Plat No 18736 Property highlzghted m
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G. Signatures

' 15 WOwne'r' The Lois Lu;:iile Curtis RéVéEable Trust datéél Owner.(Z.)
" February 281997 Co

By’ %{ﬁ&\

Robert L. Curt|s, Jr., Trustee

2z

Additional owner signatures? X the box to the left and attach a separate signature page,

Date ‘Date

16 Représentative .
Signature

Déte

DPZ Use Only e ‘Amendment No. I 37 O
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STATEMENT OF JUSTIFICATION

ZONING MAP AMENDMENT REQUEST OF
THe Lois LuciLLE CURTIS REVOCABLE TRUST DATED FEBRUARY 28, 1997

7.46 ACRES
Map 37, GRIiD 001, PARCEL 0751
5771 WATERLOO RoAD
EwicotT City, MARYLAND 21043-0000

The Curtis Family acquired several large contiguous parcels containing
approximately 90.51 acres starting in 1949 and used the same for farming
purposes (the “Curtis Farm”).

In recent years, the Curtis Family owned the Curtis Farm principally through their
entity, "Deep Run Property Management, LLC" (“Deep Run”); and two (2) trusts;
namely, “The Robert Lee Curtis Revocable Trust dated February 28, 1997" and
“The Lois Lucille Curtis Revocable Trust dated February 28, 1997".

As time passed and population densities changed, the economic viability of the
Curtis Farm became more challenging, the land more valuable and the cost of
ownership more expense.

The Route 100 right-of-way severed an unimproved portion of the Curtis Farm
now owned by Deep Run containing approximately 8.9 acres (the “Severed
Parcel”). The Severed Parcel is the subject of a separate Zoning Map
Amendment Request filed on or about December 14", 2012.

The subject Property, now referenced as the “Farmstead’, (a) contains
approximately 7.46 acres; (b) is owned by The Lois Lucille Curtis Revocable
Trust dated February 28, 1997 (the “Trust"); (c) was once part of Curtis Farm; (d)
is designated as “Parcel 1" in that certain deed dated June 13", 2001 and
recorded amount the Land Records of Howard County in Liber 6543, Folio 0500;
and (e) is improved by the farmhouse, barn and outbuildings that were
constructed on Curtis Farm.

In approximately 2003, the Curtis Family contracted to sell all of the Curtis Farm
other than the Severed Parcel and the Farmstead to Bozzuto Homes, Inc.
("Bozzuto”) and its assigns (the “Transferred Land”).

Bozzuto thereafter rezoned portions of the Transferred Land to both B-1
(Business: Local); and R-A-15 (Residential: Apartments) in furtherance of a
complex and restrictive Development Agreement with Deep Run involving
restrictive covenants recorded among the Land Records of Howard County
imposed by the Curtis Family ( the “Covenants”) through Deep Run.

STATEMENT OF JUSTIFICATION
PAGE1 OF 2




Through the Covenants and Deep Run, the Curtis Family continues to control the
intensity of retail, commercial and residential uses that may be constructed on
the Transferred Land.

Bozzuto subsequently developed the Transferred Land into the mixed use
development known as “Shipley’s Grant’ containing a Shopping Center known as
the “Shoppes at Shipley’s Grant’ and a complex of residential townhouses and
condominiums currently under construction.

Through the Trust, the Curtis Family had hoped to both (a) retain and preserve
the personal residence of Lois L. Curtis then located on the Farmstead; and (b)
retain and preserve the rural “farm” appearance and feel of the Farmstead for
generations to come.

The Trust sought and was granted the current “RC” zoning incident to rezoning of
the Transferred Property by Bozzuto years ago. In the years that have passed:

1. Lois L. Cutis required off-site medical care and then passed away;

2. the large multi-building “Shoppes at Shipley’s Grant’ containing stores and
restaurants has been constructed immediately adjacent to the Farmstead;

3. residential townhomes and condominium units have been constructed in
“Shipley’s Grant’ immediately adjacent to the Farmstead,

4, the economy has spiraled downward;

5. the cost to own and maintain the Farmstead has increased significantly,
and

6. no economically viable opportunity to use, preserve and maintain the
Farmstead has arisen.

The requested rezoning of the Farmstead to B-1 will provide the Trust with more
economically feasible options in the current market for the use, preservation and
maintenance of the Farmstead than available under the current RC zoning while
retaining for the Trust, the continued right to use the Farmstead for farming.

: AW 5
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ZONING MAP AMENDMENT REQUEST OF
THE LOIS LUCILLE CURTIS REVOCABLE TRUST DATED FEBRUARY 28, 1997
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COUNCILMEMBERS

HOWﬂl‘d C O ll nty C O u n Cil ) Jennifer Terrasa, Chairperson

District 3

George Howard Buﬂding Mary Kay Sigaty, Vice Chairperson
3481 Court House Drive District 4

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043-4392 Courtney Watson

District 1
Calvin Ball
District 2
Greg Fox
District 5

March 11, 2013

Mr. Robert Curtis, Jr.
191 Miller Hollow Lane
Lake City, TN 37769

Dear Mr. Curtis:

You are receiving this letter because you filed a Zoning Map Amendment Request Form/Howard
County Comprehensive Zoning Plan or a Zoning Regulation Amendment Request Form/Howard
County Comprehensive Plan.

Please be advised that on March 7, 2013, the Howard County Ethics Commission determined
that the Zoning Map Request Form needs to be accompanied by certain affidavits and
disclosures. The Commission also determined that the Zoning Regulation Amendment Form
needs to be accompanied by certain affidavits and disclosures when the Form proposes to
“increase the density of the land of the applicant.” -

The Commission directed me to notify applicants of their obligation to file the affidavit and
disclosure. The obligation is set forth in Md. Code Ann., St. Gov’t, Sec. 15-849(b), which
provides in part, “the affidavit or disclosure shall be filed at least 30 calendar days prior to
any consideration of the application by an elected official.”

Accordingly, I am enclosing for your use the approved affidavit packet. Completed forms may
be mailed to the Administrative Assistant to the Zoning Board at 3430 Court House Drive,
Ellicott City, MD 21043.

Very truly yours,

P Lot

Stephen M. LeGendre
Administrator

(410) 313-2001 fax: (410) 313-3297 tty: (410) 313-6401

http://ce.howardcountymd.gov
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Reg ner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 7:54 AM
To: Rohit Nerlekar

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Shipley's Grant Zoning

Thank you for your e-mait to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Rohit Nerlekar [mailto:rnerlekar@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 8:58 PM

To: Ken S. Ulman; CouncilMail

Subject: Shipley's Grant Zoning

e Hello Council Members,

e o Asresidents of Shipley's Grant we do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone the
property adjacent to our neighborhood, there is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our
neighborhood. We request you do not approve the amendment or any change to the zoning. There are too many
concerns we have which have been ignored and we request you to extend the comprehensive zoning to afford
more time for hearings. We request you not to make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents
are not being taken into consideration.

e ¢ Thanks,

e o Rohit Nerlekar




Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 7:59 PM
To: Lizzy Cowan

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Shipley's Grant Zoning

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Lizzy Cowan [mailto:llamacow1@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 7:19 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Subject: Shipley's Grant Zoning

Dear County Council,

I am a homeowner in Shipley's Grant. It is my understanding that you will be voting tomorrow to change the
zoning for the farm in front of my home. My husband and I bought our home because we fell in love with the
beautiful open space and barn that our house faces. Our neighborhood is a close-knit group and we love our
farm space. We are all extremely upset at the prospect that this zoning change could change our whole
community's feel. This would lower our property value and would impact our day-to-day enjoyment of where
we live. We feel that we have been lied to by the Shipley family and by the county. We are all angry and hope
that you will listen to our side.

Please vote against the zoning change. We do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone
the farm. Please listen to the voice of our community. We ALL are against this change. Please at least delay
the vote so that you have time to consider our view.

[ will NEVER vote for any council member who votes to approve the zoning change.

Thank you for your consideration,

Elizabeth Cowan

Shipley's Grant Homeowner
443 812 3578



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 8:00 PM

To: Regner, Robin

Subject: FW: THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT REZONING ISSUE

From: James Wolfe [mailto:jimwolfe007@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 7:11 PM

To: Ball, Calvin B; CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Cc: dave.pinter@hotmail.com; janeyrhodes@me.com; joelhbaker@aol.com; leanapharmd@yahoo.com;
portsy1897 @yahoo.com; Trevor Baumgartner; Bill Adams; James Wolfe; paymantorabi@gmail.com; Denny Walsh;
Akhilesh Pandey; Douglas Smith; Harry's Personal; Mike Khandjian; Imarkovitz@comcast.net

Subject: THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT REZONING ISSUE

Dear Council Members and County Executive Ulman -- The voting residents, your constituents, of Shipley's
Grant are waiting to hear from you on how you voted individually on the rezoning issue of the Curtis Farmstead
as it relates to our community. We hope you did the right thing by withdrawing Councilman Ball's Amendment
or voted it down and leaving our community alone.

We are standing by for your responses.

J. Wolfe
5702 Rosanna Place



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 8:35 AM

To: asomuam@aol.com

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Concerning Shipleys Grant Farm Rezoning

Thank vou for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: asomuam@aol.com [mailto:asomuam@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 8:35 PM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: Concerning Shipleys Grant Farm Rezoning

Dear Councilman,

o As aresident of Shipley's Grant | do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to
rezone the property adjacent to our neighborhood.

o | request you do not approve the amendment or any change to the zoning.

« If you support the amendment, | request to delay the vote on the comprehensive rezoning
scheduled for July 25, 2013.

e There are still many concerns that | have that need to be addressed.

+ Please extend the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings.

« Do not make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents are not being taken into
consideration.

« There is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our neighborhood.

Thank you,

Dr. Afua Mireku
Shipley's Grant Resident for 3 yrs



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 8:35 AM

To: Kristin Wagner

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Opposition to Rezoning of Farm by Shipley's Grant

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Kristin Wagner [mailto:kristincwagner@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 8:29 PM

To: CouncilMail; kulman@howardcountmd.gov

Subject: Opposition to Rezoning of Farm by Shipley's Grant

Dear Howard County council members and Howard County Executive, Ken Ulman,

As a resident of Shipley's Grant, | do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone the farm property
adjacent to my neighborhood.

I request that you do not approve the amendment or any change to the current zoning. If you support the amendment, |
request that the vote on the comprehensive rezoning scheduled for July 25, 2013, be delayed. | have a lot of concerns
about this rezoning and would be very upset if the council does not take the community's concerns into consideration.
Please extend the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings. There is a large amount of opposition to the
proposed changes within the Shipley's Grant neighborhood.

Thank you for listening to a concerned citizen.

Regards,
Kristin Wagner



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 8:26 AM

To: ‘ Akhilesh Pandey

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: rezoning of property adjacent to Shipley's Grant

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law reguires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Akhilesh Pandey [mailto:akhil esh@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 6:45 AM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: Annette H. Pandey

Subject: rezoning of property adjacent to Shipley's Grant

Dear Council Members,

‘We are residents of Shipley's grant and we are writing to let you know that we do not support the amendment by
Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone the property adjacent to our neighborhood. We request you not to approve the
amendment or any change to the zoning. Even if you support the amendment, we request to delay the vote on the
comprehensive rezoning scheduled for July 25, 2013 as there are too many concerns we have that have been ignored.
Please extend the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for the hearings.

As you can imagine, there is enormous opposition to the proposes changes within our neighborhood and all of these
changes should not be made so quickly that the concerns of the residents are not taken into account.

Thank you for your attention.

Dr. Akhilesh Pandey
Mrs. Annette Pandey
6134 Edward Hill Rd
Ellicott City, MD 21043



Regner, Robin
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From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 8.08 AM

To: Regner, Robin

Subject: FW: Opposition to rezoning of the Curtis Farm

From: Trevor Baumgartner [mailto:trevor.baumgartner@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 10:20 PM

To: Ken S. Ulman

Cc: CouncilMail

Subject: Opposition to rezoning of the Curtis Farm

"Dear Mr. Wolfe,

I'm sorry if I was somehow unclear about what I plan to do at this juncture. I believe that R-20 is the most
appropriate zone for this property at this time. I fully support my amendment.

Calvin"

I would like to highlight Mr. Ball's sentiment that HE believe's the rezoning is the right call. NOT what the
constituents believe.

Ken Ulman and Howard County Council,

I am writing you today in my opposition of the Potential Re-zoning of the Curtis-Shipley
Farmstead from RC (Rural Conservation) to R-20. Along with many of my neighbors within
the Shipley's Grant Community, I do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball
to rezone the property adjacent to our neighborhood. I request, as a homeowner and tax
payer, you do not approve the amendment or any change to the zoning.

One of the big selling points for me in moving to MDD and this beautiful community in
Howard County is the neighborhood environment and the historic farm adds to this quality
of life. Re-zoning this property to possibly allow large or small businesses to ultimately move
in can diminish this aspect of life for the community and also drive up other issues.

For example, a state and county that preaches the environment and for being green, this
appears to be have been thrown overboard and ignored for the almighty dollar. Also, like the
adjacent shopping center already present to our community, there are no guarantees that
businesses would occupy the space in this economic status and thus leaving empty store
fronts/buildings. Finally, any development here I believe will truly increase the threat for
crime in this safe community.



I think there are way too many concerns which have been ignored and the concerns of all
Shipley's Grant residents are not being taken into consideration.

As a resident of Shipley's Grant I do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball
to rezone the property adjacent to our neighborhood, there is enormous opposition to the
proposed changes within our neighborhood. I request you do not approve the amendment or
any change to the zoning. There are too many concerns we have which have been ignored and
we request you to extend the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings. I
request you not to make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents are not being
taken into consideration.

-Trevor

Sent from my iPhone
www.linkedin.com/in/trevorbaumgartner




Regner, Robin <27 ).0H

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 6:21 PM

To: jonathan porter

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Opposition To Potential Re-zoning of the Curtis-Shipley Farmstead

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: jonathan porter [mailto:portsy1897 @yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 3:51 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Subject: Opposition To Potential Re-zoning of the Curtis-Shipley Farmstead

Ken Ulman and Howard County Council,

| am writing you today to voice my STRONG opposition of the Potential Re-zoning of the Curtis-Shipley Farmstead from
RC (Rural Conservation) to R-20. | do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone the property, a
property that is a focal point of our neighborhood. | request, as a homeowner, tax payer, and tax paying business owner
in Howard County, you do not approve the amendment, or any change to the zoning.

Quite frankly rezoning the property will have more negative impacts than positive. The negatives are so many and so
obvious its a wonder that this is issue is still on the table. Increased crime, more traffic, devaluation of property values

within the Shipley's Grant Community,and environmental concerns are just the tip of the iceberg.

Again, | STRONGLY urge you to delay the vote and if not, vote against the amendment.

Jonathan Porter



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Thursday, August 01, 2013 1:37 PM

To: Regner, Robin

Subject: FW: Comprehensive Zoning proposal 37.011 meeting request

From: Sigaty, Mary Kay

Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2013 3:18 PM

To: Tolliver, Sheila

Subject: FW: Comprehensive Zoning proposal 37.011 meeting request

From: "Cowan, Elliott" <ECOWAN@gfrlaw.com<mailto:ECOWAN@gfrlaw.com>>

Date: Mon, 17 Jun 2013 19:07:48 -0400

To: Andrea LeWinter <alewinter@taylorlegal.com<mailto:alewinter@taylorlegal.com>>

Cc: Mary Kay Sigaty <mksigaty@howardcountymd.gov<mailto:mksigaty@howardcountymd.gov>>
Subject: Re: Comprehensive Zoning proposal 37.011 meeting request

Yes, thank you both.

Elliott

OnJun 17,2013, at 6:37 PM, "Andrea LeWinter" <alewinter@taylorlegal.com<mailto:alewinter@taylorlegal.com>>
wrote:

| can make that work. Elliott - does that work for you?

Sent from my iPhone

OnJun 17, 2013, at 5:52 PM, "Sigaty, Mary Kay"
<mksigaty@howardcountymd.gov<mailto:mksigaty@howardcountymd.gov>> wrote:

Andrea,

Would Thursday, June 27th at 2:00 p.m. work for you and Mr. Cowan? If so, would you meet Councilperson Sigaty in the
Council office?

Thanks,
Mary

Mary T. Clay

Special Assistant to Mary Kay Sigaty
Howard County Council, District 4
3430 Court House Drive

Ellicott City, MD 21043

Phone: 410.313.2001



The information supplied in this message may be legally privileged. If you are the intended recipient of this message,
the sender does not intend delivery to you to waive any privilege or right pertaining to this message. If you have
received this message in error, please immediately notify the sender by return e-mail, and delete the errant message.
Thank you.

Circular 230 Disclosure: Treasury Department Regulations require us to notify you that any federal tax advice contained
in this communication (including any attachments unless otherwise expressly stated) is not intended or written to be
used, and cannot be used, for purposes of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code, or (ii) promoting,
marketing or recommending to another party any tax-related matter addressed herein.

From: Andrea LeWinter {mailto:alewinter@taylorlegal.com]

Sent: Friday, June 14, 2013 4:31 PM

To: Sigaty, Mary Kay

Cc: Cowan, Elliott

Subject: RE: Comprehensive Zoning proposal 37.011 meeting request

Mary and Mary Kay —
I just spoke with Elliott and, unfortunately, he is leaving for a summer vacation on 6/19. He will be returning on 6/26.
Cld we meet on 6/26, 6/27 or 6/28 (| am on vacation the week of 7/1)? Please let us know.

Thank you,
Andrea

Andrea LeWinter, Esq.
<image001.jpg>

Law Office of Katherine L. Taylor, P.A.

5850 Waterloo Road (Route 108)

Suite 140

Columbia, Maryland 21045

Phone: 410-300-7251

Fax: 443-420-4075

E-Mail: alewinter@taylorlegal.com<mailto:alewinter@taylorlegal.com>
www.taylorlegal.com<http://www.taylorlegal.com/>

The information contained in this electronic message and any attached documents may contain confidential and
privileged information that is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). If you are not the intended recipient, note
that any unauthorized review, disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the contents of this electronic message or any
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attached documents is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please destroy it and notify
Katherine L. Taylor, P.A. immediately.

The IRS restricts written federal tax advice from fawyers and accountants. This statement is included in all outbound
emails because even inadvertent violations may be penalized by the IRS. Nothing in this message is intended to be used,
or may be used, to avoid any penalty under federal tax laws. This message was not written to support the promotion or
marketing of any transaction. Katherine L. Taylor, P.A. does not provide formal written federal tax advice.

From: Sigaty, Mary Kay [mailto:mksigaty@howardcountymd.gov]
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2013 3:11 PM

To: Andrea LeWinter

Cc: Cowan, Elliott

Subject: Re: Comprehensive Zoning proposal 37.011 meeting request

Dear Ms. LeWinter,

First, | apologize for not responding in a more timely manner. You can imagine that at this time, Council Members are
receiving a very large number of emails every day.

Second, | would like to accommodate your request for a meeting. Unfortunately, Councilperson Sigaty's schedule is
overwhelmingly full and she would not be able to meet with you until later next week.

Lastly, if you would like to schedule a meeting after June 17th, please call the Council office. We can search for a
mutually agreeable time.

Again, | apologize for the tardiness of my reply.
Sincerely,

Mary

Mary Clay

Special Assistant to Mary Kay Sigaty

Howard County Council, District 4
mclay@howardcountymd.gov<mailto:mclay@howardcountymd.gov>
410-313-2001

From: Andrea LeWinter <alewinter@taylorlegal.com<mailto:alewinter@taylorlegal.com>>

Date: Fri, 7 Jun 2013 11:02:25 -0400

To: Mary Kay Sigaty <mksigaty@howardcountymd.gov<mailto:mksigaty@howardcountymd.gov>>
Cc: "Cowan, Elliott" <ECOWAN@gfrlaw.com<mailto:ECOWAN@gfrlaw.com>>

Subject: Comprehensive Zoning proposal 37.011 meeting request

Dear Ms. Sigaty:

| represent the Shipley’s Grant HOA, the town house community surrounding the Curtis farm parcel that is the subject of
comprehensive zoning proposal 37.011. Elliott Cowan, who is cc-ed on this email, is the chair of the HOA’s
comprehensive zoning committee. You may recall working with Elliott a number of years back regarding some land use
issues in River Hill.

The community has significant concerns about the proposal and, after hearing the Curtises’ attorney, Mr. Fred Coover,
present the proposal at Monday evening’s County Council meeting, | believe that he improperly misrepresented the
level of communication that he has had with the community and the level of resistance that he has encountered. The
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HOA has made substantial efforts to work with the Curtises, who have remained in large part unresponsive, and, we
believe, unrealistic.

I and the HOA would greatly appreciate the opportunity to meet with you in person and explain the history of the Curtis
farm and this parcel as well as the course and status of discussions between the Curtises and the HOA. We believe that
understanding the context of the proposal will be critical to fairly evaluating the Curtises’ rezoning request.

We have also reached out to the other Council members and would be more than amenable to a joint meeting.
However, we are very willing to do whatever works with your schedule. Ideally, we would like to meet with you before
proposal 37.011 is heard on June 17. My schedule is more limited next week, but Mr. Cowan is available any day and is
fully prepared to meet with or without me present and | will certainly attend if i can.

We look forward to meeting with you and are happy to provide any additional information that you would find helpful.

Thank you,
Andrea LeWinter

Andrea LeWinter, Esq.
<image002.jpg>

Law Office of Katherine L. Taylor, P.A.

5850 Waterloo Road (Route 108)

Suite 140

Columbia, Maryland 21045

Phone: 410-300-7251

Fax: 443-420-4075

E-Mail: alewinter@taylorlegal.com<mailto:alewinter@taylorlegal.com>
www.taylorlegal.com<http://www.taylorlegal.com/>

The information contained in this electronic message and any attached documents may contain confidential and
privileged information that is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). If you are not the intended recipient, note
that any unauthorized review, disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the contents of this electronic message or any
attached documents is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please destroy it and notify
Katherine L. Taylor, P.A. immediately.

The IRS restricts written federal tax advice from lawyers and accountants. This statement is included in all outbound
emails because even inadvertent violations may be penalized by the IRS. Nothing in this message is intended to be used,
or may be used, to avoid any penalty under federal tax laws. This message was not written to support the promotion or
marketing of any transaction. Katherine L. Taylor, P.A. does not provide formal written federal tax advice.



Regner, Robin

From: PAMELA BILAL <pambilal@verizon.net>

Sent: Friday, June 21, 2013 10:563 AM

To: Terrasa, Jen; Fox, Greg; Ken S. Ulman,; cball@howardcountymd.gov
Subject: Shipley Grant rezoning

| read with great interest comments (Fox & Terrasa) made in the Columbia Flier this
week regarding the rezoning of Maple Lawn. Although we're a much smaller
community (parcel in dispute is only 7 acres) - it becomes even more important to
restrict the development of this area. We are a community of ~ 400 townhomes. To
construct office buildings on 7 acres in the middle of our quiet community would be a
disaster. The proposal even calls for business traffic to snake through our small street
(full of kids/pets/walkers) for access to the commercial properties instead of coming off
108.

This area is extremely congested and over built as it is. Please help keep growth under
control in Howard County and help maintain the quality of life we have now in this
beautiful county.

Thank you



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 7:41 PM
To: PAMELA BILAL

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Zoning Amendment Request 37.011

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: PAMELA BILAL [mailto:pambilal@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 6:30 PM

To: Ball, Calvin B; CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman
Subject: Re: Zoning Amendment Request 37.011

Thank you for taking the time to come out and address our community last
week. I've lived in Howard county for 40 years and can't remember
(although I'm sure there have been several) a time when so many are in an
uproar about zoning changes. Not just our community but others too

(ex: Maple Lawn). People believed the promises of major builders (it's
Bozzuto here) and paid big bucks for property based on promises that the
view we have is "historic property that can never be built on". This is a large
development and everyone can corroborate that sales pitch. To live here a
short 18 months and hear that commercial development can take place
RIGHT ACCROSS the street is very disturbing. Even worse - the
suggestion that the entrance is off Talbot Dr is horrible and makes no
sense. ['ve had 10 addresses in Howard Co. over the years and now live in a
peaceful community whete people actually walk around - that's

amazing. Introducing commercial traffic into our neighborhood (across

from a pool where many children visit) is unacceptable. People here are
ANGRY and rightly so.



This whole thing appears to be rushed. This is HUGE and has a BIG
forever impact on the community. Can the council at least extend the time
to allow for more hearings?

Thank you

From: "Ball, Calvin B" <cbball@howardcountymd.gov>
To: PAMELA BILAL <pambilal@verizon.net>

Cc: "Pruim, Kimberly" <kpruim@howardcountymd.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 3:56 PM

Subject: RE: Zoning Amendment Request 37.011

Pam,

Thank you for the opportunity to speak before your community last week. I understand that you and possibly
some of your neighbors may not be supportive of my amendment but I truly feel this is in the best interest of
Shipley’s Grant at this time.

As I mentioned, this property is currently zoned Rural Conservation (RC) and is the last RC zone to located
with the Public Service Area (PSA). As our DPZ Director Marsha McLaughlin noted, this zone is intended for
and most compatible with farming use and therefore not appropriate for the PSA. While I was not on the
Council during the last Comprehensive Zoning and cannot offer insight as to why there was a change from R-20
to RC, what I can share is that based on the information before the Council, I believe that a change back to R-20
is the most appropriate.

[ commiit to you that if passed, I will spend the rest of the year working in harmony with you and your fellow
neighbors as we work together to address your community concerns. I understand you have several real
concerns including access points from Talbot Dr. vs. Route 108 vs. Richards Valley Rd, impact to your property
values, quality of life, preservation of the farmland and much more.

If you were unable to join us for the recent community meeting, I’d like to share a recap of the different
possible zonings and other items of interest. As Ms. McLaughlin explained, it could be possible for your HOA
to purchase this land, sell the density rights and place the proceeds into a trust that could help with maintenance
of the property.

Below you will find a general description of both the RC and R-20 zoning districts.

Rural Conservation District (RC) (Located on page 33 of our Zoning Regulations):

The Rural Conservation District is established to conserve farmland and to encourage agricultural
activities, thereby helping to ensure that commercial agriculture will continue as a long term land use
and a viable economic activity within the County. The RC District is also established to preserve natural
features and the rural landscape, while allowing low density, clustered residential development.
Residential development is to be permitted only when it is located and designed to minimize its impact
on agricultural land, farming operations, and sensitive environmental features; to create attractive rural
developments; and to respect existing features of the rural landscape.

The preferred land use in the RC District is agriculture. The District is intended to permit range of uses
related to agriculture, to encourage the preservation of large blocks of farmland, and to permanently
protect from development the tracts of land which remain after permitted residential development has
occurred. Residential lots in the district are likely to be adjacent or close to agricultural land. Residents



of property within the RC District should be prepared to accept the impacts associated with normal
farming practices (see the Howard County Right-To-Farm Actin § 12.111 of the Howard County Code).

This is not the purpose of the Curtis property. After careful consideration, given that this parcel is located within
the PSA coupled with the current uses surrounding it make RC zoning not most appropriate zoning at this time.

Residential: Single District (R-20) (Located on page 67 of our Zoning Regulations)

The R-20 District is established to permit single family detached dwelling units at approximately two
units per acre. The District reflects the established single-family neighborhood characteristics of many
of the stable residential areas of the county.

At times as your elected official, 'm called upon to make difficult decisions. Please know that it is my hope
that collectively we, together with the Curtis family and their representatives will be able to come together in
the fall to explore several options. Included within those options is a Community Enhancement Floating (CEF)
zone recommended by both your community and DPZ.

Earlier this year, the Council established the process for situations much like yours. Through CEF, you will be
able to collaborate and provide invaluable feedback into what will be permitted in the parcel which is all
outlined in the process. Again, I truly believe that in the interim, this will give your community, owners of the
parcel and DPZ sufficient time to review CEF and possible future plans. The criteria for a CEF zone is as
follows:

- Located within the PSA for both public water and sewer service

- Have frontage on and access to an arterial or major collector road

- Minimum development size shall be five acres.

- Not located in an existing M-2, TOD, NT, MXD, or PGCC District

- More appropriate than the existing zoning

- Not permitted within the interior of a neighborhood comprising only single family detached

dwellings

- Compatible with surrounding residential neighborhoods, existing land use in the vicinity of the site

in terms of providing transitional use between different zoning districts and/or land uses and the

scale, height, mass, and architectural detail or proposed structures

- Shall include enhancements as provided in Section 121.0.G. enhancements shall be proportionate

to the scale of the CEF development

- Meets the criteria of the purpose statement

As we all work together, my goal as your elected representative is to facilitate what I believe are our shared
goals.

I hope you find this information insightful meeting and know that I will stay connected with your community as
you go through this process. If additional information has come to light, please do not hesitate to call or email
me as [ welcome any additional feedback you may have on this matter.

All the best,
Calvin

Dr. Calvin Ball

Councilmember

Howard County Council, District 2
Ph: 410-313-2001



www.howardcountymd.gov/District2Bio

“LIKE” me on Facebook: www.facebook.com/CalvinBallTeam

"Sign-Up for District 2 alerts through NotifyMeHoward. Register here and select Howard County Council,
District 2 alerts.

"An individual has not started living until he can rise above the narrow confines of his individualistic concerns
to the broader concerns of all humanity." --Martin Luther King, Jr.

From: PAMELA BILAL [mailto:pambilal@verizon.net]

Sent: Saturday, June 15, 2013 3:04 PM

To: Ball, Calvin B; Watson, Courtney; Sigaty, Mary Kay; Fox, Greg; Ken S. Ulman
Subject: Zoning Amendment Request 37.011

Regarding the rezoning request for Shipley's Grant:

We purchased our townhome 18 months ago from Bozzuto with the ASSURANCE that
the farm was 'historic property' and could never be developed. | actually live right
across from the farm and paid a premium to do so. This is a wonderful community and
the thought that it could be destroyed is troubling to all families living here. What's
even WORSE is the proposal that IF commercial development takes place - they want
to direct business traffic through our neighborhood (instead of off 108). This proposed
entrance is right across from homes (with lots of children) and the community

pool. This proposition is TOTALY UNACCEPTABLE and dangerous to our
community. Property values would plummet overnight and | didn't pay $480K for a
town home to live across from a business parking lot!

| consider this area over developed as it is. Businesses are best positioned in
business parks - not right in the middle of quiet communities.

Please, please give this careful consideration.
Thank you

Pam Bilal - Howard county resident of 40+ years and also a Howard Co. employee.



Ryegner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 7:56 AM

To: Bill Adams

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: DO NOT REZONE THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT!

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Bill Adams [mailto:wjadams3@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 9:03 PM

To: Tolliver, Sheila

Subject: Re: DO NOT REZONE THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT!

Ms. Toliver:

Can you explain this to me? I do not understand it. I am not a lawyer, I am
a homeowner and retiree. Does a homeowner in this county need to get a
lawyer before they can send a letter to their elected representatives on a
matter effecting their property?

For the record, as far as I know I have not contributed an aggregate of
$500 to the campaigns of County officials over the course of my lifetime.
If that covers it, we are good. If not, please clarify.

Best Regards,

William Adams

5960 Donovan Lane
Ellicott City, MD 21043

On Wed, Jul 24, 2013 at 7:38 PM, Tolliver, Sheila <STolliver@howardcountymd.gov> wrote:
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Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver
Council Administrator
Howard County Council

410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Bill Adams [mailto:wjadams3@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 6:01 PM

To: James Wolfe

Cc: Ball, Calvin B; Trevor Baumgartner; joelhbaker@aol.com; leanapharmd@yahoo.com; janeyrhodes@me.com;
dave.pinter@hotmail.com; portsy1897@yahoo.com; CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Subject: Re: DO NOT REZONE THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT!

HoCo Council and County Exec:

I also want to echo the comments of Mr. Wolfe in his last several e-mails.
Most particularly the following (his highlighting):

remdents are facmg smnlar rezoning issues in ;heir commumties’and we

are all fed up Wlﬂ’l our Councﬂ R_e_p_resentatlves no hstenm' to our
concerns. You have clearly forgotten your constituentcy!




I am opposed to the rezoning of the farm!"

This does not seem to me to be an honest difference of opinion. It is quite
simply putting contributors ahead of constituents. It would be a serious
mistake to pass Councilman Ball's amendment regarding the Shipley -
Curtis Farm. But I also want to add my voice to those who feel that the
entire Comprehensive Rezoning process has gone so badly off the rails
that the entire bill should be tabled at this time. It's time for the County
Council to step back, listen to the actual voters of this county and reassess
where this whole process has ended up.

We really are not alone as voters all over the county are shaking their
heads in disgust. You can vote this plan through now, but as angry and
frustrated as people are, I would not assume that will be the end of it.

William Adams

Shipley's Grant Resident

On Wed, Jul 24, 2013 at 5:34 PM, James Wolfe <jimwolfe007@gmail.com> wrote:

Dr. Ball -- We, the residents of Shipley's Grant, are in complete agreement that you and County Council, who
make up the DPZ, are out of touch with your constituency. We urge you to withdraw your Amendment to
rezone the "Curtis Farmstead."

Other communities, such as the one in Fulton and others, believe that your Amendment is disasterous to our
neighborhoods.

Sincerely,
J. Wolfe
5702 Rosanna Place

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043



On Wed, Jul 24, 2013 at 4:57 PM, Ball, Calvin B <cbball@howardcountymd.gov> wrote:

Dear Mr. Wolfe,

I'm sorry if I was somehow unclear about what I plan to do at this juncture. I believe that R-20 is the most
appropriate zone for this property at this time. I fully support my amendment.

Calvin

-------- Original message --------
From: James Wolfe <jimwolfe007@gmail.com>

Date: 07/24/2013 4:48 PM (GMT-05:00)

To: "Ball, Calvin B" <cbball@howardcountymd.gov>

Cc: Trevor Baumgartner <trevor.baumgartner@gmail.com> joelhbaker@aol.com,Bill Adams
<WJAdams3@gmail.com>,leanapharmd@yahoo.com,portsy1897(@yahoo.com,janeyrhodes(@me.com

Subject: Re: DO NOT REZONE THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT!

Dr. Ball -- If that is the case, will you commit to the residents of Shipley's Grant that you will withdraw your
Amendment and start defending our community against rezoning?

On Wed, Jul 24, 2013 at 4:41 PM, Ball, Calvin B <cbball@howardcountymd.gov> wrote:

Dear Mr. Wolfe,

I have received your email and fully understand your perspective.

Calvin

-------- Original message --------
From: James Wolfe <jimwolfe007@gmail.com>
Date: 07/24/2013 4:36 PM (GMT-05:00)




To: "Ball, Calvin B" <cbball@howardcountymd.gov>

Cc: Trevor Baumgartner <trevor.baumgartner@gmail.com>,joelhbaker@aol.com,Bill Adams
<WJAdams3@gmail.com> leanapharmd@yahoo.com,portsy 1 897@yahoo.com,janeyrhodes@me.com,James
Wolfe <jimwolfe007@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: DO NOT REZONE THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT!

Dr. Ball -- Thank you for your boiler plate response, as this exact message was sent to all of our

neighbors who oppose your Amendment and your master plan to rezone our beautiful
neighborhood.

Your proposal is a huge disappointment to all of us at Shipley's Grant. The proposed R-20 zoning
would provide for uses that would totally change the character of the farmstead. When the
property was zoned RC in the 2003 comprehensive zoning procedure, the farmstead was to be
maintained as such — a farmstead , as was the wish of the current owners’ mother, from whom
they inherited the property. Further, the farmstead was to serve as the focal point for the
adjacent Shipley’s Grant development in the form of open space that helps preserve natural,
environmental, historic and architectural resources. That concept is in direct line with the Howard
County Zoning Regulations, Section 100: General Provisions, April 13, 2004.

The farmstead property owners may be disappointed if the property is zoned R-20 because they
did not get the commercial zoning they sought in their original zoning change request. However, a
change to R-20 would certainly make the farmstead a more valuable piece of land should the
owners choose to sell. The Curtiss brothers have stated that it is, in fact, their intention to sell the
farmstead.

The only winners in this process , if your Amendment is approved, are the Curtiss brothers,
neither of whom is a resident of Howard County or the State of Maryland, and their agents who
will reap a commission upon a future sale, and amass more billable hours. On the other hand, the
residents of Shipley’s Grant and Howard County, your constituents, stand to lose an open space, a
historic site that speaks to the area’s agricultural heritage, and a scenic landscape that contribute
immeasurably to the quality of life.

The residents of Shipley’s Grant, through an ad hoc committee, have sought to reach out to the
Curtiss brothers since February of this year to reach a compromise which would allow them to
generate a revenue stream that would cover the cost of maintaining the farmstead. At a meeting
with the homeowners in March, the brothers stated that this was what they sought to do. Now
they propose to sell the property. Working with the Curtiss brothers has been like chasing a
moving target, not too mention the dishonest and sneaky tactic of putting up a rezoning sign in
the middle of the night. A sign, from what | understand, doesn't even meet the requirements for
rezoning property.

This zoning amendment is a rush to judgment and seems to fly in the face of the DPZ’s stated
mission which “seeks to enhance Howard County’s high quality of life, prosperity, and
5



stewardship of our natural and cultural resources.” All of us at Shipley's Grant ask you to
withdraw your Amendment, and if needed, postpone the vote on the rezoning issue until this
matter can be more fully investigated and a real compromise that satisfies both parties can be
reached. This is a clear example how our elected officials are abusing the positions that we have
entrusted you.

Please withdraw your Amendment.

J. Wolfe

5702 Rosanna Place

On Wed, Jul 24, 2013 at 3:20 PM, Ball, Calvin B <cbball@howardcountymd.gov> wrote:

Mr. Wolfe,

Thank you for the opportunity to speak before your community last week. I understand that you and possibly
some of your neighbors may not be supportive of my amendment but I truly feel this is in the best interest of
Shipley’s Grant at this time.

As I mentioned, this property is currently zoned Rural Conservation (RC) and is the last RC zone to located
with the Public Service Area (PSA). As our DPZ Director Marsha McLaughlin noted, this zone is intended for
and most compatible with farming use and therefore not appropriate for the PSA. While I was not on the
Council during the last Comprehensive Zoning and cannot offer insight as to why there was a change from R-20
to RC, what I can share is that based on the information before the Council, I believe that a change back to R-20
is the most appropriate.

I commit to you that if passed, I will spend the rest of the year working in harmony with you and your fellow
neighbors as we work together to address your community concerns. I understand you have several real
concerns including access points from Talbot Dr. vs. Route 108 vs. Richards Valley Rd, impact to your property
values, quality of life, preservation of the farmland and much more.

If you were unable to join us for the recent community meeting, I’d like to share a recap of the different
possible zonings and other items of interest. As Ms. McLaughlin explained, it could be possible for your HOA
to purchase this land, sell the density rights and place the proceeds into a trust that could help with maintenance
of the property.



Below you will find a general description of both the RC and R-20 zoning districts.

Rural Conservation District (RC) (Located on page 33 of our Zoning Regulations):

The Rural Conservation District is established to conserve farmland and to encourage agricultural
activities, thereby helping to ensure that commercial agriculture will continue as a long term land use
and a viable economic activity within the County. The RC District is also established to preserve natural
features and the rural landscape, while allowing low density, clustered residential development.
Residential development is to be permitted only when it is located and designed to minimize its impact
on agricultural land, farming operations, and sensitive environmental features; to create attractive rural
developments; and to respect existing features of the rural landscape.

The preferred land use in the RC District is agriculture. The District is intended to permit range of uses
related to agriculture, to encourage the preservation of large blocks of farmland, and to permanently
protect from development the tracts of land which remain after permitted residential development has
occurred. Residential lots in the district are likely to be adjacent or close to agricultural land. Residents
of property within the RC District should be prepared to accept the impacts associated with normal
farming practices (see the Howard County Right-To-Farm Act in § 12.111 of the Howard County Code).

This is not the purpose of the Curtis property. After careful consideration, given that this parcel is located within
the PSA coupled with the current uses surrounding it make RC zoning not most appropriate zoning at this time.

Residential: Single District (R-20) (Located on page 67 of our Zoning Regulations)

The R-20 District is established to permit single family detached dwelling units at approximately two
units per acre. The District reflects the established single-family neighborhood characteristics of many
of the stable residential areas of the county.

At times as your elected official, I’'m called upon to make difficult decisions. Please know that it is my hope
that collectively we, together with the Curtis family and their representatives will be able to come together in
the fall to explore several options. Included within those options is a Community Enhancement Floating (CEF)
zone recommended by both your community and DPZ.

Earlier this year, the Council established the process for situations much like yours. Through CEF, you will be
able to collaborate and provide invaluable feedback into what will be permitted in the parcel which is all
outlined in the process. Again, I truly believe that in the interim, this will give your community, owners of the
parcel and DPZ sufficient time to review CEF and possible future plans. The criteria for a CEF zone is as
follows:



- Located within the PSA for both public water and sewer service

- Have frontage on and access to an arterial or major collector road

- Minimum development size shall be five acres.

- Not located in an existing M-2, TOD, NT, MXD, or PGCC District
- More appropriate than the existing zoning

- Not permitted within the interior of a neighborhood comprising only single family detached
dwellings

- Compatible with surrounding residential neighborhoods, existing land use in the vicinity of the site
in terms of providing transitional use between different zoning districts and/or land uses and the

scale, height, mass, and architectural detail or proposed structures

- Shall include enhancements as provided in Section 121.0.G. enhancements shall be proportionate
to the scale of the CEF development

- Meets the criteria of the purpose statement

As we all work together, my goal as your elected representative is to facilitate what I believe are our shared
goals.

I hope you find this information insightful meeting and know that I will stay connected with your community as
you go through this process. If additional information has come to light, please do not hesitate to call or email
me as | welcome any additional feedback you may have on this matter.

All the best,

Dr. Calvin Ball

Councilmember

Howard County Council, District 2
Ph: 410-313-2001

www.howardcountymd.gov/District2Bio




“LIKE” me on Facebook: www.facebook.com/CalvinBallTeam

"Sign-Up for District 2 alerts through NotifyMeHoward. Register here and select Howard County Council,
District 2 alerts.

"An individual has not started living until he can rise above the narrow confines of his individualistic concerns
to the broader concerns of all humanity." --Martin Luther King, Jr.

From: James Wolfe [mailto:jimwolfe007@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 10:12 AM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: Re: DO NOT REZONE THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT!

Please reiterate to the Council Members that thousands of other Howard County residents are
facing rezoning issues in their communities and we are all fed up with our Council Representatives
not listening to our concerns. They have clearly forgotten your constituency with their attitudes of
"knowing what's best for us!"

On Tue, Jul 23, 2013 at 6:21 PM, James Wolfe <jimwolfe007@gmail.com> wrote:

| am a voting resident of the Shipley's Grant community in Howard County and want to register my strong
disapproval of any change in zoning for the property known as the "Curtis Farmstead" around which this
community was built.

T e

I do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone the property adjacent to our
neighborhood. Please do not approve the amendment or any change to the zoning. If nothing else you should
delay the vote on the comprehensive rezoning scheduled for July 25, 2013, to afford more time for

hearings. Do not make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents are not being taken into
consideration, as Councilman Ball says that he knows what is best for us when he has no idea what he is talking
about or has a grasp of the issue. There is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our
neighborhood.



Sincerely,

J. Wolfe
5702 Rosanna Place

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043
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Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 9:52 AM

To: Yolande Calhoun

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Rezoning of property adjacent to Shipley's Grant

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Yolande Calhoun [mailto:yopacal1218@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 7:05 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Subject: Rezoning of property adjacent to Shipley's Grant

Good evening,

As a resident of Shipley's Grant we do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone the
property adjacent to our neighborhood. We request that you do not approve the amendment or any change to
the zoning. We also request a delay to the vote on the comprehensive rezoning scheduled for July 25,

2013. There are too many concerns we have which have been ignored. Please extend the comprehensive
zoning to afford more time for hearings.

We are asking that you do not make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents are not being taken
into consideration.

There is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Yolande and Paul Calhoun



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 9:37 AM
To: Christina Cooper

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Shipley's Grant Zoning

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Christina Cooper [mailto:cscooper929@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 10:04 PM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: Ken S. Ulman

Subject: Shipley's Grant Zoning

To Whom It May Concern:

My name is Christina S. Cooper, homeowner since 2010 in the Shipley's Grant Community and a resident of
Howard County since 1999. The reason for my email is to voice my concern regarding the proposed rezoning of
the farm adjacent to the Shipley's Grant community. Below you will find the key points I would like to voice:

¢ Asaresident of Shipley's Grant I do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone
the property adjacent to our neighborhood.

o I request you do not approve the amendment or any change to the zoning.

e If you support the amendment, I request to delay the vote on the comprehensive rezoning scheduled for
July 25, 2013.

e There are too many concerns I have which have been ignored.

o Please extend the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings.

¢ Do not make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents are not being taken into
consideration.

e There is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our neighborhood.

It is my hope that as a resident of Shipley's Grant and the Howard County community you will seriously take
my concerns regarding this issue into consideration. Thank you.

Christina S. Cooper



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 7:47 PM
To: Adnan Khan

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Rezoning of farm

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Adnan Khan [mailto:bills742@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 6:44 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Subject: Rezoning of farm

Hello, I am a long-time resident of Shipley's Grant (since 2008) and | do not support the amendment by
Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone the property adjacent to our neighborhood. | request you do not approve the
amendment or any change to the zoning. There is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our
neighborhood. Just yesterday, | was running by the farm and thinking how beautiful it was to have that
protected property. Seeing such a large piece of land with nice, green grass is refreshing.

Thank you,
Adnan Khan



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 11:48 AM

To: Regner, Robin

Subject: FW: Shipley's Grant Zoning Information from Your Neighbors

From: Jennifer Taylor [mailto:jenn.nordling.taylor@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 11:14 AM

To: CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Subject: Fwd: Shipley's Grant Zoning Information from Your Neighbors

To whom it may concern:

As aresident of Shipley's Grant my husband and I do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to
rezone the property adjacent to our neighborhood. We request you do not approve the amendment or any
change to the zoning. If you support the amendment, we request to delay the vote on the comprehensive
rezoning scheduled for July 25, 2013. There are too many concerns I/we have which have been ignored. Please
extend the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings. Do not make all these changes so quickly as
the concerns of residents are not being taken into consideration. There is enormous opposition to the proposed
changes within our neighborhood.

Jennifer Nordling and Matt Taylor
6014 Logans Way
Ellicott City, MD

21043



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 11:55 AM
To: rama devi

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: opposed to rezoning of the farm

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: rama devi [mailto:rama267@yahoo.co.in]
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 11:49 AM

To: CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Subject: opposed to rezoning of the farm

Good morning,

[ am a resident of Shipley's Grant community,

e Asaresident of Shipley's Grant I/we do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to
rezone the property adjacent to our neighborhood.

e I/we request you do not approve the amendment or any change to the zoning.

o If you support the amendment, I/we request to delay the vote on the comprehensive rezoning scheduled
for July 25, 2013.

o There are too many concerns I/we have which have been ignored.

e Please extend the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings.

e Do not make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents are not being taken into
consideration.

o There is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our neighborhood.

Please consider our request, we are with kids and we spent lot of money to get those houses.

Thanks,

Rama Katikaneni
5936 Talbot drive
Ellicott city.



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 7:36 PM

To: Leana DiBenedetto

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: In Opposition to Amendment Request 37.011-

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Leana DiBenedetto [mailto:leanapharmd@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 5:32 PM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: In Opposition to Amendment Request 37.011-

Council Membets,

I would like to echo my neighbor's sentiments:

o As a resident of Shipley's Grant I do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone the
subject property adjacent to our neighborhood.

e Irequest you do not approve the amendment or any change to the zoning.

e If you supportt the amendment, I request to delay the vote on the comprehensive rezoning scheduled for
July 25, 2013.

o There ate too many concerns we have which have been ignored.

o DPlease extend the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings.

e Do not make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents are not being taken into
consideration.

e Thete is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our neighborhood.

Kindest regards,
Leana M. Di Benedetto, PharmD, BCNP

5846 Richards Valley Road
Ellicott City, MD 21043

E-mail: leanapharmd@yahoo.com
Mobile: 954.608.9212



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 7:39 PM

To: James Wolfe

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subiject: RE: DO NOT REZONE THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT!

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: James Wolfe [mailto:jimwolfe007 @gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 6:21 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Cc: Trevor Baumgartner; joelhbaker@aol.com; Bill Adams; leanapharmd@yahoo.com; portsy1897@yahoo.com;
dave.pinter@hotmail.com; janeyrhodes@me.com; James Wolfe; paymantorabi@gmail.com

Subject: Re: DO NOT REZONE THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT!

Howard County Council Members and County
Executive Ulman --- Does Dr. Ball speak on behalf of
the entire Council or do you have a different position on
this important matter? The voting residents, your
constituents, of Shipley's Grant want to hear your
position on this importatnt rezoning issue before you
cast your ballot.

We are anxiously awaiting...

On Wed, Jul 24, 2013 at 6:00 PM, Bill Adams <wjadams3@gmail.com> wrote:
HoCo Council and County Exec:




I also want to echo the comments of Mr. Wolfe in his last several e-mails.
Most particularly the following (his highlighting):

This does not seem to me to be an honest difference of opinion. It is quite
simply putting contributors ahead of constituents. It would be a serious
mistake to pass Councilman Ball's amendment regarding the Shipley -
Curtis Farm. But I also want to add my voice to those who feel that the
entire Comprehensive Rezoning process has gone so badly off the rails
that the entire bill should be tabled at this time. It's time for the County
Council to step back, listen to the actual voters of this county and reassess
where this whole process has ended up.

We really are not alone as voters all over the county are shaking their
heads in disgust. You can vote this plan through now, but as angry and
frustrated as people are, I would not assume that will be the end of it.

William Adams
Shipley's Grant Resident

On Wed, Jul 24, 2013 at 5:34 PM, James Wolfe <jimwolfe007@gmail.com> wrote:

Dr. Ball -- We, the residents of Shipley's Grant, are in complete agreement that you and County Council, who
make up the DPZ, are out of touch with your constituency. We urge you to withdraw your Amendment to
rezone the "Curtis Farmstead."

We are not alone on thlS 1ssue as thousands of other Howard‘Coun y res 1dents are facm > sumlar rezonin

Other communltles such as the one in Fulton and others beheve that your Amendment is disasterous to our
neighborhoods.
Sincerely,



J. Wolfe
5702 Rosanna Place
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

On Wed, Jul 24, 2013 at 4:57 PM, Ball, Calvin B <cbball@howardcountymd.gov> wrote:

Dear Mr. Wolfe,

I'm sorry if I was somehow unclear about what I plan to do at this juncture. I believe that R-20 is the most
appropriate zone for this property at this time. I fully support my amendment.

Calvin

-------- Original message --------

From: James Wolfe <jimwolfe007@gmail.com>

Date: 07/24/2013 4:48 PM (GMT-05:00)

To: "Ball, Calvin B" <cbball@howardcountymd.gov>

Cc: Trevor Baumgartner <trevor.baumgartner@gmail.com>,joelhbaker@aol.com,Bill Adams
<WJAdams3@gmail.com>,leanapharmd@yahoo.com,portsy1897@yahoo.com,janeyrhodes@me.com
Subject: Re: DO NOT REZONE THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT!

Dr. Ball -- If that is the case, will you commit to the residents of Shipley's Grant that you will withdraw your
Amendment and start defending our community against rezoning?

On Wed, Jul 24, 2013 at 4:41 PM, Ball, Calvin B <cbball@howardcountymd.gov> wrote:
Dear Mr. Wolfe,

[ have received your email and fully understand your perspective.

Calvin

-------- Original message --------

From: James Wolfe <jimwolfe007@gmail.com>

Date: 07/24/2013 4:36 PM (GMT-05:00)

To: "Ball, Calvin B" <cbball@howardcountymd.gov>

Cc: Trevor Baumgartner <trevor.baumgartner@gmail.com>,joelhbaker@aol.com,Bill Adams
<WJAdams3@gmail.com>,leanapharmd@yahoo.com,portsy1897@yahoo.com,janeyrhodes@me.com,James
Wolfe <jimwolfe007 @gmail.com>

Subject: Re: DO NOT REZONE THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT!

Dr. Ball -- Thank you for your boiler plate response, as this exact message was sent to all of our
neighbors who oppose your Amendment and your master plan to rezone our beautiful
neighborhood.

Your proposal is a huge disappointment to all of us at Shipley's Grant. The proposed R-20 zoning

would provide for uses that would totally change the character of the farmstead. When the
3



property was zoned RC in the 2003 comprehensive zoning procedure, the farmstead was to be
maintained as such — a farmstead , as was the wish of the current owners’ mother , from whom
they inherited the property. Further, the farmstead was to serve as the focal point for the
adjacent Shipley’s Grant development in the form of open space that helps preserve natural,
environmental, historic and architectural resources. That concept is in direct line with the Howard
County Zoning Regulations, Section 100: General Provisions, April 13, 2004.

The farmstead property owners may be disappointed if the property is zoned R-20 because they
did not get the commercial zoning they sought in their original zoning change request. However, a
change to R-20 would certainly make the farmstead a more valuable piece of land should the
owners choose to sell. The Curtiss brothers have stated that it is, in fact, their intention to sell the
farmstead.

The only winners in this process, if your Amendment is approved, are the Curtiss brothers,
neither of whom is a resident of Howard County or the State of Maryland, and their agents who
will reap a commission upon a future sale, and amass more billable hours. On the other hand, the
residents of Shipley’s Grant and Howard County, your constituents, stand to lose an open space, a
historic site that speaks to the area’s agricultural heritage, and a scenic landscape that contribute
immeasurably to the quality of life.

The residents of Shipley’s Grant, through an ad hoc committee, have sought to reach out to the
Curtiss brothers since February of this year to reach a compromise which would allow them to
generate a revenue stream that would cover the cost of maintaining the farmstead. At a meeting
with the homeowners in March, the brothers stated that this was what they sought to do. Now
they propose to sell the property. Working with the Curtiss brothers has been like chasing a
moving target, not too mention the dishonest and sneaky tactic of putting up a rezoning sign in
the middle of the night. A sign, from what | understand, doesn't even meet the requirements for
rezoning property.

This zoning amendment is a rush to judgment and seems to fly in the face of the DPZ’s stated
mission which “seeks to enhance Howard County’s high quality of life, prosperity, and
stewardship of our natural and cultural resources.” All of us at Shipley's Grant ask you to
withdraw your Amendment, and if needed, postpone the vote on the rezoning issue until this
matter can be more fully investigated and a real compromise that satisfies both parties can be
reached. This is a clear example how our elected officials are abusing the positions that we have
entrusted you.

Please withdraw your Amendment.

J. Wolfe

5702 Rosanna Place



On Wed, Jul 24, 2013 at 3:20 PM, Ball, Calvin B <cbball@howardcountymd.gov> wrote:

Mr. Wolfe,

Thank you for the opportunity to speak before your community last week. I understand that you and possibly
some of your neighbors may not be supportive of my amendment but I truly feel this is in the best interest of
Shipley’s Grant at this time.

As I mentioned, this property is currently zoned Rural Conservation (RC) and is the last RC zone to located
with the Public Service Area (PSA). As our DPZ Director Marsha McLaughlin noted, this zone is intended for
and most compatible with farming use and therefore not appropriate for the PSA. While I was not on the
Council during the last Comprehensive Zoning and cannot offer insight as to why there was a change from R-20
to RC, what I can share is that based on the information before the Council, I believe that a change back to R-20
is the most appropriate.

I commit to you that if passed, I will spend the rest of the year working in harmony with you and your fellow
neighbors as we work together to address your community concerns. I understand you have several real
concerns including access points from Talbot Dr. vs. Route 108 vs. Richards Valley Rd, impact to your property
values, quality of life, preservation of the farmland and much more.

If you were unable to join us for the recent community meeting, I’d like to share a recap of the different
possible zonings and other items of interest. As Ms. McLaughlin explained, it could be possible for your HOA
to purchase this land, sell the density rights and place the proceeds into a trust that could help with maintenance
of the property.

Below you will find a general description of both the RC and R-20 zoning districts.

Rural Conservation District (RC) (Located on page 33 of our Zoning Regulations):

The Rural Conservation District is established to conserve farmland and to encourage agricultural
activities, thereby helping to ensure that commercial agriculture will continue as a long term land use
and a viable economic activity within the County. The RC District is also established to preserve natural
features and the rural landscape, while allowing low density, clustered residential development.
Residential development is to be permitted only when it is located and designed to minimize its impact
on agricultural land, farming operations, and sensitive environmental features; to create attractive rural
developments; and to respect existing features of the rural landscape.

The preferred land use in the RC District is agriculture. The District is intended to permit range of uses
related to agriculture, to encourage the preservation of large blocks of farmland, and to permanently
protect from development the tracts of land which remain after permitted residential development has
occurred. Residential lots in the district are likely to be adjacent or close to agricultural land. Residents
of property within the RC District should be prepared to accept the impacts associated with normal
farming practices (see the Howard County Right-To-Farm Actin § 12.111 of the Howard County Code).

5



This is not the purpose of the Curtis property. After careful consideration, given that this parcel is located within
the PSA coupled with the current uses surrounding it make RC zoning not most appropriate zoning at this time.

Residential: Single District (R-20) (Located on page 67 of our Zoning Regulations)

The R-20 District is established to permit single family detached dwelling units at approximately two
units per acre. The District reflects the established single-family neighborhood characteristics of many
of the stable residential areas of the county.

At times as your elected official, I’'m called upon to make difficult decisions. Please know that it is my hope
that collectively we, together with the Curtis family and their representatives will be able to come together in
the fall to explore several options. Included within those options is a Community Enhancement Floating (CEF)
zone recommended by both your community and DPZ.

Earlier this year, the Council established the process for situations much like yours. Through CEF, you will be
able to collaborate and provide invaluable feedback into what will be permitted in the parcel which is all
outlined in the process. Again, I truly believe that in the interim, this will give your community, owners of the
parcel and DPZ sufficient time to review CEF and possible future plans. The criteria for a CEF zone is as
follows:

- Located within the PSA for both public water and sewer service

- Have frontage on and access to an arterial or major collector road

- Minimum development size shall be five acres.

- Not located in an existing M-2, TOD, NT, MXD, or PGCC District
- More appropriate than the existing zoning

- Not permitted within the interior of a neighborhood comprising only single family detached
dwellings

- Compatible with surrounding residential neighborhoods, existing land use in the vicinity of the site
in terms of providing transitional use between different zoning districts and/or land uses and the
scale, height, mass, and architectural detail or proposed structures

- Shall include enhancements as provided in Section 121.0.G. enhancements shall be proportionate
to the scale of the CEF development

- Meets the criteria of the purpose statement
6



As we all work together, my goal as your elected representative is to facilitate what I believe are our shared
goals.

I hope you find this information insightful meeting and know that I will stay connected with your community as
you go through this process. If additional information has come to light, please do not hesitate to call or email
me as | welcome any additional feedback you may have on this matter.

All the best,

Dr. Calvin Ball

Councilmember

Howard County Council, District 2
Ph: 410-313-2001

www.howardcountymd.gov/District2Bio

“LIKE” me on Facebook: www.facebook.com/CalvinBallTeam

"Sign-Up for District 2 alerts through NotifyMeHoward. Register here and select Howard County Council,
District 2 alerts.

"An individual has not started living until he can rise above the narrow confines of his individualistic concerns
to the broader concerns of all humanity." --Martin Luther King, Jr.

From: James Wolfe [mailto:jimwolfe007@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 10:12 AM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: Re: DO NOT REZONE THE CURTIS FARM AT SHIPLEY'S GRANT!

Please reiterate to the Council Members that thousands of other Howard County residents are
facing rezoning issues in their communities and we are all fed up with our Council Representatives



not listening to our concerns. They have clearly forgotten your constituency with their attitudes of
"knowing what's best for us!"

On Tue, Jul 23, 2013 at 6:21 PM, James Wolfe <jimwolfe007@gmail.com> wrote:

I am a voting resident of the Shipley's Grant community in Howard County and want to register my strong
disapproval of any change in zoning for the property known as the "Curtis Farmstead" around which this
community was built.

I do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone the property adjacent to our

neighborhood. Please do not approve the amendment or any change to the zoning. If nothing else you should
delay the vote on the comprehensive rezoning scheduled for July 25, 2013, to afford more time for

hearings. Do not make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents are not being taken into
consideration, as Councilman Ball says that he knows what is best for us when he has no idea what he is talking
about or has a grasp of the issue. There is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our
neighborhood.

Sincerely,

J. Wolfe
5702 Rosanna Place

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 9:42 AM
To: James Wolfe

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Zoning Issues

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: James Wolfe [mailto:janeyrhodes@me.com]
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 8:46 PM

To: CouncilMail; ": kulman"@howardcountymd.gov
Subject: Zoning Issues

Good evening--

As a homeowner, taxpayer and voter who lives in Shipley's Grant | do not support Calvin Ball's amendment to change
the zoning of the farm property adjacent to our neighborhood. The proposed plan will be a significant detriment to our
community and will only benefit the owners off the property (who live out of state) and developers. Despite vigorous
objection by homeowners, Mr. Ball continued to pursue the change, with a complete disregard for the promises made
the residents and the value of our homes.

| urge you not to support the amendment sponsored by Mr. Ball for the parcel of land located on Route 108 near
Showden River. In the event you do support the amendment, i respectfully request you delay the rezoning issues until a
future date to allow for public debate.

You have been elected to represent the citizens of Howard County--not the developers. Howard County is a lovely place
to live, but is becoming a political machine solely focused on development. How you vote now, will reflect in how we
vote in the future.

Sincerely-
Jane Rhodes-Wolfe



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 9:42 AM
To: Dustin Baumgartner

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Shipley's Grant Zoning

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

p.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information,

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Dustin Baumgartner [mailto:ddbaumagartner@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 7:08 AM

To: CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Subject: Shipley's Grant Zoning

Regarding the upcoming vote on Shipley's Grant rezoning of the farm,

* As a resident of Shipley's Grant I do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone
the property adjacent to our neighborhood.

eI request you do not approve the amendment or any change to the zoning.

« If you support the amendment, I request to delay the vote on the comprehensive rezoning scheduled
for July 25, 2013.

« There are too many concerns I have which have been ignored.

« Please extend the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings.

« Do not make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents are not being taken into
consideration.

o There is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our neighborhood.

Thanks,
Dustin Baumgartner



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 9:42 AM
To: Sushil Patel

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Shipley's Grant Zoning

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Sushil Patel [mailto:sush726@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 7:30 AM

To: CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman; sush726@yahoo.com
Subject: Shipley's Grant Zoning

Dear Council Members and Kevin Ulman,

I am currently a resident at Shipley's Grant and my family does not support the amendment by Councilman
Calvin Ball to rezone the property adjacent to our neighborhood. I feel as though the residents concerns have
not been addressed and rezoning scheduled for July 25th, 2013 needs to be delayed. I am a new parent and
bought my house in this peaceful quiet neighborhood my wife and I fell in love with over a year ago. I am
confident that all council members on this email have families and they would like to be heard if this was
happening near their neighborhoods and affected the peacefulness of their neighborhood. There is a large
amount of families proposed to the changes, so I would like to hear why the families opinions do not matter and
are not being taken into consideration.

Thanks,
Sushil Patel



Regner, Robin

From: Michael Clark <clarkmtc@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 10:17 AM

To: Tolliver, Sheila

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Opposition to the Zoning of Shipley's Farmstead

Your welcome

Mike Clark

From: STolliver@howardcountymd.gov

To: clarkmtc@hotmail.com

CC: rregner@howardcountymd.gov

Date: Tue, 23 Jul 2013 09:55:38 -0400

Subject: RE: Opposition to the Zoning of Shipley's Farmstead

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council
appreciates your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments
under consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional

information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: Michael Clark [mailto:clarkmtc@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 4:55 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Cc: clarkmtc@hotmail.com

Subject: Opposition to the Zoning of Shipley's Farmstead

As a resident of Shipley's Grant | do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone the
property adjacent to our neighborhood. | request you do not approve the amendment or any change to the
existing zoning. | respectfully request to delay the vote on the comprehensive rezoning scheduled for July 25,
2013. There are too many concerns which have been ignored in my opinion. Please extend the
comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings and do not make all these changes so quickly as the
concerns of residents are not being taken into consideration. There is enormous opposition to the proposed
changes within our neighborhood.

I moved in to this neighborhood because of the Farmstead and | hate to see such a wonderful and historical
place turned into cement.



VR,

Michael Clark

6022 Talbot Dr

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Shipley’s Grant Homeowner.



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 9:30 AM
To: David Matchim

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE:

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: David Matchim [mailto:david. matchim@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 9:48 PM

To: CouncilMail; Ken S. Ulman

Subject:

To whom it may concern:

As a resident of Shipley's Grant | do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone
the property adjacent to our neighborhood. | request you do not approve the amendment or any
change to the zoning. If you support the amendment, | request to delay the vote on the
comprehensive rezoning scheduled for July 25, 2013. There are too many concerns | have which
have been ignored. Please extend the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings. Do
not make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents are not being taken into
consideration. There is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our

neighborhood. Many homeowners invested in the neighboring properties and wish to retain and gain
value in their home. As a homeowner, | fear that the proposed rezoning will lower my property value,
leaving me among the millions that are currently upside down on their mortgages. As a first time
homebuyer who committed a large portion of their savings to purchase this home, it is upsetting that
an unexpected rezoning could put me and many others at financial risk. The economy has already
presented its own challenges to homebuyers. When addressing this rezoning issue, please consider
the hundreds of families that have their financial situations at risk for the benefit of one estate.

Sincerely,

David Matchim



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 9:55 AM

To: o2binoc@aol.com

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: Shipley's Grant Farm Zoning change

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: o2binoc@aol.com [mailto:02binoc@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 5:51 PM

To: Ken S. Ulman; CouncilMail

Subject: Shipley's Grant Farm Zoning change

To the Howard County Council and Howard County Executive Ken Uiman,

As a resident of Shipley's Grant [ do not support the amendment by Councilman Calvin Ball to rezone the property
adjacent to our neighborhood. | request you do not approve the amendment or any change to the zoning.

If you support any zoning change, | request a delay in the vote on the comprehensive rezoning scheduled for July 25,
2013. There are too many concerns | feel have been ignored.

Please extend the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings. Do not make all these changes so quickly as
the concerns of residents are not being taken into consideration.

There is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our neighborhood.
Don't hesitate to let me know if you have any questions or comments and | appreciate your time and consideration

Joel Baker

5842 Richards Valley Road
443-621-6649
02binoc@aol.com
joelhbaker@aol.com




Regner, Robin

From: Brian Moran <brianmoran01@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 12:22 PM

To: Ball, Calvin B

Cc: Cowan, Elliott; Watson, Courtney; Terrasa, Jen; Sigaty, Mary Kay; Fox, Greg; Ken S. Ulman
Subject: Fwd: Opposition to Zoning Amendment Request 37.011

Hello,

I am a resident in Shipley's Grant neighborhood, and my home is located on Talbot Drive directly facing the
farm property. My wife and I moved in last year, we were under the impression that the farm would always be
in front of our home and the view would never change.

I believe that all of the homeowners in Shipley's Grant who face the farm property were told similar statements.

I am writing to let you know we are opposed to substantial commercial development (e.g. 50,000 square feet or
more) of the farm property.

[ am not opposed to the owners exploring ideas or options for the property that would cover their operational
costs and/or provide some income for them while still maintaining the open space farm land and the farm
structures as-is. I am also not opposed to the owners constructing a small commercial use building (e.g. 10,000
square feet or so) on the corner of Route 108 and Richards Valley Road to generate income, so long as the
entrance and traffic flow and parking for such a building were off of Route 108 or Richards Valley Road and
not off of Talbot Drive, which is a residential road with families and children using it daily.

Please consider the community, the neighborhood and those of us surrounding the farm when considering this
re-zoning request. Again, I am opposed to the current re-zoning proposal. However, I would be in favor of
working with the current owners to come to a compromise and find a solution that best suites all parties
involved.

Thank you,
Brian & Aimee Moran
5928 Talbot Drive, Ellicott City, MD 21043



Regner, Robin

From: Pruim, Kimberly

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 1:32 PM

To: Watson, Courtney; Terrasa, Jen; Sigaty, Mary Kay; Fox, Greg

Cc: Chaconas, Terry; Shopland, Jamie; Clay, Mary; Knight, Karen; Ball, Calvin B
Subject: FW: Shipley's Grant - Zoning Map Amendment 37.011

Hi All,

Calvin asked that | share this response that was sent to Bill Adams on July 4™ in response to Map Amendment 37.011
(See bottom response). We know you've likely been receiving many emails from the Shipley’s Grant neighbors against a
zoning change. Calvin met with the neighbors last week with Marsha to discuss his amendment and listen to their
concerns as a community to identify ways he can help. He’s has been working very closely with them on several items to
address their concerns including setting up a Historical Trust easement and/or working with the HOA to send density to
another part of the County. After numerous discussions, he still firmly believes that R-20 is in the best interest at this
point in time and sees this merely as a place holder as we continue to work with the community in the coming months
on a peaceful resolve for all.

Directly below is our draft response that will be sent out shortly to those neighbors who contacted us. If you have any
questions, do not hesitate to call or email Calvin.

Warm regards,
Kim

Thank you for the opportunity to speak before your community last week. I understand that you and possibly
some of your neighbors may not be supportive of my amendment but I truly feel this is in the best interest of
Shipley’s Grant at this time.

As I mentioned, this property is currently zoned Rural Conservation (RC) and is the last RC zone to located
with the Public Service Area (PSA). As our DPZ Director Marsha McLaughlin noted, this zone is intended for
and most compatible with farming use and therefore not appropriate for the PSA. While I was not on the
Council during the last Comprehensive Zoning and cannot offer insight as to why there was a change from R-20
to RC, what I can share is that based on the information before the Council, I believe that a change back to R-20
is the most appropriate.

I commit to you that if passed, I will spend the rest of the year working in harmony with you and your fellow
neighbors as we collaborate on how to best address your community concerns. I understand you have several
real concerns including access points from Talbot Dr. vs. Route 108 vs. Richards Valley Rd, impact to your
property values, quality of life, preservation of the farmland and much more.

If you were unable to join us for the recent community meeting, I’d like to share a recap of the different
possible zonings and other items of interest. As Ms. McLaughlin explained, it could be possible for your HOA
to purchase this land, sell the density rights and place the proceeds into a trust that could help with maintenance
of the property.

Below you will find a general description of both the RC and R-20 zoning districts.

Rural Conservation District (RC) (Located on page 33 of our Zoning Regulations):




The Rural Conservation District is established to conserve farmland and to encourage agricultural
activities, thereby helping to ensure that commercial agriculture will continue as a long term land use
and a viable economic activity within the County. The RC District is also established to preserve natural
features and the rural landscape, while allowing low density, clustered residential development.
Residential development is to be permitted only when it is located and designed to minimize its impact
on agricultural land, farming operations, and sensitive environmental features; to create attractive rural
developments; and to respect existing features of the rural landscape.

The preferred land use in the RC District is agriculture. The District is intended to permit range of uses
related to agriculture, to encourage the preservation of large blocks of farmland, and to permanently
protect from development the tracts of land which remain after permitted residential development has
occurred. Residential lots in the district are likely to be adjacent or close to agricultural land. Residents
of property within the RC District should be prepared to accept the impacts associated with normal
farming practices (see the Howard County Right-To-Farm Act in § 12.111 of the Howard County Code).

This is not the purpose of the Curtis property. After careful consideration, given that this parcel is located within
the PSA coupled with the current uses surrounding it make RC zoning not most appropriate zoning at this time.

Residential: Single District (R-20) (Located on page 67 of our Zoning Regulations)

The R-20 District is established to permit single family detached dwelling units at approximately two
units per acre. The District reflects the established single-family neighborhood characteristics of many
of the stable residential areas of the county.

At times as your elected official, I'm called upon to make difficult decisions. Please know that it is my hope
that collectively we, together with the Curtis family and their representatives, will be able to come together in
the fall to explore several options. Included within those options is a Community Enhancement Floating (CEF)
zone recommended by both your community and DPZ.

Earlier this year, the Council established the process for situations much like yours. Through CEF, you will be
able to collaborate and provide invaluable feedback into what will be permitted in the parcel which is all
outlined in the process. Again, I truly believe that in the interim, this will give your community, owners of the
parcel and DPZ sufficient time to review CEF and possible future plans. The criteria for a CEF zone is as
follows:

- Located within the PSA for both public water and sewer service

- Have frontage on and access to an arterial or major collector road

- Minimum development size shall be five acres.

- Not located in an existing M-2, TOD, NT, MXD, or PGCC District

- More appropriate than the existing zoning

- Not permitted within the interior of a neighborhood comprising only single family detached dwellings

- Compatible with surrounding residential neighborhoods, existing land use in the vicinity of the site in
terms of providing transitional use between different zoning districts and/or land uses and the scale,
height, mass, and architectural detail or proposed structures

- Shall include enhancements as provided in Section 121.0.G. enhancements shall be proportionate to
the scale of the CEF development

- Meets the criteria of the purpose statement

As we all work together, my goal as your elected representative is to facilitate what I believe are our shared
goals.



[ hope you find this information insightful meeting and know that I will stay connected with your community as
you go through this process. If additional information has come to light, please do not hesitate to call or email
me as I welcome any additional feedback you may have on this matter.

All the best,

From: Ball, Calvin B

Sent: Thursday, July 04, 2013 12:39 PM

To: wjadams3@gmail.com

Cc: Watson, Courtney; Pruim, Kimberly

Subject: Shipley's Grant - Zoning Map Amendment 37.011

Hi Bill,

It was good to see you and chat again briefly this morning. My apologies for this delayed message and if you
felt I was in any way not receptive to meeting with your neighbors. I want to assure you that I’ve remained very
closely connected, working to resolve the concerns of your community having met with, sent multiple emails to
and had several conversations with both Elliott and Andrea as it was the understanding of both me and the
Council during Public Hearings and after that they were speaking on behalf of the Shipley’s Grant
neighborhood.

I most certainly welcome an open meeting with all of your neighbors to discuss this matter in more detail on
why I feel the amendment I submitted is in the best interest of your community. In fact, I’ve had
communications with both Elliott and Andrea about scheduling this meeting but I’d be delighted to invite you to
work with them to bring this meeting to fruition. Please feel free to contact them directly or call my office at
410-313-2001 and speak with Kim to coordinate our calendars.

In the interim, I’d like to share with you more details on what is being proposed and how it may benefit
Shipley’s Grant.

First and foremost, I definitely hear and can sympathize with your concerns about community traffic and entry
point concerns on Talbot Drive and within the Shipley’s Grant community. In fact, you may recall I had
collaborated with DPW and SHA to ensure the light was installed at Richards Valley Rd and improvements
were made at Snowden River Parkway and Rt 108 to improve upon your safety. Furthermore, I’d like to see you
as homeowners have more time to discuss any and all proposals with the owners of the parcel. This is one of the
reasons I couldn’t support the petitioner’s request at this time.

As you know, the owner of the property is requesting POR while DPZ and the Planning Board recommended
RC/R-20 zoning. Furthermore, DPZ carefully noted that CEF option could be available to the community
dependent upon how the community is zoned which I will talk about in more detail later.

I understand through your message you believe a great deal of homeowners may still support the Rural
Conservation District (RC) and would benefit from knowing why this may not benefit the community. I’d like
to refer residents to page 33 of our Zoning Regulations, which includes a great description:

The Rural Conservation District is established to conserve farmland and to encourage agricultural
activities, thereby helping to ensure that commercial agriculture will continue as a long term land use
and a viable economic activity within the County. The RC District is also established to preserve natural
features and the rural landscape, while allowing low density, clustered residential development.
Residential development is to be permitted only when it is located and designed to minimize its impact
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on agricultural land, farming operations, and sensitive environmental features; to create attractive rural
developments; and to respect existing features of the rural landscape.

The preferred land use in the RC District is agriculture. The District is intended to permit range of uses
related to agriculture, to encourage the preservation of large blocks of farmland, and to permanently
protect from development the tracts of land which remain after permitted residential development has
occurred. Residential lots in the district are likely to be adjacent or close to agricultural land. Residents
of property within the RC District should be prepared to accept the impacts associated with normal
farming practices (see the Howard County Right-To-Farm Act in § 12.111 of the Howard County Code).

This is not the purpose of the Curtis property. After careful consideration, given that this parcel is located within
the PSA coupled with the current uses surrounding it make RC zoning not most appropriate zoning at this time.

Whereas if you read page 67 of our Zoning Regulations regarding the Residential: Single District (R-20),

The R-20 District is established to permit single family detached dwelling units at approximately two
units per acre. The District reflects the established single-family neighborhood characteristics of many
of the stable residential areas of the county.

With that being said, please know that it is my hope that you and the Curtis family will be able to come together
at future date to explore a CEF option recommended by both DPZ and in other community testimony after the
Council established the process earlier this year for situations much like this. Through CEF, you will be able to
collaborate and provide invaluable feedback into what will be permitted in the parcel which is all outlined in the
process. In the interim, this will give the community, owners of the parcel and DPZ sufficient time to review
CEF and possible future plans. The criteria for a CEF are:

- Located within the PSA for both public water and sewer service

- Have frontage on and access to an arterial or major collector road

- Minimum development size shall be five acres.

- Not located in an existing M-2, TOD, NT, MXD, or PGCC District

- More appropriate than the existing zoning

- Not permitted within the interior of a neighborhood comprising only single family detached dwellings

- Compatible with surrounding residential neighborhoods, existing land use in the vicinity of the site in
terms of providing transitional use between different zoning districts and/or land uses and the scale,
height, mass, and architectural detail or proposed structures

- Shall include enhancements as provided in Section 121.0.G. enhancements shall be proportionate to
the scale of the CEF development

- Meets the criteria of the purpose statement

As I explained to you this morning, the Curtis family and their attorney were not happy with this final resolution
either, which I hope will lead to continued conversation and collaboration in the coming months. As we all
work together, it is my hope to facilitate what I believe are our shared goals to protect the unique historic
elements while placing permanent protections on the farm where appropriate, create preservation commitments
for each future owner in perpetuity, preserve the look and feel of the farm and collaborate with The Maryland
Historic Trust or other appropriate entity to administer historic preservation oversight.

I hope you find this information insightful as I work on scheduling a community-wide meeting. I welcome your
insight and participation as well in this process and as always, do not hesitate to call or email me additional
feedback on this map amendment you may have.

Again my apologies on the delay and I look forward to connecting with you soon.
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All the best,
Calvin

Dr. Calvin Ball

Council Member, District 2
http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/Departments.aspx?1d=4294968511
410-313-2001

“Everybody can be great. Because anybody can serve. You don’t have to have a college degree to serve. You
don’t have to make your subject amd your verb agree to serve... You don’t have to know the second theory of
thermodynamics in physics to serve. You only need a heart full of grace. A soul generated by love.”

--Martin Luther King Jr.



PROPOSAL
Presented to the Shipleys Grant HOA by the Lois Curtis Trust

June 12, 2013
Curtis —Shipley Farmstead Zoning

As many of you know, the Curtis —Shipley Farmstead has been in the Curtis family since the late 1880’s.
In 2005, the Curtis —Shipley Farmstead was added to the National Register of Historic Places. As stated in
the National Register nomination, The Curtis — Shipley Farmstead is architecturally significant for its
collection of mostly19th century buildings that represent both domestic and agricultural building styles.
The history of the farmstead dates to the earliest years of settlement in the Howard District of Anne
Arundel County. The farmstead is part of the 1687 patent called Adam the First, approximately 500
acres surveyed for Adam Shipley. The farmstead is now an island of agricultural history surrounded by
modern residential development. It is our hope and belief that the farmstead has been a valuable and
positive attribute to the Shipley’s Grant community. And, it is our intention that the unique ambiance of
the farmstead be retained, while adapting to the future.

To that end, it is our intention to put in place a plan which protects the unique and distinctive historic
elements of the farmstead. Neither of us lives in Maryland any longer. We are both getting older,
traveling to Maryland is increasingly difficult, and it will soon be time to relinquish ownership of our
home to another.

In furtherance of our plan, we fully intend to place appropriate permanent protections on the
farmstead; provided that we receive the zoning change that we have requested. The protections will
create permanent preservation commitments for any new owner.

The expense of maintaining the farmstead is significant. The current RC zoning provides very limited
options for historically sensitive adaptive reuse which could generate income to offset those
maintenance expenses. Consequently, we have applied for an upgrade in zoning to allow for more uses
on the property that could provide income to a new owner. Primarily, we are interested in adaptive
reuse of current structures, but we also seek zoning to permit one new office structure on the property.

So that the Shipley’s Grant Homeowners may be fully and accurately informed of our proposal for future
use and protection of the Farmstead we offer the following plan:

e We seek a rezoning to POR, OT or other appropriate zoning permitting a broader range of
adaptive reuse options than is permitted under the RC Zone

* We propose adaptive reuse of the Farmhouse for office space. We envision the possibility that
the Farmhouse may be enlarged to provide sufficient square footage for functional office use.

* We propose the repurposing of the bank barn for commercial storage , or for office uses. The
lower level could be sensitively adapted for office space; the upper main interior could be used
as meeting space, special events, office space or storage facilities
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¢ We propose one new office facility, limited to a 10,000 square foot footprint, maximum of
20,000 square feet in total, and limited to a 2 story height.

e We propose that architectural design and construction controls would be placed on the new
office structure such that it would be compatible and congruent with the existing farmstead
buildings.

¢ We propose that the new office structure would be confined to a location generally between
the house and the retail space at Shipley’s Grant.

e We propose that access to the farmstead associated with new uses be gained from MD 108 if
approved by the State Highway Administration, but that access from Talbot be available if
necessary.

e We propose that the garage, hog pen, chicken house, grainery, corn house, and stone smoke
house be retained and maintained in their current condition and use for storage only associated
with use of the house and barn.

* We propose that the current green hay field be available for access driveways as required on the
property, parking as necessary ,storm water management or other infrastructure as required by
Howard County

* We propose that all other hayfield area be limited to uses currently permitted under the RC
zone, and the hayfield between the bank barn and the cemetery not be utilized for parking or
buildings of any type.

* We propose that all historic structures be protected by a Historic Preservation Easement held by
the Maryland Historic Trust or other historic preservation organizations such as; Preservation
Howard County, Howard County Conservancy, or other statewide organizations.

e We propose that land use and architectural controls be implemented through protective
covenants or an easement administered by the above listed organizations, or others such as
Preservation Maryland or Maryland Environmental Trust.

e Asstated earlier, we fully intend to relinquish ownership of the farmstead to a new owner in
the near future. If we fail to achieve some appropriate up zoning of the property, we will sell
the property “as is” with the RC zoning and without controls in place.

¢ We request your support in achieving our requested up zoning. We hope that you will appear at
the zoning hearing on June 17" and show that support.

e Working together, we can achieve permanent financially viable protections for the farmstead
that will serve to preserve its heritage and beauty for generations to come.
We hope the above explanation helps to answer questions you may have. We truly hope we can achieve

up zoning to allow us to implement preservation and adaptive reuse concepts. Old places need new
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uses. It is our hope that the farmstead can be an active and living legacy to our family, and not a
memorial to their passing.

Respectfully submitted,

Robert L Curtis, Trustee
Glenn A. Curtis, Trustee

Lois L. Curtis Revocable Trust

June 11, 2013



TO: Howard County Executive Ken Ulman and Council Members Calvin Ball, Greg Fox, Mary Kay Sigaty,
Jen Terrasa, and Courtney Watson

FROM: John D. and Darlene M. Walsh, 5932 Talbot Drive, Ellicott City, MD 21043
DATE: July 23, 2013

SUBJECT: Proposed zoning amendment of the Curtiss Brothers Farmstead, located on MD 108, adjacent
to Shipley’s Grant

We are residents of Shipley’s Grant subdivision, and our home faces the subject property known as the
farmstead.

We strongly oppose Dr. Calvin Ball's proposal to rezone the farmstead property from RC to R-20.

At the July 18, 2013 meeting of the Shipley’s Grant Home Owners Association, Dr. Ball explained that his
proposal to change the zoning on the farmstead to R-20 is intended as a compromise measure that he
thought would disappoint all parties, but that would provide an incentive for all parties to try to reach
an agreement.

The proposal certainly did disappoint us. The proposed R-20 zoning would provide for uses that would
totally change the character of the farmstead. When the property was zoned RC in the 2003
comprehensive zoning procedure, the farmstead was to be maintained as such —a farmstead , as was
the wish of the current owners’ mother , from whom they inherited the property. Further, the
farmstead was to serve as the focal point for the adjacent Shipley’s Grant development in the form of
open space that helps preserve natural, environmental, historic and architectural resources. That
concept is in direct line with the Howard County Zoning Regulations, Section 100: General Provisions,
April 13, 2004.

The farmstead property owners may be disappointed if the property is zoned R-20 because they did not
get the commercial zoning they sought in their original zoning change request. However, a change to R-
20 would certainly make the farmstead a more valuable piece of land should the owners choose to sell.
The Curtiss brothers have stated that it is, in fact, their intention to sell the farmstead.

Compromise should result in a win-win situation. The only winners in this process, if Dr. Ball’s
amendment is approved, are the Curtiss brothers, neither of whom is a resident of Howard County or
the State of Maryland, and their agents who will reap a commission upon a future sale, and amass more
billable hours. On the other hand, the residents of Shipley’s Grant and Howard County, your
constituents, stand to lose an open space, a historic site that speaks to the area’s agricultural heritage,
and a scenic landscape that contribute immeasurably to the quality of life.

How is this, in any way, a compromise? Compromise, in and of itself, speaks to the shared burden
amongst the parties. How would this proposal in any way benefit the residents of Shipley’s Grant?



The residents of Shipley’s Grant, through an ad hoc committee, have sought to reach out to the Curtiss
brothers since February of this year to reach a compromise which would allow them to generate a
revenue stream that would cover the cost of maintaining the farmstead. At a meeting with the
homeowners in March, the brothers stated that this was what they sought to do. Now they propose to
sell the property. Working with the Curtiss brothers has been like chasing a moving target.

This zoning amendment is a rush to judgment and seems to fly in the face of the DPZ’s stated mission
which “seeks to enhance Howard County’s high quality of life, prosperity, and stewardship of our natural
and cultural resources.” We ask that you not support Dr. Ball's amendment, and if needed, postpone the
vote on the rezoning issue until this matter can be more fully investigated and a real compromise that
satisfies both parties can be reached. In the words of Joni Mitchell, “Don’t it always seem to go that you
don’t know what you’ve got ‘til it's gone.”

Respectfully,

John D. Walsh

Darlene M. Walsh



Regner, Robin

From: Tolliver, Sheila

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 9:55 AM

To: wpenporn

Cc: Regner, Robin

Subject: RE: oppose to the Rezoning of the Curtis-Shipley Farmstead

Thank you for your e-mail to Council members concerning comprehensive zoning proposals. The Council appreciates
your interest and will consider your point of view.

Sheila Tolliver

Council Administrator
Howard County Council
410 313-2001

P.S.—State law requires certain disclosures be submitted by people who submit testimony on amendments under
consideration in comprehensive zoning. You may wish to check the Council’s website for additional information.

http://cc.howardcountymd.gov/displayprimary.aspx?id=6442462308

From: wpenporn [mailto:wpenporn@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 5:17 PM

To: Ken S. Ulman; CouncilMail

Subject: oppose to the Rezoning of the Curtis-Shipley Farmstead

Dear Mr. Ulman,

My name is Penporn Nantawisarakul. As a resident of Shipley's Grant | do not support the amendment by Councilman
Calvin Ball to rezone the property adjacent to our neighborhood. I request you do not approve the amendment or
any change to the zoning. There are too many concerns I/we have which have been ignored. Please extend
the comprehensive zoning to afford more time for hearings.

Do not make all these changes so quickly as the concerns of residents are not being taken into
consideration. There is enormous opposition to the proposed changes within our neighborhood.

Yours faithfully,

Penporn Nantawisarakul
Owner of 5775 Richard Valleys Road, 5940 Talbot Drive and 5970 Logan Ways



Regner, Robin

From: Ball, Calvin B

Sent: Wednesday, October 02, 2013 12:46 PM
To: Regner, Robin

Subject: D2 Comp Zoning 2013 Testimony

From: wpenporn [mailto:wpenporn@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2013 11:45 AM

To: Ball, Calvin B

Cc: ecowan@gfrlaw.com; Ken S. Ulman
Subject: Zoning Amendment Request 37.011

Dear Mr. Calvin Ball,
My name is Penporn Nantawisarakul. | am the owner of the properties in Shipley's grant

5775 Richards Valley Road, Ellicott City, MD 21043
5940 Talbot Drive, Ellicott City, MD 21043
5970 Logan Ways, Ellicott City, MD 21043

| am opposed to commercial development of the farm property at Shipley's Grant. Please do not accept the request of
rezoning the farm. It is important to me and residents to keep the farm as historic/open space area. The changing to
commercial area it means additional traffic and it is not safe for the residents. The farm owners waited until all of the
houses surrounding the farm were built then proposed to develop the farm is ridiculous and unacceptable for the
residents in the community. The residents will suffer from the changing drastically.

Best Regards,

Penporn Nantawisarakul



Regner, Robin

From: Ball, Calvin B

Sent: Wednesday, October 02, 2013 12:48 PM

To: Regner, Robin

Subject: D2 Comp Zoning 2013 Testimony
Attachments: Proposal - 5771 Waterloo Road rev 061213.pdf

From: Fred Coover [mailto:FCoover@cooverlaw.com]
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2013 3:04 PM

To: Ball, Calvin B

Cc: mpender@howardcountymd.gov; Amy Kopec
Subject: 5771 Waterloo Road

RE: OUR CLIENT: THE Lols LucILLE CURTIS TRUST
PROPERTY 5771 WATERLOO ROAD
REFERENCE: ELLICOTT CITY, MARYLAND 21043

Map 0037, GRID 0001, PARCEL 0751
7.46 ACRES M/L
(THE “PROPERTY")

OuR FILE NoO: 21-1212-10681

Dr. Ball:

| know that you wanted to speak with me about the comprehensive zoning proposal pending on the
above-referenced Property.

I will make myself available to speak with you today, over the weekend or on Monday.
Please call my office when convenient. Please ask for my Paralegal, Amy in my absence.

If for any reason you do not reach me; or if you would like to speak after hours or over the weekend,
please send me an e-mail providing the number for my return call and | will respond promptly.

In the interim, please see the attached Proposal submitted by my clients on Wednesday, June 12",
2013 to the Attendees of the Special Meeting of the Shipley’s Grant Homeowners’ Association.

The pending rezoning of the farm truly represents a time-limited; likely “once in a lifetime” opportunity
before the farm is sold for the Shipley’'s Grant HOA, residents of the surrounding communities; the
farm Owner and the County to work together in “win-win” fashion to:

v Protect the unique and distinctive historic elements of the farm;
v’ Place appropriate permanent protections on the farm;
v Create permanent preservation commitments for each future owner of the farm in perpetuity;

v Provided for historically sensitive adaptive reuse of the farm structures;
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v" Provide for construction and use of one small commercial office structure to generate income
for future owners of the farm to apply to the significant maintenance and preservation
expenses in perpetuity;

v Preserve the “green fields and “red buildings” look and feel of the farm in perpetuity;

v" Provide for historic preservation oversight of the farm by The Maryland Historic Trust or
another conservancy organization; and

v Achieve permanent financially viable protections for the farm that will serve to preserve its
heritage and beauty for generations to come.

CHIP

Fred L. Coover, Esquire

o

AW

10500 Little Patuxent Parkway
Suite 420-Parkside Building
Columbia, Maryland 21044

Toll Free (866) 425-9555
Baltimore (410) 995-1100

Fax (410) 997-7896

E-mail fcoover@cooverlaw.com

B% PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS E~MAIL

THIS E-MAIL AND ITS ATTACHMENTS ARE INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY WHO IS
THE INTENDED RECIPIENT AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT
FROM DISCLOSURE OR ANY TYPE OF USE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW. IF THE READER OF THIS E-MAIL IS NOT THE
INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYEE, AGENT OR REPRESENTATIVE RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THE E-
MAIL TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION,
COPYING, OR OTHER USE OF THIS E-MAIL IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS E-MAIL IN
ERROR, PLEASE REPLY IMMEDIATELY TO THE SENDER.
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Zoning Amendment Request 37.011 - The Historic Shipley Farm ...

As a resident of Shipley’s Grant, I strongly oppose any change to the current zoning for the
Shipley Farm property. I believe that this property should retrain a strictly non-
commercial zoning.

I have a number of concerns:

L.

First, like virtually every other owner here, I was told when I bought that the remaining farm
property was in some form of historic trust and would be preserved in its present status in
perpetuity. That influenced my decision to buy here and I am angry that this representation is
now being walked back. I believe that it will effect my property value. And, it will most
certainly effect my enjoyment of this special neighborhood. The effort to change the zoning
also is creating distrust among the residents for the owners of the farm and for Bozzuto,
who’s (mis?) representations to buyers have not always proven accurate in the past.

Plans for the property, should it be rezoned, have been a moving target. This creates even
more distrust, as the property owners and their real estate agent seem to have been trying to
get support from the residents without fully revealing their true plans. It has been a moving
target and we do not like that. No change in zoning should even be considered until a
firm plan for any proposed development has been settled and sufficient time has elapsed
for a full study of THAT plan.

Another issue for me is that the commercial space in The Shoppes at Shipley s Grant has
never been filled. Moreover, several of the businesses that are there, are not really the kind
residents were promised. They are not businesses that add anything to the neighborhood.
Both empty store fronts and businesses with little connection to our community detract from
our properties. Adding MORE commercial space 50 yards away can only make things worse.

The struggle to appropriately fill 7he Shoppes adds to my personal distrust of the plans for
the farm, whatever they are. Clearly the economics of commercial property fronting Rt. 108
in this area are sub-optimal. What this means is that whatever the farm’s owners say they
want to do; whatever they may really plan to do; in the end, they will do what is possible to
do. Once structures are built or modified, once land is “improved”, once the monies have
been spent, there will be heavy economic pressure to do whatever is necessary to make that
investment pay off.

One particularly galling detail of the re-zoning request is that it includes primary access to
the commercial property off of Talbot Drive, a quiet residential street fronting our Pool and
Clubhouse. It would take commercial traffic through the neighborhood, right through the
school bus stops, entering the commercial property right across from the pool. This request
is so brazen and insulting that one almost assumes it is a negotiating position to be conceded
in return for the community’s acquiesce to the remainder of the zoning changes.

I repeat that the zoning changes with or without an entrance from Talbot are 100%
unacceptable. If the access from Talbot truly is necessary to make the commercialization of
the farm practical, that should settle the matter by itself. No access from Talbot !!!

There is more; but I will settle for these at present.

W. J. Adams - 5860 Donovan Lane, Ellicott City, MD 21043



Zoning Amendment Request 37.011 - The Historic Shipley Farm ...

Every informed homeowner in Shipley’s Grant whom I have been able to talk to is opposed
to the zoning change. The more they know about the proposal, the more opposed they are.
There is no upside and considerable downside for all of us. People have been given much bad
and deceptive information by parties with an economic interest in getting the zoning changed. I
am now committed to getting them good information.

I’ve spoken to the County Executive’s office. They tell me that the CE’s zoning bill contains
no changes to the zoning of the Shipley Farm. They also tell me that any change would
require the Council to override the CE’s plan.

Speaking for myself, I can not see why our County Council would override the wise decision of
our CE, subordinating the interests of 100°s of homeowners to the interests of a couple of
absentee landlords who are not even residents of Howard County. It would be very unwise to do
so! VERY UNWISE !!!

Why change the zoning at all?

The reasons for not changing the zoning are clear. What arguments are there in favor changing
the zoning?

The story that was presented to residents by the real estate representative for the Farm’s owners
spoke to residents recently was that the stub property provides little value to the current owners.
And that attending to it is something of an inconvenience to them, as they do not live in the
county.

Now my understanding of the history of this property and it’s development is somewhat different
from what the real estate representative of the Farm’s owners is now presenting. This is how I
see it.

The Shipley Farm was not zoned for residential or any other development. As part of their
efforts to get the Farm rezoned for development, and thereby exponentially increasing the value
of the property, the Farm’s owners committed to preserving a stub property, including the current
buildings, in a form of historic preservation status.

Now that the vast majority of the Farm has been sold and developed, at what must have
been an enormous profit to the family owning it, they are coming back and seeking to
renege on their commitment by making the spurious claim that the stub property is not
sufficiently profitable.

Perhaps you can see my problem with this? And I am just getting started !!!!

W. J. Adams - 5860 Donovan Lane, Ellicott City, MD 21043
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TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF SHIPLEY’S GRANT HOA
IN OPPOSITION TO AMENDMENT 37.011
(highlighted section presented verbally to the County Council)

I represent the Home Owners Association of Shipley’s Grant, the townhome community
that surrounds the remaining parcel of the historic Curtis farm off of Route 108.

As an initial matter, | want to share my observations of the interactions between the
HOA and the Curtis family representatives. | was retained by the HOA in early April 2013. Prior
to and continuing with my involvement, the HOA has been well-served by its Comprehensive
Zoning Committee chair, Elliott Cowan, who is an attorney and has taken the lead in
negotiations with the Curtises’ representatives. | have been overwhelmingly impressed with
how reasonably, promptly, and ethically Mr. Cowan has conducted negotiations. However, the
Curtises’ attorney, Mr. Coover, has been basically unresponsive. Just recently, he referred Mr.
Cowan to the Curtises’ real estate broker, Steve Ferrandi. Mr. Ferrandi waited until just days
before the County Council hearing to share the Curtises’s true development goal of maximizing
profit for resale and has failed to provide a detailed proposal or the necessary traffic and
engineering information to allow the HOA to realistically engage in discussions. Thus, while the
HOA remains willing to work with the Curtises, to date the Curtises have made it impossible for
the HOA to consider any type of compromise proposal.

Indeed, the lack of forethought is a primary problem with the proposal before you. The
Curtises’ representatives have been upfront that this rezoning proposal was submitted at the
last minute with no investigation or planning regarding what is actually feasible on the site.

There is no firm concept plan; no traffic or marketing studies have been done. The owners are



simply trying to take advantage of the once-in-ten-year opportunity to increase thé property’s
market value.

Considering the inherent promise that the Curtises made to the community and the
County that this farm parcel would remain pristine when they specifically requested RC zoning
in 2003, it seems particularly disingenuous for the Curtises to now come back before you and
ask for carte blanche rights to build on the parcel.

Admittedly, Rural Conservation zoning is unusual in the eastern part of the Howard
County, BUT there is no regulatory prohibition on placing the RC zone within the PSA or more
developed areas. The goal of RC is to “conserve farmland” and “to permanently protect from
development the tracts of land which remain after permitted residential developments has
occurred.” This is precisely the scenario with the Curtis farm — almost 70 acres of the original
farm are being developed as residential and commercial buildings, with the 7 plus acre
functioning farm parcel remaining as an open space focal point for the surrounding community.
RC zonihg also already provides as a matter of right or as conditional use a number of options
that would allow for the adaptive reuse of the farm buildings, which the Curtises claim to
desire. Thus, RC really is the zone that makes the most sense for this property and the Council
should maintain this zone moving forward.

Further, if some development of the parcel is ultimately allowed, DPZ and even the
Curtises vrecognize that it is not appropriate to build on the entire parcel. Development will
require some form of split zoning to ensure a portion of the parcel is preserved. The only
logical zoning for this undeveloped portion will be RC. Thus, RC will have to remain, at least in

part, on some portion of the parcel, so the most logical option for the Council at this juncture is



to maintain RC on the entire parcel. If and when the owners put forward a reasonable, vetted
development proposal, other zoning options for the developable portion of the parcel may be
considered.

As Mr. Cowan set forth, a far better alternative then rezoning through Comprehensive
Zoning would be proceeding through the CEF district process. This would take development
discussions out of the current time-pressured context and allow for development that
incorporates the input of the surrounding community and the County as a whole. CEF is the
alternative recommended by DPZ and one the HOA strongly endorses. Without changing the
existing zone, the Council should encourage the Curtis family to investigate CEF and | reiterate
Mr. Cowan’s statement that the HOA will willing engage in the establishment of a flexible CEF
district.

If, instead, the Council were to rezone this entire parcel POR,* there would be no bar to
development of the entire parcel, and, as a matter of right, the owners could construct an 80
foot office building that could be occupied by any of more than 40 different uses. There would
be nothing to protect the historic and scenic nature of the property beyond the good will of the
owners, and we already know that their goal is to maximize the financial value for resale.

Ultimately, if the property is to be split- and up- zoned, Office Transition (OT) is a much
better fit than the currently proposed POR. OT is designed for “low impact” uses “adjacent to

areas of residential zoning” and “should result in small-scale office buildings on attractively-

! It is important to note a procedural impropriety with this case. The application submitted by the Curtises to DPZ
in December 2012 requested B-1 zoning. In the midst of the Planning Board hearings, the Curtises were allowed to
change their proposal to POR, but those in opposition were not allowed to verbally testify in response to the
amended proposal. Further, the property was not re-posted to provide notice of the changed proposal in
accordance with Sec. 16.203 (c)(2). Then, in brief testimony before the County Council on June 3, 2013, the
Curtises again revised their proposal, stating that they would now consider OT zoning as well as POR. Formal
notification of the second revision was also not provided.



designed sites that are compatible with neighboring residential uses.” The farm is in the midst
of a residential area and, whatever changes are made under whatever zoning process, only a
small-scale, low impact use should be permitted.

The latest offer that the HOA received from the Curtises was for a building of 20,000
square feet, which can only incur a substantial amount of traffic. This proposal countered an
HOA proposal of 6,000 sq. foot building, a proposal that Ms. McLaughlin stated seemed
appropriate to the size and location of the parcel.

The Curtises insist that access to their proposed large building must come through the
community, off narrow, residential Talbot Road and then traverse down the open space of the
farm. This will subject the townhouse residents to substantial commercial traffic as well as a
long driveway, headlights, etc directly out their front windows. The impact of this traffic is a
primary issue for the HOA. The Curtises planned the entire existing development, including the
U-shape surrounding of the farm parcel with townhomes and the placement of a storm water
management facility on the portion of the farm parcel abutting Richards Valley Road. Thus,
through oversight or intention, the Curtises created a situation in which straightforward vehicle
access to the farm off of Rt. 108 will be extremely expensive, if not impossible. It is
fundamentally unfair of the Curtises to now seek to burden the Shipley’s Grant community as a
result of their lack of plénning, especially when they are contemplating something far greater
than modest development.

As the Council is well aware, the purpose of Comprehensive Zoning is not to facilitate
prospective development projects or, worse, to serve as a mechanism to simply increase the

economic value of particular parcels. Instead, it is to look broadly at what zoning designations



are in the best interests of our Howard County communities and the County as a whole. The
current proposal of the Curtjses contradicts the promises that they made to the surrounding
community and the County in 2003, and, if granted, will create unacceptable traffic problems
and destroy an historic, scenic space. Upzoning will do nothing to further the needs of the
County; it will only line the pockets of the owners, owners who have already benefited greatly
from their original sale of the historic Curtis-Shipley farm.

Thus, we urge you to leave this property zoned as is and to encourage the owners to
instead engage in a thoughtful, informed manner with the Shipley’s Grant community to
explore options that can meet development and the community goals.

Thank you.
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My name is Elliott Cowan, and I live at 6050 Logans Way, Ellicott City,
MD 21043. I am speaking in opposition to Amendment No. 37.011 on behalf of
the Shipley’s Grant Homeowners Association, which currently includes
approximately 200 households.

The positions stated in my testimony reflect the views of the Shipley’s Grant
community as expressed at a special meeting of the HOA that I moderated five
days ago, at which approximately 45 households were present.

Ten years ago, the farm owners carefully planned all of the Shipley’s Grant
community. Now_ the farm owners have changed their plan for the farm
property that is the subject of this amendment. Either that, or they were not
forthright ten years ago about what their plan really was.

Ten years ago, as part of the last comprehensive rezoning, the farm owners
requested that the majority of the surrounding property be upzoned to allow
residential and commercial development, and that the remaining portion — the farm
parcel we are talking about tonight — be downzoned to RC (Rural Conservation).

The 2003 rezoning application stated that the development plan

“preserves a small farm area as open space....”

The application further stated that the parties

“plan to execute a definitive agreement binding the property to the uses
proposed.”

The RC and other requested zoning changes were granted. The
surrounding property was sold for development for a total of $22,500,000.
Preservation of the farm property as an open space area was a vital amenity
that added value to the surrounding property that was sold.

Two hundred townhouses have been built and sold so far. Two hundred
more are planned.

At the June 12 HOA meeting, substantially all of the homeowners present
confirmed by a show of hands that they were told by the developer, Bozzuto
Homes, that it would be 100 years before the remaining farm parcel changed. Why



would Bozzuto Homes say this? It is my understanding that those statements were
based on similar statements made by the farm owners to Bozzuto Homes.

In any event, restrictive covenants binding the surrounding property were
recorded, specifying in great detail what could be built. However, no covenants
governing the future of the farm property were recorded.

Fast forward ten years, and here we are.

When the community discovered that the owners were seeking to upzone the
farm,' the community began to organize. A committee of the HOA was formed,
and the committee elected me to be the chairperson.

The committee reached out to the farm owners’ attorney, Fred Coover. We
invited the farm owners for a community forum on March 19, and they attended. It
was a very cordial evening that included a walking tour of the property, followed
by a discussion in our community center building.

At that meeting, the owners explained that they wanted to make adaptive re-
use of the existing historic structures to fund the cost of preserving the historic
buildings. We also were told that the owners wanted to build a new building on
the property to generate revenue to support the preservation costs. On many
occasions we have asked for information about what those costs were, but that
information has not been shared with us.

On April 19, 2013, the HOA committee made a written proposal to the farm
owners that provided for split zoning of the property, with a two-acre portion
closest to Route 108 being upzoned for the construction of a small commercial
building with about the same interior square footage as the adjacent Coldstone/Nail
Salon/Starbucks building. The rest of the property would remain RC and would be
protected from future development with binding covenants. Our proposal was
based on the new building being served by the existing driveways onto Route 108.

We thought that our proposal addressed the goals of all parties. Therefore
we could not understand why the farm owners and their representatives did not
respond to us for six weeks.

' TInitially the farm owners sought B-1 zoning. On April 5, 2013, in a letter from their attorney, the farm owners

withdrew their application, but in the same letter, stated that they were amending the application to request POR.
This raises a procedural issue.



On June 6, 2013, we found out why. At a meeting between myself and a
real estate broker representing the farm owners, Stephen Ferrandi, I was told
that the farm owners wanted to rezone the property so that a 50,000 square
foot building could be built, with a minimum of 200 parking spaces and
vehicle access from Talbot Drive, a residential street.

Mr. Ferrandi told me that an office building had to be 50,000 square
feet to be marketable. Mr. Ferrandi also told me that the farm owners
probably would not build the building themselves, but wanted to sell the
property after securing the right to develop it. In a later email, Mr. Ferrandi
stated that:

“The Curtis family wants to sell the property at some time in
the future [with] a market value greater than farm land which
means that needs to support a marketable building site.”

Today we hear that a 20,000 square foot office building is being discussed,
which would require parking for at least 80 cars, and which would still have access
from Talbot Drive.

But we are not here to discuss a specific development proposal. We are here
to discuss upzoning the entire parcel, without having the benefit of even a
concept drawing much less a detailed development plan.

The community simply cannot support upzoning the entire parcel based
on what we know today.

So where do we go from here?

First of all, assuming that access would be from Route 108, the community
already has told the farm owners that the community would support adaptive re-
use of the existing historic structures, including a modest amount of sidewalks and
parking around those buildings. Such adaptive re-use should be able to generate
some income for preservation costs.

In addition, we have told the farm owners that we would support the
construction of a modest office building on the site, adjacent to and about the same
size as the Coldstone/Nail Salon/Starbucks building.

However, we do not want Talbot Drive used to access these commercial
activities, for three reasons.




First, access via Talbot Drive would require a long driveway traversing the
width of the parcel, which is now an open field. We want to preserve that field as
open space rather than see it turned into a parking lot and transitway and associated
stormwater management structures - even if landscaping is used for screening.

Second, and of major importance to us, we want to avoid forcing a lot of
commercial traffic onto this residential street, where our children walk to and from
the bus stop and the community pool.

Third, the farm owners had every opportunity to include commercial
buildings on the farm site ten years ago, and to design an appropriate access point.
It would not be fair to now allow an inappropriate access point and thereby
sacrifice open space, simply to enhance the resale value of the remaining parcel.

We think that the new CEF zoning should be sought for any development or
activity beyond that permitted in the RC zoning. The CEF procedure would
require that a specific development plan be presented to the community and the
County. The HOA will give fair consideration to any such proposal, assuming the
farm owners will speak with us and negotiate with us in good faith.?

However, to be clear, before the community will be able to support any
development proposal, we will need to know whether it is feasible to have access
be from Route 108. If so, the community would be more tolerant of the size of the
building, especially if it is located adjacent to the existing Coldstone/Nail
Salon/Starbucks building and is designed to be compatible with the historic
structures. At least that way the portion of the property most visible from the
community, the field and the historic barn and outbuildings, can be preserved as
open space as originally planned.

Our support for a zoning change also would be conditioned on there being
legally binding and enforceable covenants that protect the rest of property from
additional development in the future.

In closing, the community asks that you make no change to the current
zoning at this time, as any zoning change would be premature and would permit
too great a change to the entire parcel.

? We do not think the owners and their representatives have negotiated with us in good faith. As an example, Mr.
Ferrandi stated in an email that:“The HOA support of a limited development project needs to come first in
writing, submitted to HCPZ and we will then agree to limit the scope of the development and protect the farm
buildings with a preservation easement.” We are asked to deliver our support and in exchange receive only a
promise to agree in the future.



Thank you.
Submitted by:

Elliott Cowan

Chairperson, Shipley’s Grant HOA Committee on the
Potential Rezoning of the Curtis-Shipley Farmstead

6050 Logans Way

Ellicott City, MD 21043

ecowan(@gfrlaw.com
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Summary

The Shipley’s Grant Homeowners Association (HOA) strongly opposes changing the
zoning on this property to B-1 at this time.

Description of the Property

The subject property is a 7.4 acre parcel on the National Register of Historic Places, the
Maryland Historic Trust Inventory of Historic Properties, and the Howard County
Inventory of Historic Sites. The property includes a single-family residence built in the
1800s, a large barn, several additional outbuildings, and a large field, all surrounded by a
white fence. The farm property is the open-space focal point of the Shipley’s Grant
community.

Here is a photograph of a nearby marker describing the historic significance of the
subject farm property, including a historic cemetery on the property:

¥ ™

Here is a photograph of the historic cemetery on the subject farm property:



History of the Current Zoning

Originally part of a 500 acre land grant dating to the 1600s, the subject property was part
of a 74.6 acre farm that had been zoned R-20 (approximately two houses per acre) since
the 1970s. The property was subdivided and then rezoned in preparation for a sale
pursuant to a sale contract with Bozzuto Development Company and Bavar Properties
Group, LLC. Pursuant to that contract, as part of the 2003 Comprehensive Rezoning
process, Bozzuto and Bavar, on behalf of the owner of the farm, submitted a request to
rezone the entire 74.6 acres into five different zoning categories, corresponding to the
five parcels that the 74.6 acre farm had been divided into.

See attached Exhibit 1, which is a copy of the Application filed February 3, 2003.

In the 2003 Application, the owner of the farm represented the following:

After an extensive selection process, the owner of the property has
selected a development team to purchase and develop the property in
accordance with a carefully designed plan that preserves a small
farm_area as open space and provides for a mix of residences,
basic retail services and office uses fronting on Route 100. The parties
plan to execute a definitive agreement binding the property to the uses
proposed.

In the 2003 Application, the owner of the farm further represented:

This proposal, if accepted, will provide a coordinated development
under highly restrictive covenants that contemplate a mix of
uses that are needed, but which are sensitive to and will compliment
(sic) and serve the area, while not seeking maximum utilization of
zoned land.

The zoning changes requested in the 2003 Application were granted, and as a result, the
five parcels comprising the 74.6 acres were rezoned as follows (zoning for the originally
intended office buildings and for the originally intended church parcel is not discussed
here):



- The 7.4 acre farm parcel, known as the Curtis-Shipley Farmstead, 5771 Waterloo
Road, received its current RC zoning designation. (Nete: a small corner of the
farm property, containing the historic cemetery, remained zoned R-20. The
cemetery portion of the farm property is disregarded for purposes of this written
testimony.)

- The area that is the current shopping center at Shipley’s Grant received the B-1
zoning designation.

- The land immediately surrounding the farm that is now the residential portion of
Shipley’s Grant became R-A-15, which allows “high density apartments and
single-family attached dwelling units.”

Covenants

Extensive covenants controlling the development of all of the land surrounding the farm
parcel were recorded. However, notwithstanding the representations contained in the
2003 Application, no covenants controlling development of the farm parcel itself were
ever recorded nor have any such covenants ever been agreed to or even drafted. Asa
result, the farm parcel that is the subject of the current Application 37.011 is not bound
by any covenants restricting development, requiring preservation of the historic structures
or otherwise.

Historic Designation

Designation of any property as historic at the national, state, and county levels serves to
recognize the property’s historic nature and makes the owner of the property eligible to
apply for grant and tax credit funding. However, the designation itself does not require
preservation of the historic nature of the property or control redevelopment of the
property unless the owner of the property accepts governmental grants or tax credits for
work that benefits the property. In this case, the owner of the Curtis-Shipley Farmstead
has not done that; therefore, the designation of the farm property as historic provides no
protection.

The Shipley’s Grant Community

Today, approximately 200 of a total of over 400 planned single-family residences have
been built in the Shipley’s Grant community. The community is being built as
intended by the farm owner: in a U-shape around the farm property, with the farm
property serving as an open-space focal point for the community. The community
benefits from having the farm property as open space even if the farm property itself is
not open for community use. These benefits include asthetics, air, light, and density
variation -- the very reasons that led to the farm being retained as open space in the 2003
Application.

(o8]



Photographs

The photographs below illustrate the location of the farm property in relation to the
surrounding housing:

The farmhouse (above) and barn and other outbuildings (below) with Shipley’s Grant
townhomes in the background.




The barn with Shipley’s Grant townhomes in the background (above) and adjacent
(below).




Position of the Shiplev’s Grant Homeowners Association

The Shipley’s Grant HOA strongly opposes granting the requested change to B-1 zoning
on the farm property for the following reasons:

- The B-1 would allow a multitude of commercial uses and development of the
property literally across the street and outside the windows of many homes that
were built and sold as homes that faced the open space of the farm property.

- Commercial development of a substantial portion of the farm property would
necessarily include construction of a substantial parking lot, replacing green open
space with asphalt, cars, and traffic.

- In 2003, the farm owner caused the farm to be “downzoned” from R-20
(approximately two houses per acre) to RC (rural conservation) in connection
with the “upzoning” of the surrounding land to allow for a dense residential
development to be built around the farm as an open-space focal point. Now that
the surrounding dense housing has been built around the farm as an open-space
focal point as intended, it would be unfair to allow the farm to be “upzoned” to B-
1, potentially eliminating the open-space focal point of the community.

Opposition to the B-1 does not mean that the Shipley’s Grant HOA opposes all
commercial activity on the farm property. Rather, the HOA believes that any commercial
activity or development that is to take place on the farm property should be conditioned
on the following: (i) the activity and development should be consistent with the
preservation of the farm as a historic property; (ii) the activity and development should
preserve the bulk of the farm property as an open-space focal point of the community;
and (iii) the activity and development should not have undesirable effects on the
surrounding community or residential properties, such as a substantial increase in traffic,
lighting, or noise.

[n the absence of a specific development plan for the farm property, or even a
development concept or proposal, that could be considered and approved by the
community and the Department of Planning and Zoning, there can be no assurance that
granting the B-1 zoning at this time would meet any of the foregoing conditions.

The Shipley’s Grant HOA notes that the following commercial uses of the existing
historic structures may be acceptable to the community with appropriate modest parking
and related site modifications, and such uses are permitted as conditional uses in the
current RC zoning: bed and breakfast inn, country inn, antique shop, art gallery, craft
shop, professional office, museum, and library. Such commercial uses actually could add
character and vibrancy to the community without detracting from the nature of the farm
property as an open-space focal point of the community.

The Shipley’s Grant HOA, through a committee, has engaged in a respectful dialog with
the family that owns the farm through a trust. That dialog has included meetings with the
owner’s attorney and a community meeting at which the owners gave the community
residents a walking tour of the farm property and participated in a question-and-answer



session hosted by the HOA committee. As a result of this dialog, the HOA does believe
that the family that owns the farm is sincere in its stated desire to preserve the farm
property. Nevertheless, the HOA believes that, in the absence of binding covenants that
restrict redevelopment and commercial activities on the farm property, it would not be
appropriate to change the zoning on the farm property to B-1.

The HOA appreciates that the Howard County Department of Planning and Zoning is
recommending against rezoning to B-1.

Response to the Farm Owner’s Stated Rationale

Although the comprehensive rezoning process does not require a property owner to show
“change” or “mistake” to obtain a change in zoning, the farm owner’s current Application
37.011 (copy attached as Exhibit 2) argues that the zoning should be made because of
changed circumstances. Since those arguments were made, the Shipley’s Grant HOA

must respond to them as tollows:

Reason Stated in the Application

Shipley’s Grant HOA Response

Lois L. Curtis required off-site medical
care and then passed away.

While this is unfortunate, with the
passage of time it was to be expected to
occur eventually. Ms. Curtis was
already elderly when the RC zoning
was requested and established.

The large multi-building “Shoppes at
Shipley’s Grant” containing stores and
restaurants has been constructed

immediately adjacent to the Farmstead.

This is not a change in circumstances.
The shopping center was part of the
original development plan for the
community. The 2003 zoning
amendment request stated that the
development would include 4.8 acres
of B-1 local commercial uses”.

Even though situated directly across a
road from a portion of the farm
property, the shopping center is located
on a corner of the community rather
than at the center of the community.
While some houses were built next to
the shopping center, the shopping
center is not a focal point of the
residential portion of the community, as
is the farm property.




Residential townhomes and
condominium units have been
constructed in “Shipley’s Grant”

immediately adjacent to the Farmstead.

This is not a change in circumstances,

but the fulfillment of the farm owner’s
development plan for the community.

In fact, the 2003 Application states:

There are 44.4 acres of R-A-15 land. This
will be limited to a total of 330 dwelling
units, consisting of 250 townhouses and 80
Manor House Condominiums.

The economy has spiraled downward.

Since the Great Recession of 2008, the
national economy has been slowly
improving.

With regard to Howard County’s
economy, the following table illustrates
the increasing prosperity of the Howard
County household, by showing per
capita income on a County-wide basis:

Year Per Capita Income

2003 $48,086
2004 $51,980
2005 $54,844
2006 $58,170
2007 $60,839
2008 $63,431
2009 $61,600
2010 $63,289
2011 $66,300
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau

of Economic Analysis

The cost to own and maintain the
Farmstead has increased significantly.

The Shipley’s Grant HOA committee
has requested cost information from the
farm owner several times but such
information has not been provided. In
any event, the condition of the farm
property was known to the farm owner
at the time that the RC zoning was
requested, and it was certainly
foreseeable that the farm would need to
be maintained.




No economically viable opportunity to
use, preserve, and maintain the
Farmstead has arisen. The requested
rezoning of the Farmstead to B-1 will
provide the Trust with more
economically feasible options in the
current market for the use, preservation,
and maintenance of the Farmstead than
available under the current RC zoning
while retaining for the Trust the
continued right to use the Farmstead for
farming.

The Shipley’s Grant HOA is unaware
of any efforts that the farm owner may
have made to establish an income-
producing business on the farm
property other than growing and
harvesting hay. In fact, we have been
told that the farm owner family does
not itself wish to operate a business on
the farm property.

The HOA believes that some or all of
the following conditional uses under
the current RC zoning may be viable:
bed and breakfast inn, country inn,
antique shop, art gallery, craft shop,
professional office, museum, and
library.

CEF Zoning

If the farm owner desires to use the farm property to produce income for the perpetual
support and preservation of the farm property through a commercial activity that is not
currently permitted under the RC zoning, which is the farm owner’s stated goal, the
Shipley’s Grant HOA believes that the newly adopted CEF zoning designation may in the
future be an appropriate zoning change, provided that a specific type of commercial
activity is proposed, and that activity and any development of the property necessary to
conduct that activity does not have adverse effects on the surrounding community. In
fact, the Shipley’s Grant HOA has informed the farm owner family, through counsel and
directly, that the community would work with the farm owner family to carefully
consider and provide respectful feedback on any such proposal, recognizing that it is in
our mutual interest to help provide for the perpetual preservation of the farm property and
its continued service as an open-space focal point of our community.

Conclusion

The Shipley’s Grant Homeowners Association thanks the Planning Board and the County
Council for consideration of our position, which is to strongly oppose the requested
rezoning of the Curtis-Shipley Farmstead to B-1.

After the comprehensive rezoning process, we hope to continue respectful dialog with the
farm owner leading to binding covenants being recorded that would ensure preservation
of the farm property in perpetuity. To the extent that the farm owner desires to propose a



specific commercial use or activity that would help support the farm property in
perpetuity and that requires a change to the zoning of the property, the community will
engage in that dialog and expects to be able to approve a specific plan that accomplishes
the three goals articulated above in this written testimony, namely: (i) the activity and
development should be consistent with the preservation of the farm as a historic property;
(ii) the activity and development should preserve the bulk of the farm property as an open
space focal point of the community; and (iii) the activity and development should not
have undesirable effects on the surrounding community or residential properties, such as
a substantial increase in traffic, lighting, or noise.

Attachments
Exhibit 1 — 2003 Application

Exhibit 2 - 2012 Application



Exhibit 1
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Other: 01 162928 S iber 5551 Foho ':étz Date:
{Tax Assessment Aoch. # ¢ : : g 1&«;&9{ G@cir P,éfefmce}
Agruttura! 746 MXD-3 ([R-20) See Attached,
(&zﬂ'ﬁﬂi lard usa) ‘ - fne, aeres) QWHB(}iEﬁﬂﬁﬁéj; ) {?equeslaﬂzaﬂng, :
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Owner infiimaﬁoa
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Rationale and Bagis For Request

This preperty is currently designated as MXD-2 (R220] on the Zoring
Map. The property is generally bounded by Roure 100 on the East
Monigomery Run on the North, & BGE Right-of Wav on the Northwest and
Route 108 and Snowden River Parkway on the South. After an extansive
selection process, the owner of the pmnery has sclected a development team 1o
puschiase and develop the property in aceordance with a carefully ties*g}led
plan that preserves a small farm area as cpern: space and orovides for a mix ef
residences, basic retail services and office uses fronting on Route 100 Thy
parties plan o exécute a Gcﬁmme agresment binding the praﬁﬁrf? to the uses
pmpesed

Attacbed hereto is 2 map showing the dem&ra} areas for which zcmmg s
requested. The plan shows the foliowmg ‘

1. The Pammarea is 7 46 acres to be zoned to the RC Zone as farm or
gpen ares use. . SEIEN

“of 330 awelling units] consisting of 250 townha ases and B Manm' Hause
: Conic;rmnumsa i G B

2 Then: are 44.4 zeres of R»a- 15 dand. ’?bm will be hmxtmi to a total

: .j- 4.B acres of B-1local mmmarmai uses. Ofthis, 0. Q acres ;5 tobe
& used fora rehgmus chapel. S .

4. 06 acres to be zoned either POR or PEC, deyendmg upcn final texi
: Iegisiaﬁon, fﬂr eﬁce uses.

- 5 8 S &crc.s am*ossﬁ Rt. 100 t:ca rema_m As R-?Q

T}ns prapas&, ﬁ‘ accepied, wjl prmuic 4 coor a:imate:d dfveiaamfem un{ier -

_ highly restrictive covenants that contemplate a mix of uscs that are needed,

©  butwhich are sensitve to and will compliment and serve fhs area, while not
S@&kmgmmumuﬁhzaaﬁnmmnﬁdlaﬂi Db o

WOLI0050% ¥ 02-04-03)
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TeDv-ZEEE 1349 . dren . msemiTs Pazam

AUTHORIZATION

?mpeﬂy identiftication:

Address of Subject Properry_3771 Waterloo Road. Ellicott City, M
Toral Acreage of Properry ’;’45 4.6 seres i

Property Location:

Election Distrior: 1 _ Zoning Distier; MX0-3 (R6)
TaxMap# 37 Biock# 1 P&rwl‘iotf L4

Subdivision Name {1 Ap;;hmslc} MA

To whom. 3t may consemy

Please be advised that the wmdersigned Owner(s) @?‘ the abw:—rcfmsmad ey hersby ik
autharize. &:az,uts Development Company and Baway Properries "’*amgﬁmauﬂkem‘im - *‘EFWQ mk
Name) to pursue 2 Comprehesive Zoning Districr Map Amendrent ot the Progerty upon the
terms veflected in the Cmﬁgmh.m*& Zoming-2003 Zoning Dhstrict Map Ammdmsm Reqnesi
and Plans attached hersto reollectively the "Map Am&nmi&cmes”} :

Any reguesied or gmpoz:m} modifications by the Petitioner(s) or Hy. {ihea? wounsel,
Richard B, Tallia, Esepuire fo the Map Aniendment Request will be ineffoctive in the
ahsama of the expressed wrinten consent of the zm@ersxgmd 1o the same.

Rﬁ%}mz.‘(jums Jr Manag
Date; 1/ 22/ 23R

£mnm‘~¥nﬁmum:

fmy Run ngeny Managemmi, LLC
/o Fred L. Coover, Esquire
10500 1itte Patuxen Pakway Sa.m:: 4’30
Columbia, Maxyland 21 nad i
(0).(410)527-T600 i
(FI (21019977806

E-mail: & g_m@é&vwaawmmm

&m&m%m mmwmammmmkmm
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Exhibit 2

Zoning Map Amendment

Request Form
Howard County

Comprehensive Zoning Plan [Handwritten/ Typed Version]
R R Bafore filling out this form, pleass read the
Department of Planning and Zoning Instructions saction at the end of the form.

A, Progerty Information (F!ease printor type}

ﬁdd;ﬂss 1 Strésat (Omy) l 5771 Waterloo Road ;
2 Tax t@ép Numbee ' ,37 R A GQU! 7 o
SiParcelis) 5L
4 Lolfs) oA o 5
5 ' Poistrict o | 01 [Account#c [307541 )

Acres | 746 Acres  Squarefeet. |

Tre {Rural: Con&emaiiaﬂ)
-1 {Business: Local)

{

B. Owner Information

req 1 ‘~.¢ that me i?mperty be re;rolwd t(z

Robert L, Cirtis, Jr., Trustee of The Lois Lucilie Curtls Revocable Trust dated February
28, 1997

(s

,.; s}

' 191 Mifler Hollow Lane

: ivLake City, Tenne'; see
i 37768

C. Representative Information
uName S Fred L. Coover, Esquire
Coover Law Fiaw, LLC

Maa!mg ;treet address 10500 Little Patuxent Parkway
or Pest Dfﬂce Bﬁx “ | Suite 420 - Parksrs:ée Building

) Csty, Sta_te © | Columbia, Mary!and ‘
dael o el 21044-3563 ) i
Teiephone (Main) | 416-995-1100 f




Teteph&{e {Secondary) _443?(73”}5
- E-Mail feouver@
12 Association with Owner | Attorney o R i

D. Aiternate Contact [1If Any]

| Name . hone o - ’ o
! ) o A B T
| Telephone ; |
i 0 < e e
L E-Mail ] ;

E. Explanation of the Basis / Justification for the Requested Razoning

: e subject property, referanced bereln as the "Fanmstead”, (a) containg approximately 7,46 aces; (b} is
i owned by The Lols Lucille Cartis Revacable trust dated February 28, 1997 (the "Trust™); (¢} was once part of
: " Curtis Farm; and (d) is improved by the fanmhouse, barn and autbuiidings that were constructed on Curtis

| Farm, Since 2003, Bozzuto Homes, Inc, ("Bozzuto™ and its agsigns have purchasead and reroned the jand
i surrounding the Farmstead once part of Curtis Faray to both B-1 and R-A-15 and thereafter developed and
| constructed a mixed use development known as "Shipley’s Grant” containing & Shopping Centar known as the
- “Shoppes al Shipley's Grant" and & comiptex of residential townhouses and condominiurs currently under
! | construckion, The Trust ssught and was granted the current "RC” zoning incident o rezoning of the adjacent
| property by Bozzulo years ago. In the years that have passed (1) Lois Lucile Curtis who lived on the Farmstead
. passed away; {2) the nelghborhood surrounding the Farmstead has changed from relatively rursl — single :
| family uses to predominantly commercial and more dense townhome and condominium residential uses; (3} the |
: economny has spiraled dowoward; {4} the cost te own and maintain the Farmstead has increased significantly;
¢ and {5y no economically vishle opportunity 1o use, preserve and maintale the Fanmstead and the bulidings :
| orsiructed thereon as zoned has arlsen. : j

H

' B-1 zoming is more apprapriate for the Farmstead than RC zoning given each of (a) the size and focation of the
| Farmstead; (b} the nature of uses on the Farmstead and surrcunding praperties; and (<) the Palicies and

| ¢ Implernenting Actions contained in PlanHoward 2020 appliceble to the Farmstead and the surrounding area,

i | The requesied reroning of the Farmstead to B-1 will provide the Trust with more economically feasible options

i for the use, preservation and maintenance of the Farmstead in keeping with bath (a) the Policies and

i Implementing Actions of PlanHoward 2030; and (b} in the current 2conomic market than avallable under the

E cusrent RC zaning while refaining the continued right Lo use the Farmstead for agricultural purpsses,

| See Attached Statement of Justification

F. List of Attachmants/Exhibits
4 ‘ Ex A - Revision Piat - Si’ﬁpley;'s Gian% :;‘Iﬁf{ ‘élvatvﬁc;’isnﬁ ~

H

1

HADCERCLIERT FLESWCURT 1068 [PERTOMIAAP AMEHENENT REQUEST - REV

PPLICATA - PRk 2 REY 122812 000
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G. Signatures
15 Owner The Lois Lucille Curiis Revocable Trust dated  Cwner (2)

February 28,\&997

1}
I
Robert L. Curtis’Ir., Trustee  J

Date

/ Z//}‘;/if/ /Z_

Date

[] Additional owner signatures? X the box to the left and sttach a 3aparate signature page.

16

a,

&\ -,
_ L
Reprasentative Wﬂ\ %

Slgnature \

- .

Date

| Amendment No. | 3/ 91]

Notes
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STATEMENT OF JUSTIFICATION

Zowimg Mar AEnDEnT REQUEST OF
Tre Lots Lucitls CurTis REVOCABLE TRUST BATED Feeruasy 28, 1997

7.46 Aores
Map 37, Grip 001, ParceL D751
5771 WaTeRLoD RoaD
BLLCOTY CITY, MARYLAND 21043-0008

The Curtis Family acquired several iarge contiguous parcels confaining
approximately 90.51 acres starting in 1949 and used the same for farming
purposes (the "Curtis Farm™).

In recent years, the Curtis Family owned the Curtis Farm principally threugh their
entity, “Deep Run Propery Managemsnt, LLC" (“Deep Run”); and two (2) trusts;
narmely, “The Robert Lee Curlis Revocable Trust daled February 28, 1997 and
“The Lois Lucifie Curfis Revocable Trust dated February 28, 1997

As time passed and population densities changed, the economic viability of the
Curtis Farm became more challenging, the land more valuable and the cost of
ownership more expense.

The Route 100 right-of-way severed an unimproved portion of the Curtis Farm
now owned by Deep Run containing approximately 8.9 acres (the "Severed
Parcel”). The Severed Parcel is the subject of a separate Zoning Map
Amendment Request filed on or about December 14" 2012.

The subject Properly, now referenced as the "Farmstead’, (a) contains
approximately 7.48 acres; (b) is owned by The Lois Lucille Curtis Revocable
Trust dated February 28, 1887 (the “Trust"): (c) was once part of Curlis Farm; ()
is designated as “Parcel 1" in that certain deed dated June 15", 2001 and
recorded amount the Land Records of Howard County in Libar 5543, Folio 0500;
and (&) is improved by the farmhouse, barn and outbuildings that were
constructed on Curtis Famm.

in approximately 2003, the Curtis Family contracted to sell all of the Curtis Farm
other than the Severed Parcel and the Farmstead to Bozzuto Homes, Ine.
(“Bozzuto"} and its assigns (the “Transferred Land’).

Bozzuto thereafter rezoned portions of the Transferred Land to both B-1
(Business: Local}; and R-A-15 (Residential: Apartments) in furtherance of a
complex and restrictive Development Agreement with Deep Run involving
restrictive covenants recorded among the Land Records of Howard County
imposed by the Curtis Family { the "Covenants”) through Deep Run.

STATERENT OF JUSTIFICATION
Pagk 1 oF 2
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Through the Covenants and Deep Run, the Curtis Family continues to control the
intensity of retall, commescial and residential uses that may be constructed on
the Transferred Land.

Bozzuto subsequently developed the Transferred Land into the mixed use
development known as "Shipley’s Grant’ containing a Shopping Center known as
the "Shoppes af Shipley's Granf” and a complex of residential townhouses and
condominiums currently under construction,

Through the Trust, the Curtis Family had hoped to both (a} retain and preserve
the personal residence of Lois L. Curtis then located on the Farmstead; and (b}
retain and preserve the rural “farm” appearance and feel of the Farmstead for
generations to come.

The Trust sought and was granted the current “RC” zoning incident to razoning of
the Transferred Property by Bozzuto years ago. In the years that have passed:

1. Lois L. Cutis required off-site medical care and then passed away;

2. the large multi-building “Shoppes af Shipley's Grant” containing stores and
restaurants has been constructed immediately adjacent to the Farmstead;

3. residential townhomes and condominium units have been constructed in
*Shipley’s Granf’ immediately adjacent to the Farmstead;

4. the economy has spiraled downward;

5. the cost fo own and maintain the Farmstead has increased significantly;
and

8. ne economically viable opportunity to use, preserve and maintain the
Farmstead has arisen.

The requested rezoning of the Farmstead to B-1 will provide the Trust with more
economically feasible options in the current market for the use, preservation and
maintenance of the Farmstead than available under the current RC zoning while
retaining for the Trust, the continued right to use the Farmstead for farming.

BTATEMENT OF JUSTIFIGATION
Pree20F 2
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SupMyTTE  AS WATTEN TE TUMINYy oLy
o APRIL 3. & WAS N0T AWoWED To SPEAL

BECAVSE T SPOLE AT ThE MALcH 277 HEArNG,
Planning Board Testimony — April 8, 2013

Elliott Cowan

6050 Logans Way, Ellicott City, MD 21043

In opposition to Amendment No. 37.011

I am speaking on behalf of the Shipley’s Grant Homeowners
Association and the approximately 200 households in the Shipley’s

Grant community.

I was one of the first speakers at the March 27 hearing. Hopefully
you remember some of my testimony and you have reviewed the written
testimony with photographs that I submitted prior to the March 27

hearing.

I do not intend to repeat my prior testimony tonight. In faét, I had
not planned on testifying tonight, but last Friday I received letters from
the property owner’s attorney that informed me of changed

circumstances, which I want to address in my testimony tonight.

Last Friday, on April 5, by letter addressed to Robert Lalush of the.
Department of Planning and Zoning, the property owner’s attorney

withdrew and abandoned the request to change the zoning of the

subject property from RC to B-1. As far as the HOA is concerned, that

1



withdrawal and abandonment should end consideration of any zoning

change as part of the comprehensive rezoning process.

However, in the same letter, the property owner’s attorney
purported to amend the request to seek POR instead of B-1. The
community does not believe that Amendment 37.011 should be allowed
to proceed, considering that the request for POR was made after the
December 14, 2012 filing deadline and on the eve of the Planning

Board’s last public hearing.

In anv event, at this time, the Shipley’s Grant Homeowners

Association strongly opposes changing the zoning on this property

to POR. Our reasons are similar to our reasons for opposing the B-1

zoning. Those reasons are stated at length in my prior written testimony.

The reason that I felt that I must appear before you this evening
and present additional testimony, is that the property owner’s April 5
letter to Mr. Lalush stated that the Shipley’s Grant community supports
the POR zoning. I have sent a letter correcting that statement, but in
case that letter found its way to your desks, I want to make sure that the

records of your proceedings are clear on this point as well. At this time,

the community opposes POR zoning.

The property owner’s attorney provided me last Friday afternoon
with draft covenants intended to ensure preservation of the historic

structures on the property. However, those covenants do not restrict

2



development of the rest of the property in any way. There is a large

field behind the historic structures which is actually much more visible
to the community than the historic structures themselves. Unless the
covenants protect that field as part of the “open space focal point of the
community,” changing the zoning from RC to either B-1 or POR risks
intense development of that field by the current or a future owner.

Under POR, the current or a future owner could construct an office

building up to 80 feet tall, or about six stories.

Of course, construction of such a building and the parking facility
necessary to serve it would make a mockery of the property owner’s
original 2003 plan for the Shipley’s Grant community to be built around

an gpen space focal point. But with POR zoning and without sufficient

protection from covenants, there would be no legal impediment to the

current or any future owner of the property doing exactly that.

To close, unless we have reached agreement on covenants that
protect the entire 7.4 acre property, not just the historic structures, the
zoning should remain RC. As stated in the RC zoning regulation, one of

the purposes of the RC zoning is to “permanently protect from

development the tracts of land which remain after permitted residential

development has occurred.”’ That was the basis on which the surrounding

land was rezoned and sold for development.

! Section 104 of the Howard County Zoning Regulations, Section A (Purpose), third paragraph

3



If the property owner later wishes to pursue a commercial activity
not permitted in RC either by right or as a conditional use, CEF zoning
should be pursued based on a specific development plan that can be

considered on its merits.

A photograph showing how much of the Farmstead property is

at risk of development if only the structures are protected is

attached to this testimony.

As supplemental written testimony, [ am presenting written copies of these

remarks. Thank you.

Elliott Cowan, Chairperson

Shipley’s Grant HOA Committee on the Potential Rezoning of the Curtis-
Shipley Farmstead

6050 Logans Way

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

ecowan(@gfrlaw.com
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Howard County Rezoning

Requested Zoning

Search Street:

[PEBBLE CREEKDR | | Next |

Property Information:

Amendment No.: 37.013
Current Zoning: R-20
Requested Zoning: R-ED
Tax Account 1D.: 1401274848
Map: 37
Grid: 11
Parcel;: 698
Lot:
Acres: 6,84
Address: 7209 PEBBLE CREEK DR
City/State/Zip: ELKRIDGE, MD 21075

Owner:

Name: GP North, LLC
Email: CashiD@aol.com
Phone: 301-343-8092
Mailing Address: 672 Old Mill Road, Suite 308
City/State/Zip: Millersville, MD 21108

Representative:
Name:

Email:

Phone:

Matling Address:
City/State/Zip:

Decision:

Planning Board Decision:
Planning Board Vote:
Council Decision:
Councl Vote:

http://data. howardcountymd.gov/GRezoning/GRezoning.asp

Page 1 of 1

1/8/2013



Howard County
Comprehensive Zoning Plan

Department of Planning and Zoning

Zoning Map Amendment

Request Form

[Word 2007 Version]
Before filling out this form, please read the
Instructions section at the end of the form.

A. Property Information Wf’ /] Z 00] /)75#%/6 C/%K Df i

0 ad s, publicecords

as™ yg me}y Rd” only.
tethat th erty is Jocatedat the términus of Deborah

an Drivé not Montgomery Road.

| 0011

lhiWinN

| 274848

6.84

R-20

| R-ED

B. Owner Information

GP North, LLC

672 Old Mill Road, Suite 308

Millersville, MD

21108

(301) 343-8092

—RECEIVED

(301) 637-3543

+| Cash]JD@AOL.com

DEC 14 2012

C. Representative Information

11 §'N

DIV.OF PUBLIC SERVICE.& ZONING

Telephone: (Main




E. Explanation of the Basi_s / Justification for the Requested Rezoning

13 | The referenced property consists of 6.84 acres of which about 3 acres are floodplain. This constitutes about
45% of the property. The development of this property in accordance with the current R-20 zoning would
necessitate the inclusion of the floodplain within residential lots in order to properly develop the property. We
believe that it is best to contain the floodplain In an open space fot and provide the required Forest
Conservatlon on site.

This property best fit the objectives of R-ED and should have been zoned as such.

F. List of Attachments/Exhibits

14 1. Zoning Map
2. Floodplain fimits exhibit (Howard County FEMA)

G. Signatures

J. Dougla jt shmere, President

Ul T

Additional owner signatures? X the box to the left and attach a separate signature page.

DPZ Use Only ‘Amendment No,




]

H. Instructions for the Comprehensive Zoning Plan Zoning Map Amendment Request Form

This form was designed for use as a Microsoft Office Word 2007 document. It is prefér_red that
these request forms be filled out using this Word version. If you want to fill out a hand-written
(or typed) request form instead, there is a different form avallable for that method.

To move between the table entry areas, you can Tab or Right Mouse Click. The table entry areas
are formatied; do not alter this formatting,

You must maintain the integrity of the request form as a two-page form. The table
areas within the form are “expandable”, but request forms expanded beyond the two-page
format will be not he accepted. If you cannot fit the information within the allotted space,
mainly in Section E and Section F, include attachments as indicated in the instructions below.

Only paper request forms with original sighatures will be accepted for processing (i.e., no email
or faxed versions). When you submit the request form, please do not include these instruction
pages.

B THESE INSTRUCTIONS ARE KEYED TO THE ITEM NUMBERS TO THE LEFT OF THE AREAS TQ ENTER INFORMATION.

Enter the street address number and the street name only {not the “City, State, Zip"). Only use the official address number
and street name as assigned by Howard County [the addresses given in the State Department of Assessments and Taxation
data can often not be the official addresses, and could lead to confusion.]

Enter the one or two digit Tax Map number and Grid number as assigned to the property/properties by the State
Department of Assessments and Taxatlon ("SDAT"). If you do not know, you can determine these online by going to:

http://sdatcert3.resiusa.org/rp rewrite/ , and search for Howard County properties,

3 & 4 | Enter the Parcel and Lot number(s) as assigned by SDAT. Multipie numbers should be separated commas, If there is no

Lot number, enter “NfA”. Do not enter any other numbers which may be shown on the SDAT search page under “Sub
District”, “Subdivision”, “Section”, “Block”, or “Assessment Area”,

5 | Enter the two digit District number and the six digit Account number as assigned by SDAT. These appear near the top of
the SDAT search page as
Account Identifler: District - 02 Account Number - 218488
6 | If the property is one acre or larger, enter the number in “Acres”, If the property is smaller than one acre, enter the
number in “Square Feet”, Leave the other one blank.
7 | For these entries, you must enter the Zoning District “codes” as listed on Page 2 of the Zoning Regulations, (for a link to

the Zoning Regulations, go to www.howardcountymd.gov/compzoning ), or eventually, the codes for new districts that may
be proposed in the Comprehensive Zoning Plan. Enter the code only, (examples; "RC” or “B-2"), not the description
(examples; “Rural Conservation” or “Business: General”). You must enter a single specific district request, Do not enter
multiple district requests (i.e., "B-1 or B-2 or SC"; "R-5A-8 or R-A-15").

Enter the property owner(s) name according to the SDAT search page for the property, except you do not need to put the -
last name first like SDAT does, If the property owner is a business entity of some type, enter the business entity name.

Enter the malling address at which the property owner(s) will directly receive mail, and the telephone number(s) which can
be used to dtrectty contact the property owner(s). If the property owner is a business entity, also enter the appropriate
contact person’s name next to the telephone number(s).

10

Enter the email address(es) which can be used to contact the property owner(s). Although this entry is optional In
consideration of those who may not use email, it is highly recommended that you provide this information if you do use
email because email is a quick, effective, and relatcvely non-intrusive method of contacting applicants, If you are reluctant

| to provide a personal email address, please consider setting up an alternate email address for this purpose.

Enter the name and other contact informatton of the person officiatly representing the property owner(s), if applicable.

‘ Purchaser", “Employee”, “Designated Rep_rgigntative”L_

Enter the descnption of how the representative ts assoaated with the property owner(s) (e.qg., “Attorney”, “Contract




13

Enter a brief explanation of why you believe the requested new zoning for the property is more appropriate than the
existing zoning and/or the factors that justify the requested new zoning district or are evidence of why the current zoning
district is no longer appropriate. As noted above in the General Instructions, do not expand the table beyond the space
given. If you want or need to provide a longer explanation than can fit In the space given, enter the most concise summary
explanation as you can, and then state “See the attached continuation”. It is required that you provide a true summary
statement on the form at a minimum. Forms will not be accepted if Section E. only includes a statement like “See
attached supplement”, “See attached exhibit” or similar. The purpose of this is to give persons an “at-a-glance” basic
understanding of the request, without requiring an in-depth review of all the longer explanation details,

14

if there are attachments or exhibits, enter a list of the items here in the format: 1. {Description of first attachment]; 2.
[Description of second attachment]; etc, To save space, list across left-to-right, not as a table with each item on its own
line. The purpose of this section Is to have a list to check against the exhibits, in case an exhibit might become lost or
misplaced.

15

Ali property owners of record must sign the request. Prior to printing the form and sfgning it, enter the name of the person
signing at the top-left portion of the signature area:

15 Jane Doe

Please note that if the property owner is a business entity, this entry should be the name of the person authorized to sign
on behalf of that entity, not the name of the entity, Then print the form and sign and date it in ink. (Remember, there is v
need to print these Instructions!) If your printer supports duplex printing (i.e., printing on both sides), print the form that
way, otherwise, print as two pages. If there are more than two property owners of record, “X" the box as indicated and
provide an attached page with any additional names and signatures.

16

If applicable, the person listed as the representative in Section C, signs and dates here,

Forms must be submitted no later than 5:00 p.m. on December 14, 2012,

To submit the form by mail or other delivery service, the address Is;

Ms. Cindy Hamllton, Chief

Division of Public Service and Zoning Administration
Department of Planning and Zoning

3430 Court House Drive

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

To submit the form in person, drop off at: Zoning Service Counter, 1 Floor
3430 Court House Drive
8:00 a.m, to 5:00 p.m., M through F

We require forms with original signatures, so we are unable to accept or proces:
forms sent in by email or by fax.

$250 for each map f;r;tendment request. Checks payable {o “Director of Finance”,

Principal contact in the Divislon of Public Service and Zoning Administration:
Bob talush Zonin owardcountymd.qoy

Secondary Contacts at same email address; Cindy Hamilton - Zan Koldewey - 13 Hartn
Due to staff time constraints in conducting the Comprehensive Zoning process

concurrently with the usual case load, ifi ferred met
communication. Phone massages can be left at 410-313-0500, but responses
defayed at times. We apologize for any inconvenience caused by such a delay.
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Absolute Title Group, Incorporated
File No, 1108002
Tax ID# 01-274848

Thig IBeed, made this 7th day of December, 2012, by and batween The Bank of

Glen Burnie, party of the first part, GRANTOR; and GP North, LLC, party of the second
part, GRANTEE, ‘ ‘

- Pitneggeth -

That in congideratiofn of the sum of ONE HUNDRED SEVENTY FIVE-
THOUSAND DOLLARS 00/100 ($175,000.00), which includes the amount of any

outstanding Mortgage or Deed of Trust, if any, the recsipt whereof is hereby

acknowledged, the said GRANTOR does grant and convey to the said GP North, LLC,

in fee simple, all that lot of ground situate In the County of Howard, State of Maryland,

and described as follows, that is to say: ‘

See as o Exhiblt A:

’@ngeﬂ)et with the buildings and improvements thereon erected, made or being; and

all and every, the rights, alleys, ways, waters, privileges, appurtenances and
.advantages thereto belonging, or in anywise appertalning.

To Babe any To TBolb the said tract of ground and premises above described

-and mentioned, and hereby intended to be conveyed, tfogether with the rights,
privileges, appurtenances and advantages thereto belonging or appertaining unto and
to the proper use and benefit of the said GP North, LLG, In fee simple.

ENY the said party of the first part hereby covenants that it has not done or suffered to
be done any act, matter or thing whatsoever, lo encumber the property hereby
conveyed; that it warrant speolally the properfy hereby granted; and that it will execute
such further assurances of the same as may be requlsite. .

I Pitnesy Fhereof, Grantor has caused this Deed to be properly executed
and sealed the day and year flrst above written.

The Bank of Glen nge

BE

STATE OF MARYLAND, GOUNTY OF /it i V,ﬂ%/&gvm

| hereby certify that on this 7th day of December, 2012 hefore me, th subsz/:;iber,
a gota Public of the State and County aforesald, personally appeared 1Zézg %)

1{\/ 2 , who acknowledged himself/herself fo be the of the Grantor corporation,
and that as such offlcer, being authorized to do so, executed the aforegoing Deed for
the purposes therein contalned, by signing the name of the Corporation, by
himselffherself as such officer and further, did certify that this conveyance Is not part of
a transaction in which there is a sale, lease, exchange or other transfer or all, or




-,

Exhibit A

BEGINNING FOR THE SAME at an iron pipe found at the beginning of the sixth
or Sourh 08 degrees 59 minuies 38 secands West 900 Joor line of ihe 18,4 acre parcel
described in a Deed dated October 3, 1974 and recorded among the Land Records of

“Howard County in Liber 699, Polio 308, was conveyed by George K. Zaltman, Personal
Representative, et af. to George X. Zaltman, ihence rumiing with said sixth line and part
of the sevenih line the two following courses and distonces: (1) South 08 degrees 58 i
ntinstes 40 seconds East 901.63 feet to an iron pive found (2) South 37 degrees 14
minutes 10 seconds West 77.78 feet ro a point in ¢r necr the center of an exisiing stream,
thence Jeaving said seventh line and runuing for new fines of division with the existing
stream the seven following courses and distances: (3) North 44 degrees 29 minuies 00
seconds Wast 161.51 feet *4) North 45 degrees 07 minnies 00 seconds West 116.00 feet
(3) North 47 degrees 58 minuies 00 seconds West 65.00 feet (6) North 48 degrees 28
minutes 00 seconds West 19.00 feer (7} Noveh 36 degrees 47 minules 00 seconds West
60.00 feet (3) Novth 42 degrees 09 minuies 00 seconds West 140.00 feet (9) North 42
degrees 40 minules 01) seconds West 65.78 faet thence leaving said streom and eontinuing
Jor lines of division (10} North 45 degrees 22 minutes 47 seconds East 224,88 feet (11)
North 39 degrees 14 minutes 40 seconds East 82.75 faet (12) North 73 degrees 18
mitiules 43 seconds East 84,59 feat {13) Norih 32 degrees 16 mirttttes 46 seconds East
34.53 feet (14} North 07 degrees 05 mintites 20 seconds West 37.94 feet to a point on the
southerst right-of-way line of future Deborah Jear Drive (50 feet wide) thence with said
vight-of-way line (15) by a curve to the right in a Northwesterly divection with a radius of
341,00 feet for a distance of 110.78 Jeet the ave of which is subtended by a chord bearing
of North 49 degrees 33 mintes 22 seconds West 110.29 fzet thence leaving said right-of
way and continuing for lines of division (16} Sowh 49 degrees 11 minules 26 seconds
West 136.97 feet (17) South 40 degrees 48 minufes 34 seconds East 52.48 foet (18) South
39 degreas 14 minutes 40 seconds West 87.80 fent (J9) South 45 degrees 22 minutes 47
seconds West 220.59 feet to a poind in or near the center of an exisiing stream, thence
with it the six following courses and distances (20) North 42 degrees 46 minutes 00
seconds West 13.19 feet (21} North 43 degrees 10 minulas 00 seconds West 84,00 feet
(22) North 31 degrees 40 minutes 00 seconds West 61.00 feet (23) North 40 degrees 38
minutes 00 seconds West 39.00 fest (24) North 70 degrees 59 minutes 00 seconds West
49.00 feet (25) Norih 80 degrees 00 minutes 00 seconds Wast 40.00 fest to a point on the
eighth line of said aforementioned Deed, thence with part of said line and also leaving
said siream (26) North 06 degrees 06 minuies 10 seconds Wet 81.74 feet io a point o the
end of the seventh or North 56 degrees 18 minutes 36 seconds West 166,87 oot lins of
the dand which by Deed dated June 28, 1993 and recorded among the Land Records of
Howard County in Libar 2903, Folla 238, was conveyed by George K. Zeltman to
Marshalee Woods Limited Parinership, thence reversely with the sevenith and sixth fines -
of sald Deed (27) South 56 degrees 18 minntos 27 seconds Easi 166,87 feet (28) North 03
degrees 50 minutes 48 seconds East 133,53 feei to a point af the end of the South 83
degrees 50 mirittes 48 seconds West 91,20 foot ling of the land which by Deed dated
| Augnsi 26, 1993 and recerded among the J.and Records of Howard Cownly in Libar
2964, Folio 87, was conveyed by F. G. Mavker Co,, Ino., fo Marshales Woods Litited
Parinership, thence reversely with said line (29} North 83 degrees 50 minutes 48 seconds
East 91,20 feot tn a point at the beginning of the jourih line of said first herein meniioned
Deed, thence with said fourth and fifth lives the fwo following courses and distances (30)
North 00 degrees 28 miimtes 32 seconds West 65,20 feet (31) North 79 degrees 16
minutes 49 seconds East 378,00 feet to the point gf heginning,

CONTAINING 6.8421 acres of land, more or less.




COUNCILMEMBERS

HOW ard C O u nty C O u n Cil Jennifer Terrasa, Chairperson

District 3

George Howard Building Mary Kay Sigaty, Vice Chairperson
3483 Court House Drive District 4

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043-4392 Courtney Watson
District 1

Calvin Ball

District 2

Greg Fox

District 5

March 11,2013

GP North, LL.C
672 Old Mill Road, Suite 308
Millersville, MD 21108

Dear Sir or Madam:

You are receiving this letter because ybu filed a Zoning Map Amendment Request Form/Howard

County Comprehensive Zoning Plan or a Zoning Regulation Amendment Request Form/Howard
County Comprehensive Plan.

Please be advised that on March 7, 2013, the Howard County Ethics Commission determined
that the Zoning Map Request Form needs to be accompanied by certain affidavits and
disclosures. The Commission also determined that the Zoning Regulation Amendment Form
needs to be accompanied by certain affidavits and disclosures when the Form proposes to
“increase the density of the land of the applicant.”

The Commission directed me to notify applicants of their obligation to file the affidavit and
disclosure. The obligation is set forth in Md. Code Ann., St. Gov’t, Sec. 15-849(b), which
provides in part, “the affidavit or disclosure shall be filed at least 30 calendar days prior to
any consideration of the application by an elected official.”

Accordingly, I am enclosing for your use the approved affidavit packet. Completed forms may

be mailed to the Administrative Assistant to the Zoning Board at 3430 Court House Drive,
Ellicott City, MD 21043.

Very truly yours,

Wegosm v {LMep

Stephen M. LeGendre
Administrator

(410) 313-2001 fax: (410) 313-3297 tty: (410) 313-6401

http://cc.howardeountymd.gov
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Zoning Map General Plan Amendment: 37.013 Tax ID: 1401274848
Current Zoning: R-20 Council District: 1
Tax Map: 37 Grid: 11 Parcel: 698 Lot: N/A
Address: 7209 PEBBLE CREEK DR



