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PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY COUNCIL SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

* 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

* 

Signature Club East  CSP-23002 and TCP1-052-97-03 

340 E. Manning Road * 

Accokeek, MD 20607 

* * * * * * * * * * *

WRITTEN EXCEPTIONS AND REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT

Signature 2013 Commercial, L.L.C. (“Applicant”)1 submitted an application for the 

approval of a Conceptual Site Plan (CSP-23002), a Type I Tree Conservation Plan 

(TCP1-052-97-03), and a Forest Conservation Act Variance (“FCA Variance”) to develop 

up to 300 multifamily dwelling units and 12,600 square feet of commercial/retail space on 

a 16.90-acre property at 340 E. Manning Road, Accokeek, Maryland 20607 (“Subject 

Property”). The Planning Board approved CSP-23002, TCP1-052-97-03, and the 

associated FCA Variance (collectively, “Development Applications”) in Resolution 

2025-057 dated July 31, 2025 (“Resolution”). On October 28, 2025, the District Council 

voted to remand the Planning Board’s approval of the Development Applications. On 

January 15, 2026, the Planning Board again approved the Development Applications in 

Amended Resolution 2025-057(A) (“Amended Resolution”). Notice of the Planning 

Board’s decision on remand was mailed to all Persons of Record on January 22, 2026.  

Carolyn Keenan, Jordan Eberst, and Victor Christiansen (“Citizen-Protestants”), by 

and through their attorney, Alex Votaw, appeal the Planning Board’s decision to approve 

the Development Applications, file these exceptions, and request oral argument before the 

1 WP East Acquisitions, LLC was the original applicant. 

February 19, 2026
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Prince George’s County Council, Sitting as the District Council (“District Council”). 

Citizen-Protestants are Persons of Record and opposed the Development Applications 

before the Planning Board on remand.  

Citizen-Protestants incorporate by reference all of the prior arguments and questions 

previously presented to the District Council and the Planning Board as they have yet to be 

addressed by the District Council. Citizen-Protestants offer the following additional 

comments to highlight a few key issues.  

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. Whether the Planning Board erred legally when it approved TCP1-052-97-03? 

 

2. Whether the Planning Board erred legally when it approved the Applicant’s 

FCA variance? 

 

3. Whether the Planning Board’s Amended Resolution complies with the District 

Council’s Order of Remand?  

 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

When the District Council reviews the Planning Board’s decision to approve a 

Conceptual Site Plan (“CSP”), the District Council exercises appellate, not original, 

jurisdiction. See Cty. Council of Prince George’s Cty. v. Zimmer Dev. Co., 444. Md. 490, 

569–70 (2015).  

When exercising appellate jurisdiction, the District Council must first ask, as a 

threshold matter, whether the Planning Board’s Resolution meets the minimum 

requirements for articulating the facts found, the law applied, and the relationship between 

the two without need for reference to the record? The District Council “may not uphold the 

agency order unless it is sustainable on the agency’s findings and for the reasons stated by 
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the agency” in the agency’s written decision. United Steelworkers of Am. AFL-CIO, Local 

2610 v. Bethlehem Steel Corp., 298 Md. 665, 679 (1984); see also Relay Imp. Ass’n v. 

Sycamore Realty Co., 105 Md. App. 701, 714 (1995). If the Planning Board’s Resolution 

fails to adequately articulate the basis of the Planning Board’s decision, the District Council 

must vacate the Resolution and remand for further proceedings.  

Second, if the Planning Board’s Resolution is legally sufficient, the District Council 

asks whether the Planning Board premised its decision on an erroneous conclusion of law. 

See Potomac Valley Orthopaedic Assocs. v. Md. State Bd. of Physicians, 417 Md. 622, 

635–36 (2011). The District Council does not afford any deference to the Planning Board’s 

conclusions of law and instead reviews the Planning Board’s conclusions of law de novo. 

See, e.g., Hayfields, Inc. v. Valleys Plan. Council, Inc., 122 Md. App. 616, 629 (1998) 

(quoting People’s Counsel v. Prosser Co., 119 Md. App. 150, 167–68 (1998)). 

Third, if the Planning Board premised its decision on correct conclusions of law, the 

District Council asks whether the record includes substantial evidence to support the 

agency’s findings or whether the Planning Board’s decision is arbitrary or capricious. See 

Layton v. Howard Cty. Bd. of Appeals, 171 Md. App. 137, 173–74 (2006). If the record 

lacks substantial evidence to support the Planning Board’s decision or if the Planning 

Board’s decision is arbitrary or capricious, the District Council must reverse the Planning 

Board’s decision.  
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EXCEPTIONS 

I. The Planning Board erred legally when it approved TCP1-052-97-03.  

Ordinarily, a development proposal needs only meet the Forest Conservation 

requirements for the specific project being proposed. Here, however, the situation is more 

complicated because the existing woodland on the Subject Property was previously 

designated for preservation by earlier phases of the overall development.  

The Subject Property contains 13.32 acres of woodland and consists of two lots—

Lot 12 and Outparcel B. Amend. Resol. 32. One prior TCP (TCP2-039-01-03) designated 

9.60 acres of woodland on Lot 12 as a preservation area. Another prior TCP (TCP2-116-

01) designated 3.9 acres of woodland on Outparcel B as a preservation area.  

The Applicant’s current TCP (TCP1-052-97-03) proposes to remove all of the 

woodland on the Subject Property and provide only 1.61 acres of off-site mitigation. 

Technical Staff Report (“TSR”) 6.  

The Applicant argues that the Development Applications do not need to account for 

the woodland preservation required in prior phases of the development. Citizen-Protestants 

argue that the Applicant must account for the fact that the prior Tree Conservation Plans 

(“TCPs”) designated the woodland on the Subject Property for preservation.  

The Planning Board seemingly concedes that the Applicant does need to account 

for the woodland preservation required in prior phases of the development. See Amend. 

Resol. 32. However, the Planning Board’s decision to approve TCP2-039-01-03 is still 

legally erroneous for the following reasons: 
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1. The Planning Board cannot approve a TCP that proposes to remove 

woodland designated for preservation.  

The woodland areas on the Subject Property were previously designated as 

woodland preservation areas and were relied on by prior developments to satisfy the 

applicable woodland conservation thresholds. See Citizen-Protestants’ Prior Written 

Exceptions 9 & 10, Exs. A & B; see Citizen-Protestants’ Written Objections on Remand 

8–11. No provision of the WCO allows the Applicant to remove woodland already 

designated as woodland preservation by prior developments. Thus, as a threshold matter, 

the Planning Board lacks authority to approve any Tree Conservation Plan that proposes 

the removal of the woodland preservation areas on the Subject Property.  

Citizen-Protestants respectfully request that the District Council reverse the 

Planning Board’s approval of the Development Applications because the woodland on the 

Subject Property cannot be developed as it was previously designated for woodland 

preservation.  

2. At minimum, the Planning Board must require a TCP to cure any violative 

effect caused by the removal of preservation areas.  

Assuming arguendo that the Planning Board can approve a TCP that proposes to 

remove woodland designated for preservation, the Planning Board must, at minimum, 

require the TCP to cure its violative effect. See Citizen-Protestants’ Prior Written 

Exceptions 9–12.  

Here, TCP1-052-97-03 has the effect of rendering two prior developments violative 

of the WCO but does not cure its violative effect. See Citizen-Protestants’ Prior Written 

Exceptions 9–12; see Citizen-Protestants Written Objections on Remand 8–11. 
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The Applicant, Technical Staff, and the Planning Board have previously argued that 

the woodland on the Subject Property was merely used as a placeholder to defer 

compliance to a later stage, and the Applicant is not required to cure the violative effect. 

See, e.g., Amend. Resol. 43. 

The District Council must reject this argument as it would essentially allow an 

applicant to defraud the County and avoid compliance with the WCO. The WCO sets forth 

a conservation threshold. If an applicant is able to preserve enough woodland onsite to 

meet or exceeds the threshold, then the applicant is allowed to replace woodland cleared at 

a 0.25:1 ratio. Conversely, if an applicant is not able to preserve enough woodland onsite 

to meet the threshold, then the applicant is required to replace the woodland cleared below 

the threshold at a 2:1 ratio.  

Under the Applicant’s interpretation of these requirements, an applicant would be 

allowed to temporarily preserve woodland that the applicant intends to remove at a later 

stage, to meet the conservation threshold and avail itself of the lower replacement ratio of 

0.25:1—artificially reducing the amount of woodland required for offsite preservation. 

Then, under the Applicant’s interpretation, an applicant could return several years later to 

develop the preserved woodland without accounting for the violative effect of removing 

that woodland.  

Furthermore, this argument directly conflicts with Section 25-118 of the WCO. The 

WCO defines woodland temporarily preserved but ultimately intended for development as 

“woodland retained—assumed cleared.” WCO § 25-118(b)(77). Importantly, the WCO 

clarifies that woodland retained—assumed cleared must be calculated as cleared when 
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determining the woodland conservation requirement. See id. Conversely, the WCO defines 

“preservation” as “the protection of existing woodlands for the purpose of meeting the 

requirements of this Division.” WCO § 25-118(b)(60). Importantly, preservation areas, by 

definition, are areas used to satisfy the requirements at the time of approval cannot be used 

to defer compliance. 

Here, the woodland on the Subject Property was not treated as woodland retained—

assumed cleared which was calculated as cleared in the prior TCPs. Instead, the woodland 

on the Subject Property was specifically calculated as preserved to meet the conservation 

threshold and reduce the amount of off-site mitigation that would be required. As depicted 

below, the Woodland Conservation Worksheet for TCP2-039-01-03 shows 12.03 acres of 

Woodland Preservation:  
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Citizen-Protestants’ Prior Written Exceptions, Ex. A. 
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 This TCP then designates Lot 12 as a 9.60-acre “Preservation Area” as shown 

below: 

 

Citizen-Protestants’ Prior Written Exceptions, Ex. A. 
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Similarly, TCP2-116-01 shows 6.50 acres of Woodland Preservation:  

 

Citizen-Protestants’ Prior Written Exceptions, Ex. B. 
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This TCP then identifies Outparcel B as 3.90 acres of tree preservation as shown 

below: 

 

Citizen-Protestants’ Prior Written Exceptions, Ex. B. 

Thus, the District Council must reject any argument that Lot 12 and Outparcel B 

were merely placeholders intended for development because these lots were designated for 

preservation and not as “woodland retained—assumed cleared.” 
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Moreover, as Citizen-Protestants described in detail on pages 9 through 11 of 

Citizen-Protestants’ Written Objections to the Planning Board on Remand, the prior TCPs 

used the preservation of woodland on Lot 12 and Outparcel B to reduce the amount of 

offsite woodland credits required. The removal of the woodland on Lot 12 alone would 

have a violative effect of creating a 19.99-acre woodland conservation discrepancy with 

prior developments. The removal of the woodland on Outparcel B would have a similar 

violative effect.  

At minimum, Citizen-Protestants request that the District Council require the 

Applicant to cure the violative effect of the Development Applications by purchasing the 

amount of off-site credits that would have been required if the woodland had been 

calculated as cleared when TCP2-039-01-03 and TCP2-116-01 were approved. 

3. The Planning Board failed to articulate whether the Applicant took all 

reasonable efforts to provide onsite preservation.  

As described in pages 5 through 6 of Citizen-Protestants’ original Written 

Exceptions to the District Council, the Applicant failed to demonstrate, and the Planning 

Board failed to articulate, that the Applicant had taken all reasonable efforts to protect the 

onsite woodland.  

Therefore, Citizen-Protestants respectfully request that the District Council require 

the Applicant to provide, at minimum, 1.78 acres of on-site woodland preservation to 

satisfy the conservation requirements for this individual application in addition to the 

aforementioned offsite credits to cure the TCP’s violative effect.   
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II. The Planning Board erred legally when it approved the Applicant’s FCA 

Variance.  

The Applicant’s FCA Variance does not satisfy any of the requirements of PGCC 

Section 25-119(d)(3) other than criteria (E). 

Most glaringly, the Planning Board previously found that the Applicant satisfies 

Criterion (D) because the need to remove the specimen trees arises from circumstances 

created by the prior property owners. This is legally erroneous.  

In Maryland, when title is transferred, it takes with it all the encumbrances 

and burdens that attach to title; but it also takes with it all the benefits and 

rights inherent in ownership. If a predecessor in title was subject to a 

claim that he had created his own hardship, that burden, for variance 

purposes, passes with the title. But, at the same time, if the prior owner 

has not self-created a hardship, a self-created hardship is not 

immaculately conceived merely because the new owner obtains title. 

 

Richard Roeser Pro. Builder, Inc. v. Anne Arundel Cnty., 368 Md. 294, 319 (2002) 

(emphasis added).  

The evidence in the record demonstrates that the need for the variance is caused by 

the Applicant or the prior property owners. To start, the eastern portion of the Subject 

Property “has an existing regional pond” that was installed by either the Applicant or prior 

owners to “serve[] the adjacent Addition to Signature Club subdivision, portions of 

Manning Road East, and the subject application Signature Club East development.” Resol. 

2025-057 at 36. This pond restricts the development potential on the Subject Property and 

pushes the development closer to the specimen trees. If the pond was not located on the 

Subject Property, the Applicant could easily avoid impacts to the four specimen trees. 
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Thus, the request for the FCA variance is based on conditions or circumstances caused by 

the Applicant or the prior owners of the Subject Property.  

 Additionally, the Planning Board previously found that “no specimen trees were 

identified on the previously approved tree conservation plans” and that “these specimen 

trees have grown to specimen size over time.” Resol. 2025-057 at 33. The record also 

shows that a large majority of the Subject Property was deliberately placed in a forest 

retention area. See Prior Backup 38–44, 53; see Ex. B; see Ex. C. Thus, the Applicant, or 

the prior owners of the Subject Property, took deliberate actions that created conditions 

that allowed the Specimen Trees to exist on the Subject Property.  

Therefore, Citizen-Protestants respectfully request that the District Council deny the 

Applicant’s requested FCA Variance.  

III. The Planning Board’s Resolution does not comply with the remand order.  

In its Remand Order, the District Council provided that “on remand, the Board’s 

decision must be precise and clear on the contested issues raised by Opposition.” Remand 

Order 3 (emphasis in original). The District Council further provided that the  

Board’s decision must also be precise and clear on the history of all Tree 

Conservation Plans and prior designation of Lot 12 as a forest retention 

area and the impact of each or same on the overall development of the 

property proposed in the CSP application before the District Council may 

conduct meaningful administrative appellate review. 

 

Remand Order 3. The District Council then provided a list of nine additional issues on 

remand. Here, the Planning Board’s Amended Resolution fails to comply with the Remand 

Order.  



15 

In some instances, the Planning Board outright refused to address some of the 

contested issues raised by Citizen-Protestants before the District Council. See Amend. 

Resol. 41 (the Planning Board refusing to address whether the CSP conformed to the 

conditions of approval for CSP-99050 and refusing to address Citizen-Protestants’ 

arguments regarding the FCA variance including the argument that the alleged hardships 

are entirely self-created). 

In other instances, the Planning Board failed to provide sufficient justifications for 

its decision as requested by the District Council. For example, the Amended Resolution 

fails to “be precise and clear on the history of all Tree Conservation Plans and prior 

designation of Lot 12 as a forest retention area.” See, e.g., Amend. Resol. 32.  

The Planning Board also failed to analyze whether the proposed development is 

compatible with existing and proposed off-site development. Instead, the Planning Board 

described that the applicant could use additional landscaping to screen adjoining properties 

from incompatible land uses. See Amend. Resol. 15. The Planning Board again failed to 

identify any development in the area that was four stories like the proposed apartment 

development. Instead, the undisputed evidence in the record demonstrates that all of the 

development in the vicinity is three stories or less.  

Finally, the Planning Board failed to articulate whether Section 27-1704(a) of the 

New Zoning Ordinance contemplates the filing of a new CSP application to amend a 

previously approved CSP when the sole purpose of the new CSP application was to 

increase land subject to the previously approved CSP.  



While Citizen-Protestants believe the District Council has sufficient information to 

deny the Development Applicants, in the alternative, Citizen-Protestants request that the 

District Council again remand the case back to the Planning Board to evaluate and 

articulate these issues. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

�� 
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Alex Votaw 
AIS No. 2112150190 
Law Office ofG. Macy Nelson, LLC 
600 Washington Avenue, Suite 202 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
(410) 296-8166
Email: alex@gmacynelson.com
Attorney for Citizen-Protestants



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 19th day of February 2026, a copy of the
foregoing Exceptions and Request for Oral Argument was mailed electronically and by
first-class, postage pre-paid, to:
Donna J. Brown 
Clerk of the Council 
Prince George's County Council
1301 McCormick Drive
Largo, Maryland 20774 
Email: clerkofthecouncil@co.pg.md. us
Edward C. Gibbs, Esq.
Gibbs and Haller 
1300 Caraway Court
Suite 102 
Largo, Maryland 20774 
Email: egibbs@gibbshaller.com
Rajesh A. Kumar, Esquire 
Prince George's County Council 
1301 McCormick Drive- Suite 3-126
Largo, Maryland 20774 
Email:RAK.umar@co.pg.md.us
David Warner, Principal Counsel
Office of the General Counsel 
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
1616 McCormick Drive
Suite 3133 
Largo, Maryland 20774 
Email: david.warner@mncppc.org
Persons of Record (List Attached)
(By U.S. Mail Only)

��tr
-�w,Esq. 
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CASE NO:  CSP-23002  
CASE NAME:   SIGNATURE CLUB EAST  
PARTY OF RECORD:   45  
PB DATE:    

 

JUDITH ALLEN-LEVENTHAL  
P.O.BOX 217  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MICHAEL LEVENTHAL  
P.O.BOX 217  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MICHAEL LENHART  
231 NAJOLES ROAD, SUITE 250  
MILLERSVILLE MD 21108  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

ROBYN BRASWELL  
SIGNATURE CLUB COMMUNITY  
313 BUCCOO REEF LOOP  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

SCOTT ZIMMERLY  
WOOD PARTNERS  
11 N WASHINGTON STREET  
ROCKVILLE MD 20850  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

ZACHARY ALBERT  
WOOD PARTNERS  
11 N. WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 320  
ROCKVILLE MD 20850  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

ROBERT SMITHJR.  
SIGNATURE 2016 COMMERCIAL  
P.O.BOX 4574  
ANNAPOLIS MD 21403  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

 
SIGNATURE 2016 COMMERCIAL, LLC  
9130 SILVER POINT WAY  
FAIRFAX STATION VA 22039  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

TATIANA GOMEZ RAMIREZ  
219 BUCCOO REEF LOOP ALLEY SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

ALEXANDRA VOTAW  
THE LAW OFFICE OF G. MACY NELSON, LLC  
600 WASHINGTON AVENUE SUITE 202  
TOWSON MD 21204  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

KEITH PIERCE  
807 SANGERVILLE CIRCLE  
UPPER MARLBORO MD 20774  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

EDWARD GIBBS JR.  
GIBBS AND HALLER  
1300 CARAWAY COURT/S SUITE 102  
LARGO MD 20774  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  



MR.EZEKIEL DENNISON JR.  
MARLTON HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION  
10213 LILY GREEN COURT/S  
UPPER MARLBORO MD 20772  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MEGAN CRIGGER  
 
14512 LEONARD CALVERT DRIVE SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MS.ERICA BELL   
16521 ANEGADA DRIVE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

LAWRENCE GREEN  
 
1329 MACKINAW DRIVE SUITE  
WAKE FOREST NC 27587  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

CARL CODDINGTON  
317 MANNING ROAD EAST  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

KAREN THOMAS  
 
16712 BEALLE HILL FOREST LANE SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

JIM CLARK  
SIGNATURE 2016 COMMERCIAL, LLC  
136 EARECKSON LANE SUITE  
STEVENSVILLE MD 21666  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

BRITTNEY BRASWELL  
SIGNATURE CLUB RESIDENT  
203 BUCCOO REEF LOOP SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

LISA BURNAM  
KEEP ACCOKEEK GREEN  
16603 OLD CABIN PLACE SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

RANA DOTSON  
USG  
16602 OLD CABIN PLACE SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

JULIAN DOTSON  
 
16602 OLD CABIN PLACE SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

JULIAN DOTSON  
 
16602 OLD CABIN PLACE SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

CALEB DOTSON  
 
16602 OLD CABIN PLACE SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

CALEB DOTSON  
16602 OLD CABIN PLACE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  



MS.RANA DOTSON   
16602 OLD CABIN PLACE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

EMILY CANAVAN  
AMP CREEKS COUNCIL  
1490 POPLAR HILL ROAD  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

CAROLYN KEENAN  
 
16795 BOOT HILL ROAD SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

JORDAN EBERST  
 
16801 BOOT HILL ROAD SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MR.JOHN MITCHELL   
15213 RESERVE ROAD  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MR.VICTOR J CHRISTIANSEN   
16521 BOOT HILL ROAD  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

DR.HANS HAUCKE   
14901 POPLAR HILL ROAD  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MS.MICHELLE SULLIVAN   
14801 WEST RIDGE ROAD  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MS.EMILY M CANAVAN   
 
14900 POPLAR HILL ROAD  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MS.BETTY MITCHELL   
15213 RESERVE ROAD  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MS.HARRIETT THOMAS-RICHMOND   
9423 SANDY CREEK ROAD  
FORT WASHINGTON MD 20744  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MS.GWYNETH LEWANDOWSKI   
3100 BRYAN POINT ROAD  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MR.CHARLES H FLOWERS IV  
206 MANNING ROAD EAST  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MARK FERGUSON  
RDA/SITE DESIGN  
5407 WATER STREET SUITE 206  
UPPER MARLBORO MD 20772  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  



MRS.PAMELA PAYNE    
1108 STRAUSBERG STREET  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

TERRY COVINGTON  
201 MATTAWOMAN WAY  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

TONYA PERKINSON  
12816 CENTER PARK WAY  
UPPER MARLBORO MD 20772  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

JACQUAN HILLIARD  
 
16503 CARIBBEAN WAY SUITE  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

MRS.LEENADA SMITH-BRASHEARS   
2007 MOSSY GREEN WAY  
ACCOKEEK MD 20607 -3211  
(CASE NUMBER:  CSP-23002)  

 




