
October 17, 2023 

Via Electronic Mail and Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested 
Rhonda L. Weaver, County Attorney 
Prince George’s County Office of Law 
1301 McCormick Drive, Suite 4100 
Largo, Maryland 20774 
rlweaver@co.pg.md.us 

Re:   Local Government Tort Claims Act 
        Claimants:  Concert Woodmore, LLC, Kimberly A. Jackson, and Brent 
        Taliaferro 

Dear Ms. Weaver: 

This office represents Concert Woodmore, LLC d/b/a The Country Club at 
Woodmore, Kimberly A. Jackson, and Brent Taliaferro in connection with civil claims 
against Price George’s County arising from the County’s obstruction of the public’s right 
of access to the public road and right-of-way Pleasant Prospect Road in the Woodmore 
subdivision. Their addresses are set forth on the enclosed civil complaint, which is 
incorporated in this notice letter as if set forth more fully herein.  

By law, the public has the right of access to public roads and public right-of-ways.  
The Pleasant Prospect Homeowners Association (“the Association”) has blocked access 
to Pleasant Prospect Road. The Association has erected an electronic gate on the east side 
of Pleasant Prospect Road, which prevents the public from entering or traveling on 
Pleasant Prospect Road without a magnetic key card issued by the Association. 

On the west side of Pleasant Prospect Road, the Association has also erected 
electronic gates along with a gatehouse, which is controlled and manned by an agent of 
the Association. Drivers can only gain access through the west entrance by using a 
purchased gate card or by stopping at the gatehouse, where they are interrogated by an 
agent of the Association about their purpose for using a public road. A driver can only be 
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admitted with the discretion of the Association’s agent—who does not allow public 
access—and grants access only to individuals with a specific purpose.  

 
When DPWT approved the plat for the Woodmore subdivision in 1980, the 

County dedicated Pleasant Prospect Road (previously known as Pleasant Prospect Drive) 
to public use. The east and west access points on Pleasant Prospect Road are the only 
means of accessing the Woodmore subdivision, including the only way of accessing the 
Country Club. 

 
When the developer of Woodmore sought in 1982 to erect gates and a gatehouse 

on Pleasant Prospect Road, the County agreed, even though it was a public road.  The 
approval included a number of restrictions.  The Declaration of Covenants (Prince 
George’s County Land Records, Book 5512, Pgs. 616, et seq.) provides that the 
gatehouse “shall at no time be used or suffered to obstruct, hinder, or otherwise interfere 
with the flow of traffic, entering, leaving, traveling upon, or otherwise using Pleasant 
Prospect Drive,” except for certain situations. A 1985 covenant (Prince George’s County 
Land Records, Book 6178, Pgs. 427, et seq.) provides that the gatehouse was required to 
be razed and removed if the County determined “in its good faith discretion, that removal 
is necessary or desirable in the interest of public safety or welfare.” 

 
In a 1994 Agreement with the Association concerning the gatehouse, the County 

again acknowledged that Pleasant Prospect Road is a public road and provided that “[t]he 
gates at the Western entrance of Pleasant Prospect shall remain open and shall provide 
free and easy access to the public.” In the 1994 Agreement, the County included an 
indemnification provision whereby the Association would need to indemnify the County 
from any liability resulting from the gatehouse “being located within the right of way.”  
 

It is unlawful for the County to allow the Association to interfere with the public’s 
access to Pleasant Prospect Road. The public’s right to traverse on this public road cannot 
be restricted by gates or guards. The right to public access is critical. The County’s 
conduct violates the Maryland Constitution by giving only certain people access to a 
public right-of-way and public facilities. It is discriminatory in allowing unfettered access 
only to those persons who can afford homeownership and membership in Woodmore or 
membership in the Country Club at Woodmore. 

 
Pleasant Prospect Road is a public road as defined in County Code, § 23-

102(b)(17)(G).  It is also a public right-of-way as defined in County Code, § 23-
102(b)(16). Under the County Code, “[s]igns or objects that obstruct traffic” are 
“prohibited within the County right-of-way.” County Code, § 23-602(a)(8). Signs and 
objects are not permitted to be placed within a County right-of-way “unless a permit has 
been issued.” County Code, § 23-602(a). The Woodmore gates and guardhouse are 
“objects that obstruct traffic,” and are prohibited within the County right-of-way. 
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Additionally, the County cannot terminate the right of the general public to use the 
right-of-way except by following the procedures in County law. The County Code 
provides that “[a] closing of a road shall constitute the termination of the right of the 
general public to use the right-of-way but shall have no effect on private rights of 
ownership or easements in the roadway.” County Code, § 23-158. Those procedures 
include notice to property owners, a public hearing, certification by the DPWT director, 
and approval by the County Executive.  County Code, § 23-157. None of those 
procedures have been followed here.  

 
Significantly, the County’s 1994 agreement with the Association requires that the 

Association indemnify the County for liability and attorneys’ fees resulting from any 
ensuing litigation. Undoubtedly, the County recognized in 1994 the legally tenuous 
nature of an agreement which would restrict a public right-of-way in violation of explicit 
County Code provisions to the contrary.  This letter shall provide notice that Claimants 
will seek attorneys’ fees against both the County and its indemnitor, the Association. 
 

Claimant Concert Woodmore, LLC owns the real property upon which the 
Country Club is located and operates the Country Club. Claimants Brent Taliaferro and 
Kimberly Jackson are residents and taxpayers of Prince George’s County. Ms. Jackson 
regularly visits a friend who lives in the Woodmore subdivision. She is prohibited from 
entering from the east entrance because she is not a resident of Woodmore or a member 
of the Country Club and therefore cannot have a gate card. Instead, she must go to the 
west entrance, where she is interrogated by the Association’s agent about her purpose in 
the neighborhood. Mr. Taliaferro is an Assistant Golf Professional at the Country Club. 
He is unable to access Pleasant Prospect Road, which he needs to take in order to get to 
his job, without either being stopped and interrogated by the Association’s gate guard or 
using a gate card. 

 
Even the members of the Country Club are not immune from discrimination. The 

Association is now seeking to prevent unfettered access to the Country Club unless 
members pay exorbitant activation and administration fees – approximately $250,000 
annually – for magnetic gate cards. It is clear from the Association’s correspondence that 
if Concert Woodmore refuses to pay these unjustified fees that the Association will have 
the gate passes deactivated, and easy access to Pleasant Prospect Road and the Country 
Club will be denied.  
 

The County has unlawfully permitted the Association to restrict access to Pleasant 
Prospect Road—and, therefore, to the Country Club—by erecting gates on both the east 
and west entrances to Pleasant Prospect Road and a gatehouse manned by a guard at the 
west entrance.  The County’s conduct in restricting members of the public from traveling 
freely and unencumbered on this public road is plainly unlawful.  The County implicitly 
recognized the legal risk by requiring the Association to indemnify the County for this 
permission. 



 

 
 

Rhonda L. Weaver, County Attorney 
October 17, 2023 
Page 2  

 
 This letter shall provide notice of potential claims against Prince George’s County 
and its officers in their individual and personal capacities for denial of their constitutional 
right of access to the public right-of-way.  This letter shall also provide notice of claims 
for discrimination based upon their occupation-based and familial status discriminatory 
conduct in limiting access to only those who belong to the Country Club or Association. 
Claimants also have a claim against the County for public nuisance. Claimants will be 
seeking injunctive relief to prevent the obstruction of the public’s right of access to the 
public right-of-way, monetary damages, and attorneys’ fees.  These claims are more fully 
set forth in the attached draft complaint.   
  
 

Sincerely, 
 
                                    JOSEPH, GREENWALD & LAAKE, P.A. 

 
                                    By:       Timothy F. Maloney 

 
 
cc: Sara Arthur, Esq. 
      Registered Agent 
      Pleasant Prospect Homeowners Association  
 
Enclosure  
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

 

KIMBERLY A. JACKSON   : 

17009 Longleaf Drive    : 

Bowie, Maryland 20716   : 

      : 

and      : 

      : 

BRENT TALIAFERRO   : 

2707 Keyport Lane    : 

Bowie, Maryland 20715   : 

      : Case No.  ___________________ 

and       : 

      : 

CONCERT WOODMORE, LLC  : 

615 South Dupont Highway   : 

Dover, Delaware 19901   : 

      : 

Plaintiffs  : 

      :        

v.       :  

      :     

PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY,  : 

MARYLAND     : 

Serve on:      : 

Rhonda L. Weaver, Esq.   : 

Prince George’s County Attorney  :    

1301 McCormick Drive, Suite 4100  : 

Largo, Maryland 20774   : 

      : 

and      : 

      : 

PLEASANT PROSPECT    : 

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. : 

Serve on Resident Agent:   : 

Sara H. Arthur     : 

2448 Holly Avenue, Suite 303  : 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401   : 

: 

   Defendants.  : 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

COMPLAINT AND JURY DEMAND 
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 COMES NOW, Plaintiffs Kimberly A. Jackson, Brent Taliaferro, and Concert 

Woodmore, LLC, by and through undersigned counsel Timothy F. Maloney, Alyse L. Prawde, 

and the law firm of Joseph, Greenwald & Laake, P.A., and sue the Defendants Prince George’s 

County and Pleasant Prospect Homeowners Association, Inc., for causes, seeking declaratory 

and injunctive relief, and in support thereof, states as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

 By law, the public has the right of access to public roads and public right-of-ways.  The 

Pleasant Prospect Homeowners Association (“the Association”) here has blocked access to one 

such public road: Pleasant Prospect Road in the Woodmore subdivision.  The Association has 

erected an electronic gate on the east side of Pleasant Prospect Road, which prevents the public 

from entering or traveling on Pleasant Prospect Road without a magnetic key card issued by the 

Association:  

 

On the west side of Pleasant Prospect Road, the Association has also erected electronic 

gates along with a gatehouse, which is controlled and manned by an agent of the Association:   
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Drivers can only gain access through the west entrance by using a purchased gate card or 

by stopping at the gatehouse, where they are interrogated by an agent of the Association about 

their purpose for using a public road. A driver can only be admitted with the discretion of the 

Association’s agent—who does not allow public access—and grants access only to individuals 

with a specific purpose.  

It is unlawful for the County to allow the Association to interfere with the public’s access 

to Pleasant Prospect Road. The public’s right to traverse on this public road cannot be restricted 

by gates or guards. The right to public access is critical. Defendants’ conduct clearly violates the 

Maryland Constitution by giving only certain people access to public facilities and is 

discriminatory in allowing unfettered access only to those persons who can afford 

homeownership and membership in Woodmore or membership in the Country Club at 

Woodmore. 
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Even the members of the Country Club are not immune from discrimination. The 

Association is now seeking to prevent unfettered access to the Country Club unless members pay 

exorbitant activation and administrative fees to obtain or use the magnetic key cards.  

Defendant Prince George’s County has unlawfully permitted the Association to restrict 

access to Pleasant Prospect Road—and, therefore, to the Country Club—by erecting gates on 

both the east and west entrances to Pleasant Prospect Road and a gatehouse manned by a guard 

at the west entrance.  The County’s conduct in restricting members of the public from traveling 

freely and unencumbered on this public road is plainly unlawful.  The County implicitly 

recognized the legal risk by requiring the Association to indemnify the County for this 

permission. 

Plaintiffs seek injunctive relief to prevent the obstruction of the public’s right of access to 

the public right-of-way.  Plaintiffs also seek money damages for the denial of their constitutional 

right to access to the public right-of-way and their discriminatory conduct in limiting access to 

only those who belong to the Association or the Country Club.  

JURISDICTION  AND VENUE 

1. This Court has jurisdiction under § 6-102 through § 6-103 of the Maryland Code 

Annotated, Courts and Judicial Proceedings Article. 

2. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to the Maryland Declaratory 

Judgment Act as there is an actual controversy between contending parties.  See Md. Code Ann. 

Cts. & Jud. Proc. §§ 3-403, 3-409. 

3. Venue is proper pursuant to § 6-201 of the Maryland Code Annotated, Courts and 

Judicial Proceedings Article, as the events giving rise to the claims occurred in Prince George’s 

County. 
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NOTICE 

4. Plaintiffs provided a notice of claim under the Local Government Tort Claims Act 

on October 17, 2023, for the claims set forth in this Complaint. 

PARTIES 

5. Plaintiff Kimberly A. Jackson is a citizen, resident, and taxpayer of Prince 

George’s County. Ms. Jackson has lived in Prince George’s County since 1995, and currently 

resides at 17009 Longleaf Drive, Bowie, Maryland 20716.  

6. Plaintiff Brent Taliaferro is a citizen, resident, and taxpayer of Prince George’s 

County. Mr. Taliaferro has lived in Prince George’s County since 2017, and currently resides at 

2707 Keyport Lane, Bowie, Maryland 20715. He is employed as an Assistant Golf Professional 

at the Country Club at Woodmore.   

7. Plaintiff Concert Woodmore, LLC (“Concert Woodmore”) is an aggrieved party, 

organized in the State of Delaware, registered to do business in Maryland, and in good standing. 

Concert Woodmore’s principal place of business is located at 615 South Dupont Highway, 

Dover, Delaware 19901. Concert Woodmore owns the real property upon which the Country 

Club at Woodmore is located, and Concert Woodmore operates the Country Club at Woodmore.  

8. Defendant Prince George’s County, Maryland is a charter home rule county as 

authorized by Article XI-A of the Maryland Constitution.  

9. Defendant Pleasant Prospect Homeowners Association, Inc. (the “Association”) is 

a homeowners association under the Maryland Homeowners Association Act. See Md. Code 

Ann., Real Prop. §§ 11B-101, et seq. The Association is a corporation incorporated in Maryland 

with its principal place of business located at 9420 Annapolis Road, #105, Lanham, Maryland 
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20706. The Association governs the Pleasant Prospect residential subdivision, commonly 

referred to as “Woodmore.” 

FACTS COMMON TO ALL COUNTS 

Pleasant Prospect Road dedicated as a public road 

10. On July 24, 1980, Defendant Prince George’s County approved a plat for the 

Pleasant Prospect Subdivision, also known as “Woodmore” (the “Plat”). The Plat is recorded in 

the Prince George’s County Land Records at Book No. 108, Pgs. 25-27. A copy of the Plat is 

attached as Exhibit 1.  

11. As shown in the Plat, in approving the Pleasant Prospect Subdivision, the County 

dedicated Pleasant Prospect Drive, now known as Pleasant Prospect Road, to public use.  

12. Specifically, the Plat included an “Owners’ Dedication,” which provided that, in 

adopting the plan of subdivision, “the streets and street widening” were being dedicated “to 

public use.”   

13. Pleasant Prospect Road, through both an eastern and western access point on 

Woodmore Road, is the sole means of access to the Pleasant Prospect Subdivision, as seen on the 

below Google satellite image:  
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14. Woodmore describes itself as a “premier gated community” with 398 homes—“a 

combination of elegant single-family homes situated on large lots, combined with six villages of 

distinct character but uniform in their refinement”—spread out over “799 naturally wooded 

acres.”  

15. Following the County’s approval of the Pleasant Prospect Subdivision, 

GolfAmerica Corporation of Maryland conveyed a portion of the land to Prince George’s 

Country Club, Inc. (Ex. 2, County Department of Land Records, Book 5393, Pgs. 620, et seq.). 

16. That land was subsequently acquired by Plaintiff Concert Woodmore in 2013 by 

means of a deed in lieu of foreclosure agreement.   



8 

 

17. Concert Woodmore currently owns the land subject to a 2013 Special Warranty 

Deed recorded in the Prince George’s County Department of Land Records at Book 34293, Pgs. 

516, et seq. (Exhibit 3, 2013 Special Warranty Deed).  

18. The Country Club at Woodmore (the “Country Club”), which is located at 12320 

Pleasant Prospect, Mitchellville, Maryland 20721, is entirely within Woodmore.  

19. The Country Club has a long, 100-year-old history in Prince George’s County. 

The Country Club initially began as Beaver Dam Golf and Country Club on Landover Road in 

1923. The Country Club was bought and renamed Prince George’s Country Club in 1941.  The 

Country Club moved to its current location in 1981. Its new course, designed by Arnold Palmer 

and Ed Seay, is a 7,059-yard, par 72 course. In addition to the golf course, the Country Club has 

three tennis courts, full size and kiddie pools, a club house with a pro shop, indoor and outdoor 

dining, and year-round social activities.  

20. Pleasant Prospect Road is the sole means of access to the Country Club.  

County’s allowance of gates and gatehouse 

21. In 1982, the developer of Woodmore sought to erect a gate upon Pleasant 

Prospect Road. However, as stated in the Declaration of Covenants, signed on March 17, 1982, 

Pleasant Prospect Road had already been dedicated to public use as required for approval of the 

subdivision. (Exhibit 4, Prince George’s County Land Records, Book 5512, Pgs. 616, et seq.). 

Specifically, the Declaration of Covenants refers to Pleasant Prospect Drive as a “public road.” 

(Id.).  

22. In the Declaration of Covenants, the County put a variety of restrictions and 

conditions upon the developer’s installation of the gate to ensure that public access continued to 

be free through this public right of way. The Declaration of Covenants mandates that the 



9 

 

gatehouse improvements “shall at no time be used or suffered to obstruct, hinder, or otherwise 

interfere with the flow of traffic, entering, leaving, traveling upon, or otherwise using Pleasant 

Prospect Drive,” except for certain situations. (Id.).  

23. One such condition provides that there shall be no obstruction, hindrance, or 

interference “with the flow of traffic entering, leaving, traveling upon, or otherwise using 

Pleasant Prospect Drive…unless and until…[t]he Declarant has received permission, by 

amendment of the plats of subdivision for Pleasant Prospect, or otherwise, as permitted by the 

County Code as amended, to operate Pleasant Prospect Drive as a private road. 

24. There have been no amendments to the Pleasant Prospect subdivision plats or to 

the County Code allowing Pleasant Prospect Road to operate as a private road.  

25. In or about 1985, the gatehouse was erected at the easterly entrance of Pleasant 

Prospect Drive.   

26. A 1985 covenant further restricted what the Association was permitted to do with 

the gatehouse. (Exhibit 5, Prince George’s County Land Records, Book 6178, Pgs. 427, et seq.). 

The 1985 covenant mandated that the Association would bear maintenance responsibility for the 

gatehouse. The 1985 covenant further directed that the gatehouse was required to be razed and 

removed if the County determined “in its good faith discretion, that removal is necessary or 

desirable in the interest of public safety or welfare.” 

27. Similar to the prior descriptions of Pleasant Prospect Road as a public road, the 

1985 covenant stated that: 

WHEREAS, by plat of subdivision and street dedication approved by the Prince 

George’s County Planning board on July 24, 1980, and recorded in the Land 

Records of Prince George’s County in Plat Book NLP108, Plat No. 27, a public 

right of way known as Pleasant Prospect Drive (hereinafter the “Right of 

Way”), serving the Pleasant Prospect subdivision has been dedicated to public 

use.” 
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(Id.) (emphasis added). 

 

28. The 1985 covenant further noted that the gatehouse could not “obstruct, hinder or 

interfere with the flow of traffic”: 

WHEREAS, Woodmore, Inc., former owner and developer of Pleasant Prospect 

subdivision, by Declaration of Covenants recorded in Liber 5512 at Folio 615 of 

the Land Records of Prince George’s County, Maryland, covenanted that the 

Improvements at no time would obstruct, hinder or interfere with the flow of 

traffic along Pleasant Prospect Drive… 

 

(Id.).  

 

29. In 1994, another document, entitled “Pleasant Prospect Road and Gatehouse 

Agreement,” was recorded in the County Land Records concerning the gatehouse (the “1994 

Agreement”). (Exhibit 6, Prince George’s County Land Records, Book 9953, Pgs. 124, et seq.).  

30. The 1994 Agreement stated that Pleasant Prospect Road was a public road: 

The Pleasant Prospect right of way has been dedicated to public use. Upon the 

County’s determination that the road within such right of way has been 

constructed in accordance with all applicable Prince George’s County standards, 

or Prince George’s County has called the surety bonds posted for the construction 

of Pleasant Prospect and has used those funds to improve Pleasant Prospect, the 

County shall accept Pleasant Prospect as a County road, subject to the right and 

obligation of the Association, its successors and assigns to construct, install, use, 

operate, inspect, maintain, repair and replace the Security Facilities in 

substantially the location designated therefor on the plat attached hereto as 

Exhibit A. 

 

(Id. § I). Upon information and belief, these conditions have occurred.  

31. The 1994 Agreement further stated that “[t]he gates at the Western entrance of 

Pleasant Prospect shall remain open and shall provide free and easy access to the public.” 

(Emphasis added). 

32. Specifically, the clause titled “Public Access,” provides: 

The Association shall not deny to any vehicle access to Pleasant Prospect. The gates at 

the Western entrance of the Pleasant Prospect shall remain open and shall provide free 
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and easy access to the public for their use of Pleasant Prospect. The Association shall 

post signs at the locations designated therefor on Exhibit A indicating that access from 

Woodmore Road to Pleasant Prospect can only be made at the Western entrance and that 

the Eastern entrance shall be accessible only by electronic card, and the Association shall 

post “Controlled access-no thru traffic without card” and “No thru traffic” signs at the 

locations designated on Exhibit A. 

 

(Id. at § V).  

 

33. Exhibit A to the 1994 Agreement shows that the east gate entrance is controlled 

by card access, and the west guard entrance is manned by a guard. (Id. at Exhibit A).  

34. The 1994 Agreement included an indemnification clause whereby the Association 

stated it was “willing (1) to indemnify the County from any liability resulting from the Security 

Facilities being located within the right of way.” (Exhibit 6, at 1).  

35. In order to enter Pleasant Prospect Road from the east entrance, a vehicle must 

have a gate card. Without a gate card, a vehicle can only enter Pleasant Prospect Road by driving 

to the west entrance. 

36. There is a sign in front of the east entrance that states it is a “Resident Entry Only 

– Visitors Proceed to East Entrance  .9 Mile.” A photograph of the east entrance sign is below: 
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37. There are two lanes to access the west entrance. Vehicles that have an active gate 

pass can swipe it at the west entrance gatehouse to gain access.  

38. However, vehicles that do not have an active gate pass must use the other lane and 

will be stopped by a gate guard stationed at the west entrance gatehouse. The gate guard may 

take photographs of the driver’s license plate and ask the driver questions about the driver’s 

purpose in seeking to access Pleasant Prospect Road. The gate guard then uses his or her 

discretion about whether to grant access to the vehicle. This can result in long lines to enter 



13 

 

through the west entrance, which may create a traffic back-up onto Woodmore Road and a safety 

hazard for the public.  

The use of gate cards and gate guards to restrict access 

39. After years of efforts by the Association to keep non- Association residents off 

the public Pleasant Prospect Road, the Association sued Concert Woodmore and related entities 

in 2015. The Association alleged that Concert Woodmore and the related entities were not 

sufficiently contributing to the betterment of the community, include the gatehouse.  

40. The Association and Concert Woodmore reached a settlement in 2017, which 

provided, in relevant part, that “[g]ate passes allowing access at both gate entrances to the 

Woodmore community will be made available to all Club members at each member’s sole option 

and expense.” (Exhibit 7, Settlement Agreement, § 5). This Settlement Agreement further 

provided that the gate passes would be subject to the Country Club’s control. (Id.).  

41. Thereafter, from 2018 through September 2023, Concert Woodmore purchased 

approximately 400 gate passes, at a cost of $5.73 per card plus a one-time activation fee of $35 

per card. 

42. From 2018 until September 4, 2023, the Association did not interfere with 

vehicles going to the Country Club having easy gate card access at the east and west entrances.  

43. On September 4, 2023, the Association sent a letter to the Country Club, stating 

that it would charge activation and administrative fees of its own for non-Association Country 

Club members and staff. The letter stated that by September 15, 2023, non-Association gate 

cards already issued to the Country Club would have a $25 activation fee and $50 recurring 

monthly fee, and new gate cards would be charged a $100 activation fee and then a $50 recurring 

monthly charge.  
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44. These new activation and administrative fees imposed by the Association on the 

Country Club’s existing gate cards would amount to more than $20,000 per month or 

approximately $250,000 per year. 

45. It is clear from the Association’s correspondence that if Concert Woodmore 

refuses to pay these unjustified fees that the Association will have the gate passes deactivated 

and easy access to Pleasant Prospect Road and the Country Club will be denied.  

The restriction of free travel on a public road is unlawful 

46. The ability to freely access Pleasant Prospect Road should never have been 

limited by Defendants Prince George’s County and the Association to begin with.  

47. Pleasant Prospect Road is unquestionably a public road. A “public road” is 

defined in the Prince George’s County Code as: 

A road which has been accepted for maintenance by a public agency, political 

subdivision, or incorporated municipality; also, any road which lies within a 

right-of-way owned by, or under the jurisdiction of, the County or dedicated to 

public use by a recorded deed or recorded plat of subdivision; also, any road 

which has become recognized as public under Maryland law through long use 

by the general public. 

 

County Code, § 23-102(b)(17)(G). 

 

48. A “right-of-way” is defined in the Prince George’s County Code as: 

 

Any land area which has been dedicated to public use by a plat of subdivision or 

other instrument recorded in the land records of the County; also, any land area 

deeded to or acquired by the County for road or transportation purposes; also, 

any land area which has been conveyed to a public agency by easement for 

public use for road or transportation purposes; also, any land area which has 

been declared by competent authority to be a public right-of-way through use or 

through prescriptive usage in accordance with Maryland law; also, any land area 

along a County-maintained road which falls within the traveled way or the 

actively maintained shoulders and side ditches of the County-maintained road. 

With respect to a private road conforming to this Code, any land area contained 

in an easement or private right-of-way recorded in the land records of the 

County for ingress and egress, access, or terms of similar meaning. With respect 

to storm water management facilities, any land area contained in an easement or 
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right-of-way recorded in the land records of the County for the installation, 

operation, or maintenance of the said facilities. 
 

County Code, § 23-102(b)(16). 

 

49. The County’s agreement with the Association to allow the construction and use of 

gates and a guardhouse to limit the ability to drive on a public road is unlawful.  

50. Defendants are unreasonably hindering and interfering with the public’s right to 

drive on a public road.  

51. Plaintiff Kimberly Jackson—who has lived in Prince George’s County for 28 

years—has a friend who lives in Woodmore. Whenever Ms. Jackson drives to Woodmore to visit 

her friend, she is prohibited from entering the neighborhood through the east entrance of Pleasant 

Prospect Road because she is not a resident of Woodmore or a member of the Country Club, and 

therefore is not permitted to have a gate card. Instead, Ms. Jackson must go to the west entrance, 

where she is interrogated by the Association’s agent about why she is entering the neighborhood.  

52. Plaintiff Brent Taliaferro works at the Country Club. He is not able to access 

Pleasant Prospect Road, which he uses every time he is driving to or from work, without either 

being stopped and interrogated by the gate guard or using a gate card.  

53. While there are gated communities that exist throughout Maryland, including in 

Prince George’s County, those communities are required to follow the procedure of privatizing a 

public road. That was not done by the County, the Association, or anyone else associated with 

Woodmore.   

54. Only the Prince George’s County Executive has the authority to close a road. See 

County Code, § 23-156 (“The County Executive may, upon recommendation of the Director of 

Public Works and Transportation, authorize the closing of any road under the jurisdiction of the 

County in accordance with the procedures set forth in this Division”). At no time has any County 
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Executive closed Pleasant Prospect Road or otherwise designated it anything other than a public 

road.  

55. The County Code provides that “[a] closing of a road shall constitute the 

termination of the right of the general public to use the right-of-way but shall have no effect on 

private rights of ownership or easements in the roadway.” County Code, § 23-158. 

56. The County Code sets forth a procedure to be followed if a road is going to be 

closed to the public, which includes holding a hearing: 

(a) Where users of the road or portion of road to be closed will not be denied 

access to any property or area which was previously accessible, the County 

Executive may authorize the closing upon the certification of such facts by 

the Director of Public Works and Transportation. 

(b) Where the closing of the road will deny access to public users to areas or 

properties accessible from the road to be closed, or will take from abutting 

or nearby property owners the only direct access to a public road, or the 

Director of Public Works and Transportation finds or is advised that there is 

potential local objection to the closing, the Director of Public Works and 

Transportation shall first hold a public hearing. If the Director of Public 

Works and Transportation finds that local opposition to the closing is 

unlikely, he may notify the property owners served by the road, in writing, 

and post notices, in accordance with the following procedure, offering the 

opportunity to request a hearing; and, if no request is received, he may 

proceed as in Subsection (a), above. The purpose of the hearing shall be to 

take testimony to determine that reasonable or alternative means of access 

exist to property formerly accessible by the road to be closed, and that the 

road is no longer needed as a public way or that other public needs outweigh 

the need for the road as a public way. Each property owner as shown on the 

assessment books of the County abutting a portion of the road to be closed 

or any utilities which may gain access to their facilities by means of the 

portion of the road to be closed shall be notified in writing of the closing and 

of the date, time, and place a hearing will be held. In addition thereto, a 

notice shall be posted in such manner and size to give reasonable notice to 

the users of the road of the intended closing and time and place of hearing. 

County Code, § 23-157. The procedure for closing Pleasant Public Road has never been 

followed.  
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57. Under the County Code, “[s]igns or objects that obstruct traffic” are “prohibited 

within the County right-of-way.” County Code, § 23-602(a)(8). Signs and objects are not 

permitted to be placed within a County right-of-way “unless a permit has been issued.” County 

Code, § 23-602(a).  

58. The Woodmore gates and guardhouse are “objects that obstruct traffic,” and are 

prohibited within the County right-of-way. 

COUNT I 

Declaratory Judgment - Access to a Public Road and Right-of-Way 

(Plaintiffs v. Defendants)  

 

59. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference all the factual allegations herein 

as if specifically listed herein again.  

60. This is an action for declaratory judgment in accordance with C.J.P. §§ 3-401, et 

seq., for the purpose of determining a question of actual controversy between the parties.  

61. In July 1980, Defendant Prince George’s County approved a plat for the Pleasant 

Prospect Subdivision and dedicated Pleasant Prospect Drive, now known as Pleasant Prospect 

Road, to public use.  

62. In the 1994 Agreement, the County acknowledged that Pleasant Prospect Road is 

a “right of way” that “has been dedicated to public use,” but permitted the Association to 

construct the gates and gatehouses on Pleasant Prospect Drive. (Exhibit 6, § I).  

63. The 1994 Agreement further provided that the west entrance gates “shall remain 

open and shall provide free and easy access to the public.”  

64. The County seemingly recognized the unlawfulness of restricting a public road in 

such a way, as the 1994 Agreement included an indemnification clause whereby the Association 
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agreed “to indemnify the County from any liability resulting from the Security Facilities being 

located within the right of way.” (Exhibit 6, at 1). 

65. There have been no amendments to the Woodmore plats or to the County Code 

allowing Pleasant Prospect Road to operate as a private road. It remains a public road.  

66. The County Executive has not closed Pleasant Prospect Road and the procedures 

for closing Pleasant Prospect Road have not been followed. See County Code, § 23-157. 

67. The gates at the east and west entrances, and the guardhouse at the west entrance, 

are “objects that obstruct traffic” and are “prohibited within the County right-of-way.” County 

Code, § 23-602(a)(8). 

68. As a result of the agreement between the County and the Association to allow the 

construction and use of gates and a gatehouse, the Country Club’s members, staff, and guests are 

not able to freely travel on the public Pleasant Prospect Road.   

69. Because Pleasant Prospect Road is a public road, the Country Club’s members, 

staff, and guests must be able to freely drive on the public road without being required to pay 

outrageous fees or be stopped by a security guard.  

70. An actual, justiciable controversy of a practicable issue between Plaintiffs and the 

Defendants within the jurisdiction of this Court involving the rights and liabilities of the parties, 

and the controversy will likely only be resolved and determined by a judgment of this Court.  

71. Antagonistic claims are present between the parties, and those claims indicate 

imminent and inevitable litigation.  

72. Under § 3-401 through § 3-415 of the Courts and Judicial Proceedings Article, 

Plaintiffs are entitled to a judgment declaring the rights and responsibilities of the Plaintiffs and 

the Defendant, and further settling the legal relations, rights, and responsibilities of the parties.  
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Wherefore, Plaintiffs Kimberly Jackson, Brent Taliaferro, and Concert Woodmore, LLC 

sue the Defendants Prince George’s County, Maryland and Pleasant Prospect Homeowners 

Association, Inc. for cause and respectfully requests: (a) that the Court enter judgment in favor of 

Plaintiffs and against Defendants; (b) that the Court determine the rights, obligations, and 

responsibilities of the parties in this dispute; (c) that the Court determine that Defendants Prince 

George’s County and the Association cannot restrict free access to Pleasant Prospect Road, 

which includes that the County and the Association cannot charge drivers any fees to drive on 

the road and cannot use gate guards to hinder drivers in any way; (d) that the Court order 

permanent injunctive relief enjoining the Association from implementing its new fee policy 

increasing the cost of the gate cards; and (e) that the Court award the Plaintiffs such other and 

further relief as in law and justice they may be entitled to receive.   

COUNT II 

Public Nuisance  

(Plaintiffs v. Defendants) 

 

73. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference all the factual allegations herein 

as if specifically listed herein again.  

74. Defendant Prince George’s County has allowed, and the Association has 

constructed and maintained, gates and a guardhouse that obstruct the public right of way.  

75. As a result of the agreement between the County and the Association to allow the 

construction and use of gates and a gatehouse, the public is not able to freely travel on Pleasant 

Prospect Road, a public road and right-of-way.   

76. The gates and guardhouse constitute an unreasonable interference with a right 

common to the general public, i.e., the right to have free and unencumbered access to a public 

road without interference imposed, such as the ones erected and permitted by Defendants.  
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77. Plaintiffs suffered harm that is different from that suffered by other members of 

the public exercising the right common to the general public. Specifically, Plaintiffs, 

respectively, own and operate the Country Club, or work at the Country Club, or visit the 

Woodmore subdivision, which is only accessible by Pleasant Prospect Road. 

78. Defendants’ conduct constitutes a public nuisance, and Plaintiffs are entitled to 

damages as a result of this nuisance.  

Wherefore, Plaintiffs Kimberly Jackson, Brent Taliaferro, and Concert Woodmore, LLC 

sue the Defendants Prince George’s County, Maryland and Pleasant Prospect Homeowners 

Association, Inc. for cause and respectfully requests: (a) that the Court enter judgment in favor of 

Plaintiffs and against Defendants in an amount exceeding seventy-five thousand dollars 

($75,000), plus interest; (b) the costs of this action; (c) that the Court order permanent injunctive 

relief enjoining the Association from implementing its new fee policy increasing the cost of the 

gate cards; and (d) such further relief as this Honorable Court deems just and proper under the 

circumstances.  

COUNT III 

Unlawful Occupation and Familial Status-Based Discrimination  

Prince George’s County Code § 2-185, et seq. 

(Plaintiffs Jackson and Taliaferro v. Defendants)  

 

79. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference all the factual allegations herein 

as if specifically listed herein again.  

80. As citizens of Prince George’s County, Maryland, Plaintiffs Kimberly Jackson 

and Brent Taliaferro are entitled to protections of Prince George’s County Code, § 2-185, et seq., 

which prohibits discriminatory practices.  

81. Prince George’s County Code, § 2-186(A)(6) defines “discrimination” as “acting, 

or failing to act, or unduly delaying any action regarding any person because of race, religion, 
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color, sex, national origin, age (except as required by State or Federal law), occupation, 

familial status, marital status, political opinion, personal appearance, sexual orientation, 

disability, or gender identity, in such a way that such person is adversely affected in the areas 

of housing and residential real estate, employment, law enforcement, education, public 

accommodations, or commercial real estate.” 

82. Defendants’ conduct is discriminatory on the basis of occupation and familial 

status, as they are obstructing, restricting, and prohibiting individuals who, by virtue of their 

occupational and familial status are unable to afford housing in Woodmore or membership at 

the Country Club, from freely accessing a public right-of-way.  

83. While individuals who, based on their occupational and familial status can 

afford to live in Woodmore, are able to access Pleasant Prospect Road from both the east and 

west entrances without needing to pay for a gate card or be questioned by a guard, individuals 

who cannot live in Woodmore due to their occupational and familial status are limited in their 

ability to travel freely and unencumbered on the public right-of-way.  

84. Defendants’ conduct directly and proximately caused all injuries and damages 

sought herein.  

85. Defendants committed each act of occupation-based and familial-status-based 

discrimination knowingly, intentionally, and maliciously. As a result, Plaintiffs are entitled to 

an award of economic damages, plus interest, compensatory damages, and reasonable 

attorneys’ fees.  

Wherefore, Plaintiffs Kimberly Jackson and Brent Taliaferro sue the Defendants Prince 

George’s County, Maryland and Pleasant Prospect Homeowners Association, Inc. for cause and 

respectfully requests: (a) that the Court enter judgment in favor of Plaintiffs and against 
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Defendants in an amount exceeding seventy-five thousand dollars ($75,000), plus interest; (b) 

the costs of this action; (c) reasonable attorneys’ fees; and (d) such further relief as this 

Honorable Court deems just and proper under the circumstances.  

 

JURY DEMAND 

 

Plaintiffs demand a jury triable as to all counts so triable.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

          By: __________________________________ 

      Timothy F. Maloney, CPF#8606010245 

      Alyse L. Prawde, CPF#1412180033 

      JOSEPH, GREENWALD & LAAKE, P.A. 

      6404 Ivy Lane, Suite 400 

      Greenbelt, Maryland 20770 

      (301) 220-2200 (phone) 

      (301) 220-1214 (fax) 

      tmaloney@jgllaw.com 

       aprawde@jgllaw.com    

       Counsel for the Plaintiffs 

mailto:tmaloney@jgllaw.com
mailto:aprawde@jgllaw.com
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