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About ULI Washington
A District Council of the Urban Land Institute
ULI Washington is a district council of ULI–the Urban Land Institute, a nonprofit
education and research organization supported by its members. Founded in 1936, the
Institute today has over 40,000 members worldwide representing the entire spectrum of
land use planning and real estate development disciplines, working in private enterprise
and public service.
As the preeminent, multidisciplinary real estate forum, ULI facilitates the open exchange
of ideas, information, and experience among local, national, and international industry
leaders and policy makers dedicated to creating better communities.
ULI’s mission is to provide leadership in the responsible use of land and in creating and
sustaining thriving communities worldwide. ULI Washington carries out the ULI mission
locally by sharing best practices, building consensus, and advancing solutions through
its educational programs and community outreach initiatives.

About the Technical Assistance Panel (TAP) Program
The objective of ULI Washington’s Technical Assistance Panel (TAP) program is to
provide expert, multidisciplinary advice on land use and real estate issues facing public
agencies and nonprofit organizations in the Washington Metropolitan area. Drawing
from its extensive membership base, ULI Washington conducts one and one-half day
panels offering objective and responsible advice to local decision makers on a wide
variety of land use and real estate issues ranging from site-specific projects to public
policy questions. The TAP program is intentionally flexible to provide a customized
approach to specific land use and real estate issues.
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Foreword: Overview and Panel Assignment
Located within Prince George’s County, the City of College Park is as its name
describes, a traditional college town, home to the University of Maryland – one of the
top twenty research universities in the country. With U.S. Route 1 as its spine, the city,
which was chartered in 1945, has grown to a population of just under 25,000 residents.
Development has historically been centered along U.S. Route 1; however the city,
county, and the University have begun to extend their development focus east of U.S.
Route 1. In December 1993, the College Park-University of Maryland Metrorail station
opened, and in October 1997, Prince George’s County approved a Transit District
Development Plan (TDDP) for the College Park-Riverdale Transit District Overlay Zone
(TDOZ) to encourage transit-oriented development.
While the TDDP was not the immediate catalyst that the city and county had hoped for
to spur transit-oriented development, the area is now beginning to change. The
University of Maryland has undertaken the development of a 124-acre technology
research park called M Square in the southern portion of the TDOZ. Once complete, M
Square will boast over 2.5 million square feet of incubator, lab, and research space. The
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) will locate in M Square; and
its neighbors include the Food and Drug Administration’s (FDA) Center for Food Safety
and Nutrition, the United States Department of Agriculture, and the American Center for
Physics.
In the northern area of the TDOZ, the Washington Metropolitan Transit Authority
(WMATA) owns a ten-acre site at the Metrorail station that is slated for joint
development with Manekin, LLC and Fairfield Residential, LLC. While the project has
been delayed due to the finalization of the alignment for the Purple Line / Bi-County
Transitway that will run through the site, the concept plan includes a mix of Class-A
office, apartments, retail, and public spaces. The WMATA site is currently the only land
within the TDDP that permits residential uses.
Another influential project will be located along U.S. Route 1, just outside of the TDOZ,
and within one mile of the Metrorail station and study are. The University of Maryland
has partnered with Foulger-Pratt Companies and Argo Investment Company to develop
a 2.6 million square feet mixed-use development in the East Campus District of the
University. The project, which will have a tremendous impact on the landscape of the
city, will include retail, residential, hotel, office space, and a state-of-the-art music venue
for the Birchmere.
The Assignment
The City of College Park, in conjunction with its Prince George’s County partners invited
ULI Washington to convene a Technical Assistance Panel (TAP) to examine the
development potential of underutilized parcels within the TDOZ, and within a five-minute
walk of the College Park-University of Maryland Metrorail Station. The site is bordered
by Paint Branch Parkway to its south and west, and by the College Park Airport to its

north. Redevelopment of this area is a priority for the city, and the city plans to use the
panel’s recommendations to:
1. Begin the process of reassessing the highest and best use of these properties;
2. To set the stage for possible plan amendments to hasten the redevelopment of
the area; and
3. To develop strategies to analyze planning, designing, and pursuing quality transitoriented development projects on these sites.
The panel was asked to look at both a primary and secondary study area, both
previously zoned Industrial and currently designated Mixed-Use-Transportation (M-X-T)
– excluding residential uses. The primary study area includes two sites, the first of
which is a 2.6-acre property owned by Prince George’s County and currently used as a
surface parking lot for a nearby University of Maryland office building. The second site
is approximately 2.2 acres and contains one-story buildings occupied primarily by autorelated uses.
The secondary study area, which has six property owners and is comprised of six acres,
includes the parcels surrounding the primary study area. The secondary area is
bordered by Paint Branch Parkway to the west and south, the College Park Airport to
the north, and the Aviation Museum and the Tennis Center at College Park to the east.
Questions to be addressed by Panel Members
Market Potential
x What is the highest and best use of these properties given the location and current
market? The proximity to the Metrorail and height restrictions of the airport are
considerations.
x

How should these properties be positioned in relation to M Square and the
proposed new East Campus project nearby on U.S. Route 1?

x

What uses will best support transit-oriented development here?

x

What types of retail, residential, entertainment and cultural projects would be
suitable at this location? On adjoining properties?

Planning and Design
x Are new design standards necessary to create the urban environment envisioned in
the TDDP?
x

Would a form-based code for these sites be an appropriate vehicle for achieving
quality urban design?

x

What is the best way to incorporate the public plaza called for in the TDDP for the
county-owned property?

x

What would be the best practice for providing parking in this area?

Development and Implementation Strategies
x Determine various scenarios for developing the two sites. Should they be pursued
separately or together? Should adjoining sites be assembled and how?
x

How should the county proceed with the marketing of its property? Should
proposals from the private sector be solicited? Is sale or lease preferable?

x

What assistance would be available to Vecna Technologies, Inc. to meet their goal
of growing at this location? How could they be part of a development scenario?

Executive Summary: The Panel’s Recommendations
It is rare for a panel to be presented with true authenticity upon which to develop its
recommendations. Anchored by the College Park Airport – the world’s oldest
continuously operating airport, the Aviation Museum, and the nearby University of
Maryland, the panel felt that they had a strong foundation to build upon when
determining the highest and best use for the 11 + acres across from the College Park –
University of Maryland Metrorail station. Based upon the determined market potential for
the study area, the panel created three prospective development scenarios, and
outlined implementation strategies to guide the city through the process.
Market Potential
While there is significant development occurring nearby in M Square and the East
Campus project, the panel believes that the study area will be able to carve out its own
niche and provide complementary office, residential, retail, and hotel uses. The panel
found that the study area offered a number of opportunities to capitalize on, making it
ready for redevelopment. Specific strengths of the study area include:
x

Proximity to Metrorail, bus service and air transportation;

x

Location in a University
setting;

x

Within walking distance of an
emerging research and
technology park;

x

Network of open space and
recreational facilities;

x

Cultural amenities of the
College Park Airport and
Aviation Museum; and the

x

Limited number of property
owners to work with to
assemble the land.

As part of the TAP panel members tour the study area.

While the site and market offer a significant number of opportunities for revitalization,
the panel found that the study area is currently constrained by:
x

Lack of neighborhood retail and services;

x

Few connections to nearby existing neighborhoods;

x

Limited walkability;

x

Zoning restrictions, and its

x

Location within the 100 year-floodplain.

The panel believes that the site’s limitations can be overcome, and the project will be
able to sustain a healthy mix of residential, office, hotel, and retail, along with the
requisite parking. The panel believes the development program can support:
x

Residential. 600+ market rate units made up of flats, lofts, and stacked
townhomes.

x

Office. Up to 300,000 square feet of traditional and industrial loft style,
specialized office space.

x

Hotel. A 140-180 room limited service, extended-stay hotel.

x

Retail. 40,000 square feet of neighborhood serving retail.

x

Public Plazas and open space.

Development Scenarios
The panel proposed three development scenarios driven by the following physical
design principles:
x

Sustainability. The entire project should become certified by the Leadership in
Energy and Environment Design (LEED) Green Building Rating System™.

x

Highlight Cultural Experiences. The airport and museum should become the
theme for the project and provide cultural catalysts for the plaza.

x

Connectivity. A viable street organization should be developed to support a
variety of uses within the study area, as well as outside of the study area in M
Square.

x

Civic Space. Active public gathering plazas should be incorporated into the
planning and design.

x

Parking. The project should accommodate parking in above-grade, structured
parking garages that are screened by other uses.

x

Scale. The density of the urban design should not overwhelm nearby uses. The
project must only be dense enough to support needed amenities and to create a
true transit-oriented development.

Development Program
The panel created three scenarios for the redevelopment of the study area. Alteration of
the grid, connections to existing infrastructure, and the total development program was
based upon whether property owners would cooperate with the overall vision for the
project.
Scenario 1 - Consolidated Land Development. In this first scenario, the panel developed
the most comprehensive scheme for the study area. The scenario includes the primary
and secondary sites as well as the indoor facilities of the Tennis Center at College Park,
which the panel hopes could one day move to adjacent parkland. The value in the first
scenario is created by having the cooperation of all property owners so that the entire
study area can be assembled at once, allowing for a new grid system that provides
better access and connectivity to the site, and a more robust development program. The

Aviation Museum and airport are highlighted
in all scenarios, but with the relocation of the
tennis facility, the museum becomes much
more visible and accessible to visitors. This
scenario makes the most out of the market
potential of the study area and can support
more than one million square feet of
development. Renderings of the plan and
detail of the development program for the
three scenarios is elaborated on in the
Planning & Design section as well as the
Appendix.
Scenario 2 – Primary and Secondary Study
Areas with Original Grid Intact. The second
scenario assumes that not all landowners will
agree to assemble their properties at the
same time, resulting in an incremental redevelopment of the parcels with the original
street grid remaining intact. This scenario also assumes that the indoor tennis facility
will remain in its current location.
To achieve the highest and best use of the study
area, the panel recommends relocating the indoor
tennis facility to adjacent parkland.

While the scenario limits development to a maximum of 750,000 square feet, it still
accommodates a strong mix of uses – just less of each use. Scenario Two is a
compromised scenario in the panel’s opinion because there is an overall reduction in
the amount of office space, and because a majority of the office space is relocated from
Paint Branch Parkway to College Avenue. The second scenario also moves the main
entrance to the Aviation Museum from 52nd Street to College Avenue, which is no longer
a designated entrance for the museum.
Scenario 3: Primary and Secondary Study Areas -- Including the Enclosed Tennis
Courts. The third scenario assumes the same phased approach as the second scenario
– forcing a majority of the grid to stay in tact. The major change in this design scheme is
the relocation of the indoor tennis center. The panel, in following its assignment to
provide the highest and best use for the study area, could not do so without including
the land that the indoor tennis facility occupies. Scenario three reintroduces
condominiums that were taken out of scenario two, reconnects the museum to Paint
Brach Parkway, and moves the location of office space back to Paint Branch Parkway
where it receives maximum visibility – the total development program is 900,000 square
feet.
Implementation Strategy
The panel developed a six-phase implementation strategy for the City of College Park to
take the city from its next steps through the development’s final approval.

Phase I: 0-3 Months. Convene community members to review and get input on the
preliminary concept plans. Review the history of the transit planning district and the
TDOZ to prepare for this transit-oriented development program.
Phase II: 3-6 Months. Create a well coordinated plan for development beginning with
conversations with all property owners. Within six months the panel would like the city to
have reviewed concept options for development with all property owners and reach a
preliminary agreement to work together.
Phase III: 6-12 Months. Create a system for cooperation amongst government agencies
with the goal of an agreement to support the project and help move it forward. The first
stage of this collaboration would include the County Executive, the County Council, the
City of College Park, the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (MNCPPC), WMATA and the Maryland Transit Administration. The second stage would
include the Prince George’s County Department of Public Works and Transportation,
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and the Maryland Department of
Environment.
Phase IV: 12-18 Months. Approve the concept plan, outline community benefit
expectations, seek zoning amendments, gain approvals from county’s Department of
Public Works and Transportation, and the FAA, and finalize economic development
incentives.
Phase V: 18 months. Begin the RFP / RFQ process following the East Campus
RFP/RFQ model.
Phase VI: 24 – 48 months. Final approval and commence construction.

Market Potential
There is a significant redevelopment opportunity to provide a true transit-oriented
development in College Park. The study area is able to capitalize on M Square and
university related development nearby, and will provide complementary residential,
office, hotel, and retail uses to adjacent and future development. The project fills a
need for retail and
services within walking
distance of M Square
and adjacent
neighborhoods, and
provides needed
amenities for those who
visit the College Park
Aviation Museum. With
the purpose of the panel
to create a development
plan that achieves the
highest and best use for
the study area while
taking advantage of the
nearby transit, the panel
first looked at the study
area’s opportunities and
constraints.

A context map shows that the study area (red star) is surrounded by a vast
amount of parkland, as well as single family residential, and office space.

Opportunities
Panel members came to the TAP optimistic about the opportunities that the study area
has to offer for redevelopment. It is close to train, bike and air transportation; it is in a
university setting; the study area is nearby an emerging research and technology park;
there are a limited number of landowners in the study area; the airport and aviation
museum provide a cultural attraction; and there is a network of open space and
recreation facilities – all of which make the study area ripe for redevelopment.
Transit. The study area’s proximity to Metrorail, Maryland Area Regional Commuter
(MARC) train service, the College Park Airport, and regional bike trails, creates a
tremendous amount of opportunity. One of the fundamental principles that came out of
ULI Washington’s 2005 regional visioning exercise Reality Check1 was that
development in our region should be accommodated around transit, providing residents,
workers and visitors opportunities to take advantage of alternative transportation
options. The panel was especially interested in opportunities to connect the airport to
1

Reality Check was a 2005 visioning exercise that brought together a multi-disciplinary group of 300 leaders in the
greater Washington metropolitan region to address how and where the region would accommodate the 2 million
people and 1.6 million new jobs that are anticipated by the year 2030.

the rail for purposes of commuting, and recommends pursuing the marketability of that
option.
University. The University of Maryland – a world class university that offers educational,
research, cultural, and athletic opportunities for residents and businesses to take
advantage of – is nearby the study area. The panel sees an opportunity for incubators
that would benefit from being affiliated with the university, as well as growing, small
businesses like Vecna Technologies, Inc., to locate in the study area. The panel also
sees an unmet potential demand to house retirees who would like to move back to a
university setting and take advantage of the opportunities that the university provides.
Technology and Research Facilities. As mentioned above, the panel believes that the
study area can capitalize on the growing depth of research and technology facilities in M
Square and the surrounding area. The panel believes the site can successfully cater to
a business in need of a smaller office space than what is offered in M Square, or an
extended-stay hotel that caters to the technology park as well as to visitors of the
university. The panel also understands that the site is under consideration as a
potential location for a Biotechnology Research and Development Center, which would
be a complementary use to current study area tenants and M Square.
Access to Open Space / Recreation. A true asset to the study area is the surrounding
Anacostia Tributary Trail System. Its bicycle and walking paths provide a true
recreational amenity. The study area is also surrounded by parkland, a world-class
tennis facility, a hockey center, and a pool. These are tremendous amenities that will
attract residents and visitors alike.
Limited Number of Land Owners. One of the most difficult elements of any
redevelopment project is gaining the support of current land owners. In this situation
there are only eight property owners; most of whom participated in the panel process.
The fact that a large percentage of the property in the study area is under public control,
and there are only five private
property owners, should be easier
for the city to convene and enter
into discussions with these
stakeholders.
Aviation Facilities / Museum. The
College Park Airport and Aviation
Museum are assets that the panel
strongly believes should be
acknowledged in the planning and
design of the study area. Few
panel members were aware of the
history of the airport, and only one
knew of the museum prior to the
panel. The facility is impressive as

The College Park Aviation Museum is an anchor for the area.

is, and its expansion plans will only enhance the
experience of visitors and future residents. The museum
provides a civic amenity that has the opportunity to
become the anchor of the project, drive entertainment and
retail development, and help make the development
sustainable over a long period of time.
Constraints
While the site offers a significant number of opportunities
for revitalization, the study area is currently constrained
by a lack of existing neighborhood retail and services, few
connections to local neighborhoods, limited walkability,
zoning, and its location within the 100-year floodplain.
Limited existing amenity base. While the transit and
recreational amenities are abundant, there are few retail
and entertainment amenities in place for current and
future users. The study area needs to establish
neighborhood serving retail, as well as sit down and
quick-service restaurants for the surrounding community.
Lack of Connectivity to Local Neighborhoods. One of the
key emphases of the panel’s time together was to
strengthen connections to the nearby growth areas and
existing neighborhoods. M Square and the East Campus
project should be seen as complementary to the study
area. The current lack of connectivity to these projects as
well as nearby residential neighborhoods must be
resolved in order to attract residents, workers, and visitors
to future retail and services that the project will provide.
Floodplain. A major engineering issue that has the
potential to limit the marketability and feasibility of the
project is the study area’s location within the 100-year
floodplain. The panel believes that the issues that are
inherent to floodplain development can be overcome with
proper planning and communication with the U.S. Corps
of Engineers and Prince George’s County Department of
Public Works and Transportation. There will be a need to
ensure that any lost floodplain storage resulting from
development in the project area is compensated for
elsewhere within the floodplain.
The study area as it exists today.

Zoning. The current TDOZ will not result in creating a true mixed-use project within the
study area because it does not allow for residential development. Because residential
development is a key to energizing the area, the panel believes that a zoning
amendment will be necessary.
Walkability. The panel took the opportunity to walk from the Aviation Museum to the
Metrorail station and found the area favors the automobile over the pedestrian. To
attract nearby residents and workers to the study area, and to provide a safe walk from
the Metrorail station to future development, connectivity will need to be improved,
intersections will need to be narrowed, and the street grid pattern will need to be
completed in order to provide sidewalks.
Rail. While rail is a tremendous asset and a key driver for redevelopment of the study
area, the tracks currently act as a barrier. It is very difficult to cross the tracks by vehicle
or as a pedestrian, and as a result neighborhoods are unnecessarily separated from
one another. Pedestrian and vehicular connections will need to be added in order to
improve connectivity.
Market Potential by Sector
Residential. The panel believes that the site can accommodate 600 or more market
rate, residential units at varying price points. The units can take the form of flats, lofts,
and stacked townhomes. The target market for this residential product is those affiliated
with the university including faculty, staff and alumni; the up to 7,700 people who will
make up the nearby research park employment base; and those who want to live by
transit.
Office. Up to 300,000 square feet of office space can be accommodated in the study
area in the form of Class A traditional
and industrial loft style, specialized
office space. The office space would
complement the office development
taking place in M Square, and would
accommodate smaller tenants, the
growing technology sector, business
incubators, and companies including
and similar to Vecna Technologies,
Inc. The panel believes that these
users would find the study area ideal
given amenities and services that the
project would provide, as well as the
ability to expand into larger, nearby
Office development should accommodate companies like
office space should their companies
Vecna Technologies, Inc., currently located in the study
grow.
area.

Hotel. While the East Campus project will include a full service hotel, the panel thinks
that there is the demand for a 140-180 room limited service, extended-stay hotel with
conference meeting space. Brands such as Starwood’s Aloft and Element hotels or
Hyatt Place are potential hotels. The panel anticipates that users of this hotel would
include M Square visitors and employees, University of Maryland visitors and alumni,
and other nearby large employers.
Retail. In order to attract office users and residents to the study area, convenience and
neighborhood retail will have to be incorporated into the project. The panel believes that
the project will support 40,000 square feet of retail, including two to three sit down
restaurants, and three to four casual, quick-service restaurants, along with community
service retail. With the exception being the FDA’s cafeteria, there is currently nowhere
in the area to walk to lunch. The panel therefore believes that on-site residents, the
surrounding large employment base, and visitors to the Aviation Museum will be key
users of the neighborhood retail and services.

Development Scenarios
To create a dynamic mixed-use project, the panel spent a significant amount of time on
planning and design. Three scenarios were developed, all driven by physical design
principles that the panel found important to include in the urban design of the study
area.
Sustainability. The importance of building sustainable communities is core to the
mission of the Urban Land Institute. The Leadership in Energy and Environment Design
(LEED) Green Building Rating System™ is a well known and accepted accreditation
system that provides tools and criteria for the design, construction, and operation of
green buildings. While the panel believes that it is important that the buildings within the
study area become LEED certified, it would like to see the entire project become LEED
certified. Still in its pilot phase, the U.S. Green Building Council, in collaboration with the
Congress for New Urbanism and the Natural Resources Defense Council have
developed a LEED for Neighborhood Development (LEED ND) rating system that
integrates the principles of smart growth, urbanism, and green building neighborhood
design, to ensure that the development's location and design is environmentally
responsible and sustainable.
Highlight Cultural Experiences.
The panel believes that the airport
and museum are the cultural
catalysts for the public realm, and
recommends highlighting aviation
through the physical design of the
study area. The panel
recommends that the plan
establish visual connections to the
Aviation Museum, as well as an
aviation theme throughout the
public space. The panel would
also like consideration given to
naming the development Aviation
Plaza.

The panel recommends building off of the authenticity that the
airport and museum brings to the study area.

Connectivity. The panel noted that the city had established a strong grid system west of
the rail tracks. To the east of the rail tracks however, the road network is very suburban.
The panel recommends that the city work to develop a viable street organization that
can support a variety of uses both within the study area, and outside of the study area in
M Square. The panel recommends a connection to River Road through the Cafritz
Property to establish an additional way to access M Square and the study area.
To create a grid system within the study area, the panel recommends extending River
Road across Paint Branch Parkway into the project, and connecting College Avenue to

Paint Branch Parkway. The panel also recommends extending 52nd Street across Paint
Branch Parkway to connect directly to the Aviation Museum.
Outside of the road network,
the panel would like to see
pedestrian connections
improved to the study area
from adjacent development
and existing neighborhoods.
There is also an opportunity to
connect the Anacostia River
Trail System to the project.
While signage and wayfinding
will be necessary, the panel
sees an opportunity to pull
people off of the trails to visit
the Aviation Museum and eat
lunch at the proposed
restaurants.
Civic Space: A key element of Red dots indicate the Metrorail station to the west and the study area
to the east. The red dotted line shows a five minute and ten minute
successful mixed-use
walk, and the need to provide better connections to take advantage of
developments is the
the area. See Appendix for larger diagram.
incorporation of active, public
gathering plazas. In the planning and design of the study area, the panel sought to
incorporate opportunities for children activities, outside dining, and places to people
watch.
Parking. While it is important to have wayfinding and easy access to parking, the panel
believes that the more out of site the parking is, the more successful the project will be.
The panel recommends that the project accommodate parking in above-grade,
structured parking garages that are screened by other uses. Given its proximity to the
Metrorail station and bus system, the panel would also like careful consideration given
to parking ratios and opportunities to incorporate shared parking strategies.
Scale. Due to the FAA’s height restrictions for development along the flight path for the
College Park Airport, as well as the scale of adjacent development, the panel proposes
a human-scaled development program. The urban design should be dense enough
however, to both support needed amenities, and to create a true transit oriented
development. Further study is suggested to determine the actual scale and density of
the study area.
Development Program
The panel created three scenarios for the redevelopment of the study area. The first
scenario assumes consolidated land development with all property owners in
agreement and moving forward together – including the relocation of the indoor tennis

facility – providing the opportunity to reshape the grid. The second scenario maintains
the current grid and does not include the tennis center, and the third scenario maintains
the grid but once again incorporates the relocation of the indoor tennis facility into the
overall plan.
Scenario 1 - Consolidated Land Development. In this first scenario, the panel gave
themselves carte blanche to truly design what it feels is the most comprehensive
development scheme for the study area. The scenario includes the primary and
secondary sites as well as the indoor tennis facility of the Tennis Center at College
Park. While the panel recognizes the importance of the tennis center, it understands
that it is located on, and adjoined to the east by parkland owned by the M-NCPPC. The
panel recommends that should the city move forward with the first scenario, the indoor
facility be relocated to adjacent parkland.
Assuming in this
scenario the
cooperation of all
property owners, the
panel assembled all
parcels at once. The
panel was therefore
able to ignore the
existing street grid and
provide connections
from River Road, 51st
Street and 52nd Street
into the community. By
opening up 52nd Street
through the indoor
tennis facility and rightof-way easement,
residents and visitors
will have an
unobstructed view shed Scenario One: Represented by a reconfigured grid and relocation of the
indoor tennis facility. See Appendix for larger diagram.
directly to the Aviation
Museum providing a
true gateway for the museum.
The panel designed the plan with the primary entrance at Paint Branch Parkway and
River Road. This proposed tree-lined boulevard is flanked with retail and a large public
plaza at its entrance. It celebrates the museum with iconic planes for children to climb: it
includes places to people watch, as well as outdoor dining options; and it creates a
gateway for residents, workers and visitors. The panel placed pocket parks at
secondary entrances and around residences to provide ample green space for the
residents. Tree-lined streets are also proposed throughout the project. These “green
streets” should offer direct connections to the surrounding trail system.

The development program will include a minimum of 600 residential units made up of a
mix of lofts, traditional condominiums and apartments, as well as stacked townhomes.
Depicted in the rendering in yellow, the residential units will be situated along tree-lined
boulevards, and will take advantage of the views of the museum and airport. Parking for
the residences will be on the interior of the buildings, wrapped by residential and
capped with a rooftop amenity deck.
Shown in purple, the panel proposes a 140 - 180 room, limited service hotel along Paint
Branch Parkway. The hotel will reflect the scale of existing development across Paint
Branch Parkway and will have strong visibility from the roadways. The 300,000 square
feet of proposed office space along Paint Branch Parkway (shown in blue) will be four to
six stories, representing the same scale as the hotel.
In the first scenario, the panel proposes 40,000 square feet of neighborhood retail
(depicted in orange) located within the first two blocks of the development’s main
boulevard. As mentioned above, the retail will serve residents, workers within and
nearby the development, visitors to the museum, and those utilizing the trail system.
This development scheme accommodates approximately one million square feet of
development, and provides the most flexibility of any of the three schemes to
accommodate additional density should there be increased market demand.
Scenario 2 – Primary
and Secondary Study
Areas with Original Grid
Intact. In the second
scenario the panel
assumes that not all
landowners may come
together at once to
assemble their
properties and as a
result the parcels will
have to be developed
incrementally. Without
the support of all
property owners, the
grid, which has to be
established at the
Scenario Two: Grid and tennis facility remain as they are today.
See Appendix for larger diagram.
onset, will remain as it
exists today. This
scenario also assumes that the indoor tennis facility will remain as is.
The infrastructure plan for the second scenario, while more strict and dependent upon
phasing, will still provide connections to and from the project. While 52nd Street will no
longer extend across Paint Branch Parkway and directly link to the Aviation Museum as

it does in Scenario 1, the panel instead recommends extending College Avenue to Paint
Branch Parkway, allowing College Avenue to serve as the new gateway for the
museum.
While the overall development program for the first scenario is one million + square feet,
the second scenario limits development to a maximum of 750,000 square feet. The
hotel in Scenario Two is reduced to 120 rooms, the retail is reduced to 24,000 square
feet, and the residential units are reduced to 200 urban lofts. While the panel was able
to increase the amount of office space to 250,000 square feet of traditional office space
and 118,000 square feet of loft office space because the indoor tennis facility remains in
place, a majority of the office space will relocate from Paint Branch Parkway to College
Avenue – a less marketable, compromised position. If further market study determines
that the priority should be to retain the residential over the office, the panel recommends
taking the office building that is positioned behind the tennis facility, and replacing it with
a residential building.
The panel notes that the office building located in the first scenario at the corner of Paint
Branch Parkway and Corporal Frank Scott Drive, remains in the second and third
scenarios, providing the opportunity to accommodate an office building at any point in
time. This parcel may also be suitable for the Biotechnology Research and
Development Center that has been proposed for the study area.
Scenario 3: Primary and Secondary Study Areas -- Including the Enclosed Tennis
Courts. The third scenario assumes the same phased approach as the second
scenario, forcing a majority of the grid to stay in tact. The major change in the design
scheme is the relocation of the indoor tennis facility. The panel, in following its
assignment to
provide the highest
and best use for
the study area,
could not do so
without including
the land that the
indoor tennis
facility occupies.
The panel would
like to see the
tennis center’s
indoor practice
facility moved just
beyond its outdoor
courts to the
grounds of the 94th
Aero Squadron,
Scenario Three: The grid remains intact, but the indoor tennis facility is
remaining on the Mrelocated to adjacent parkland. See Appendix for larger diagram.
NCPPC’s parkland.

The main difference with the development program of Scenario Three is the addition of
more residential to the plan. While the 200 urban lofts in Scenario Two are once again
represented in Scenario Three, the plan is now able to accommodate an additional 170
condominiums or apartments. There is a net loss of 88,000 square feet of loft office
space in the third scenario, but traditional office space remains at 250,000 square feet.
Retail development remains at 24,000 square feet, and this scenario retains the 120
room extended-stay hotel. The aggregate of Scenario Three, including the necessary
allocation of parking, is approximately 900,000 square feet of development.

In all three scenarios, River Road is extended beyond the intersection with Paint Branch
Parkway to create a gateway into the new development.

Implementation Strategies
The panel developed a six phase implementation strategy for the City of College Park to
take the city from its next steps through the development’s final approval.
Phase I: 0-3 Months
The panel was pleased with how many stakeholders attended the panel’s roundtable
discussions and final presentation, and recommends that the first step the city takes
should be to convene community members to review and get input on the preliminary
concept plans developed over the course of the day and a half panel. The panel also
recommends that the city educate stakeholders on the history of the transit planning
district with the goal that an education on the background will help the stakeholders
reach agreement more quickly.
Phase II: 3-6 Months
In the second phase, the panel would like to see the city create a well coordinated plan
for development. This begins with the city opening up conversations to assemble the
land with private sector and public sector property owners. The panel also recommends
that the city begin discussions with the M-NCPPC and the Tennis Center at College
Park to discuss relocation opportunities for the indoor tennis facility. Through working
together to review concept options for development, the panel hopes that within six
months the city could have a preliminary agreement for the property owners to work
together. This agreement would include the principles of working together; the concept
plan, the valuation process, and the overall timing of the project, which the panel
proposes takes no longer than two to five years.
Phase III: 6-12 Months
The main goal of the third phase, which could take six months, is the creation of a
system for cooperation amongst government agencies with the goal being to have all
agencies agree to support the project and help move it forward. The first stage of this
collaboration would include the County Executive, the County Council, the City of
College Park, the M-NCPPC, WMATA and the Maryland Transit Administration. The
second stage would include the Prince George’s County Department of Public Works
and Transportation, the FAA, and the Maryland Department of Environment. Once
these agencies have had an opportunity to review the concept plans, and the city has
received expressions of support and interest, the panel recommends that the city create
a process for formal review and approval of the final concept plan. The city should then
reach out to the community to let them know that these agencies are working together
and to garner support for the final concept plan.
Phase IV: 12-18 Months
The first step of the fourth phase is to approve the final concept plan. This includes
finalizing uses, density, heights, infrastructure expectations, and community benefit
requirements. It is important that the expectations and community benefit requirements
are understood explicitly.

While the panel does not endorse Form Based Code for this project, it does recommend
a Form Based Plan that reaches agreement around the fundamentals – fixed street grid,
mix of uses, building heights, open space locations – while intentionally maintaining
flexibility in the remainder of the development; including the architecture. The TDDP
should be amended at this time so that it is more flexible and allows for residential uses.
Zoning ordinances may also need to be revised at this time to simplify the approval and
review process. The panel feels that it is important that an unofficial approval of the
concept plan be given prior to entering the formal process to ensure that the investment
that is necessary to get through the formal approval process will be worthwhile for all
stakeholders.
The city should then begin to work with the Prince George’s County Department of
Public Works and Transportation to receive approval for floodplain development and to
understand the obligation to create compensatory floodplains nearby. The city should
also receive approval at this time from the FAA that the project does not infringe upon
the airport’s flight path and zone of influence. The final step of this phase is to finalize
any and all economic development incentives that will be provided for this project.
Phase V: 18 months
Once zoning is in place and there is approval of the first phase of the final concept plan,
the city should begin the RFP / RFQ process. Marketing for the project should be done
similarly to the successful East Campus RFP/RFQ process.
Phase VI: 24 – 48 months
Once a master developer has been selected the panel should work with the
development team to reach final approval of a development plan. Afterwards, phased
development can begin.

Conclusion
Land surrounding the Metrorail station is limited, and the panel understands that it is an
important decision to determine how to best develop the land. The panel believes that it
provided the city with a number of options that all make good use of the land – the
highest and best use given the market and environmental constraints. Whether the city
pursues one of the three scenarios created by the panel or develops an alternative
development scenario, it is important to keep in mind that in order to create an authentic
place and not just a project, the city should focus on the history and cultural amenities
that the study area already provides.
The City of College Park is in a great position to take the lead in providing new
amenities for the community while promoting some of the region’s hidden treasures. A
well-conceived plan for a mixed-use, transit-oriented development that takes advantage
of the aviation resources and the park system will be very successful so long as the city
gains the support of the landowners, and has the backing of all stakeholders.

Appendix
Scenario One
Provides a new grid pattern and relocation of the indoor tennis facility.

Blue: Office
Yellow: Residential
Red: Civic Amenities
Orange: Retail

Purple: Hotel
Grey: Parking / Roadways
Dark Green: Trees
Light Green: Park space

Scenario Two
The grid remains in tact, and the tennis facility remains in place.

Blue: Office
Yellow: Residential
Orange: Retail
Purple: Hotel

Grey: Parking / Roadways
Dark Green: Trees
Light Green: Park space
Red: Aviation Museum, Airport,
and Tennis Facility

Scenario Three
The grid remains in tact, but the indoor tennis facility relocates to adjacent
parkland.

Blue: Office
Yellow: Residential
Red: Civic Amenities
Orange: Retail

Purple: Hotel
Grey: Parking / Roadways
Dark Green: Trees
Light Green: Park space

Red circles indicate the Metrorail station to the west and the study area to the east. The
inner, red-dotted line that encompasses the station and study area represents a fiveminute walk from both locations. The outer, red-dotted lines represent a ten-minute
walk. The rendering shows the importance of connectivity to attract residents, workers
and trail-users to the study area.

The red star represents the study area. The map’s purpose is to illustrate the
amount of parkland (green), residential (yellow), and office (blue) surrounding
the study area. The airport is shown in red and the university and fire station is
shown in purple.

Renderings Created with Google Maps as Base Maps

An aerial view of Scenario One from the airport. Indoor tennis facility has been placed
on outdoor courts to illustrate relocation.

An aerial view looking north at Scenario One. Green line represents rail tracks.

A perspective from the Aviation Museum looking south at the residential development
and beyond.

Looking down the main boulevard at the extension of River Road north to the airport.
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