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This transcript analysis summarizes 62 exhibits and 64 pages of transcribed 

oral testimony, representing 22 speakers from the Joint Public Hearing held 

on Tuesday, October 2, 2012. 

 

Following a review of the exhibits and oral testimony, staff identified the 

major issues. Copies of the exhibits are included for reference.   

The major areas identified from the analysis of the testimony include: issues 

pertaining to planning and zoning authority; scale of planning and economic 

analysis (regional vs. local); concerns over transportation recommendations; 

preservation of existing neighborhoods and concerns over development of 

the Greenbelt Metro Station North Core area; specific recommendations and 

commentary on the plan vision, recommended development character, and 

land use pattern; the level of specificity of plan recommendations for key 

sites; environmental issues and impacts; concerns over a perceived failure to 

property address municipal impacts in terms of capacity to provide adequate 

services; discussion of select rezoning proposals; and specific suggestions for 

the Development District Overlay Zone.  

 

The analysis is organized into major subject areas including: General 

Comments, Plan Highlights and Sector Plan Area, Why Plan/Background, 

Plan Vision, Land Use and Urban Design, Environmental Infrastructure, 

Transportation, Economic Development, Housing and Neighborhood 

Preservation, Quality of Life (including Community Health and Wellness, 

Greenbelt Medical Mile, Public Facilities, Parks and Recreation, and Historic 

Preservation, Implementation, Development District Overlay Zone, Sectional 

Map Amendment (SMA), Appendices, and Technical Corrections. 

 

Two PowerPoint presentations have been submitted and accepted into the 

record of testimony as attachments to Exhibits 54 and 58. These PowerPoint 

presentations have not been addressed in this analysis of testimony as staff 

review has determined they either summarize points made more directly in 

the exhibits themselves, or incorporate aspects of the 2001 sector plan that 

are not applicable to this analysis. Additionally, Exhibit 61 contains an 

appendix incorporating an independent market analysis pertaining to the 

South Core area which has not been addressed in this analysis of testimony 

since staff has no ability to verify the assumptions or confirm the findings. 

Within each subject area, the following is provided: 

 

1. Summary of testimony with the exhibit and/or speaker number and 

name 

2. Summary of the preliminary sector plan’s proposal and/or 

recommendation with an analysis of the request 

3. Staff Recommended Action 

4. Planning Board Action 

5. District Council Action 

It is recommended that the reader read through all of the testimony first and 

then read the summary of the plan recommendation relevant to the testimony 

and staff’s analysis of the request and recommendations.   

 

Within the transcript analysis the following symbols are used: 

 

Underscore indicates language added to the preliminary plan. 

 

[Brackets] indicate language deleted from the preliminary plan. 
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Item 

# 

TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 

DISTRICT COUNCIL ACTION 
 Topic: Remand the Sector Plan to 

Staff 

 

Speaker 9 states: “I think Planning staff, 

it should be noted with appreciation, 

their extensive work for the course of 

the last many months, and I guess I’ve 

learned this evening that a phrase of art 

would be remand. I think Council 

and/or the Board should remand to staff 

to continue its good work, because the 

Plan, as suggested thus far, is not a very 

good Plan. 

 

“The County can support a greater 

population. We need to develop our 

primary transit sites in the County. We 

need to develop on our primary 

corridors in the County...I urge the 

Council and the Board to request of 

Planning staff that they continue this 

work for some period of time and hear 

again and listen more to the residents of 

Greenbelt, College Park and Berwyn 

Heights.” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “(f)or these reasons, 

and many more to be discussed, the 

City Council urges that the District 

Speaker 9, Bill 

Orleans 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff believes that a remand of the sector plan, particularly for the reasons 

stated by the City of Greenbelt—“for the purpose of reengaging the city in discussions 

with the goal of addressing the city’s critical concerns” would not be an effective 

approach to refining the recommendations of the preliminary sector plan. 

 

The City of Greenbelt identifies seven areas that appear to constitute barriers to the city’s 

ability or willingness to support the preliminary sector plan.  

 

In Summary 

 

M-NCPPC staff is unable to support six of the seven items identified by the City of 

Greenbelt as their basis of plan opposition and recommendation for a remand of the 

preliminary sector plan.  

 

Four of the seven identified items are inappropriate to address in a sector plan, because 

they would either: 

 

• Require legislation at the county and/or state level,  

• Necessitate fundamental changes in the Planning Department’s approach to small 

area planning that are contradictory to national best practices, or  

• Involve an extremely limited approach to market analysis that would do a 

disservice to the community. 

 

Therefore, a remand of the preliminary sector plan for additional consideration of these 

elements would not be a productive use of county, city, and M-NCPPC time, resources, 

staff, and money. 

 

Each of the seven key topics identified by the City of Greenbelt is discussed in detail 

below, grouped by general theme. 
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Council and Prince George’s County 

Planning Board remand this plan to its 

staff for the purpose of reengaging the 

city in discussions with the goal of 

addressing the city’s critical concerns.” 

 

The City of Greenbelt identifies seven 

areas which represent “the most serious 

differences and disagreements that the 

City Council has with the plan” which 

M-NCPPC understands form the basis 

for the city’s recommendation to 

remand the plan to technical staff: 

 

1. The city desires consideration 

of city public facility adequacy 

standards at the time of 

development review, calls for a 

mechanism to assess municipal 

services and facilities and plan 

for mitigation of impacts for 

future development. 

2. The city questions the legal 

validity of approved 

Conceptual Site Plans and 

appears to desire the ability to 

amend these plans. 

3. The city expresses significant 

concern with the preliminary 

plan’s recommendation for 

phased redevelopment of 

commercial properties, 

believing guidance is 

insufficient. In particular, the 

city believes the preliminary 

plan does not do enough to 

 

Sector Plan Purview 

 

Planning, Zoning, and Development Review 

 

No authority is granted to the master plan (or sector plan) by either the State of Maryland 

or the Prince George’s County Zoning Ordinance to amend the basic planning, zoning, 

and development review relationships between local municipalities and Prince George’s 

County. The Land Use Article of the Maryland Annotated Code, which replaced Articles 

66 and 28 on October 1, 2012, establishes the relationships between Prince George’s 

County and municipalities, including the City of Greenbelt.  

 

Title 25. Prince George’s County Provisions, Subtitle 3. Municipal Delegation grants the 

Prince George’s County Council, sitting as the District Council, the authority to delegate 

certain development review powers, but does not authorize the ability to delegate 

planning and zoning functions to the governing body of a municipal corporation. Any 

such changes to the fundamental relationship of the county and municipal corporations 

would have to occur legislatively through the State of Maryland legislature. With regard 

to the powers the District Council may delegate, to date the Council has not chosen to 

grant any municipal corporation (excepting Laurel, which is outside the Regional District) 

in Prince George’s County the authority to approve Detailed Site Plans or most design 

standards.  

 

Title 7. Other Development Management Tools. Subtitle 1. Development Mechanisms 

grants the “local jurisdiction that exercises authority granted by this division” the 

authority to enact local laws providing for or requiring the planning, staging, or provision 

of adequate public facilities. In this case, the “local jurisdiction” is Prince George’s 

County, not the City of Greenbelt. 

 

Given the purpose of a sector plan and the governing laws at the state and county level, 

the Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Station and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan and Proposed 

Sectional Map Amendment legally cannot establish or grant mechanisms to require 

consideration of city public facility adequacy standards at the time or development review 

or assess municipal services. Similarly, the sector plan legally cannot amend the planning 

and zoning authority granted to the City of Greenbelt.  
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control the redevelopment of 

Beltway Plaza. 

4. The city takes exception to the 

market analysis conducted for 

the preliminary sector plan, 

believing that a market study 

should have been conducted for 

the sector plan area and larger 

City of Greenbelt rather than a 

3-mile trade area. 

5. Realignment of Greenbelt 

Station Parkway to the east of 

the North Core site. 

6. Widening of city-maintained 

roadways and desire for a road 

diet on MD 193.Lack of 

support for these 

recommendations by the recent 

traffic study. 

7. The diverging diamond 

interchange constitutes “change 

for the sake of change” when 

funds could better be used 

elsewhere. 

 

These seven areas are discussed in more 

detail elsewhere in this analysis of 

testimony.  

 

“While we admire and appreciate the 

hard work, professionalism, and effort 

of the M-NCPPC staff that has been 

invested in developing this plan, we do 

not see within its pages a vision for the 

future of Greenbelt that is desirable and 

defensible. The future for Greenbelt 

Conceptual Site Plan Validity 

 

The City of Greenbelt questions the legal validity of approved conceptual site plans and 

appears to desire the ability to amend these plans. A more detailed discussion of 

conceptual site plans appears further below in this General Comments section of the 

analysis of testimony. In Exhibit 58, the City of Greenbelt suggests that the “period of 

validity of a CSP similar to that of a DSP needs to be considered.” The sector plan cannot 

change the validity period of approved conceptual site plans. This would have to occur 

through the county’s legislative process because it would require a change to Subtitle 27, 

the county’s Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Sector Plan Purpose and Planning Approach 

 

Phased Redevelopment 

 

This analysis of testimony contains extensive discussion regarding the recommendations 

for short- to long-term redevelopment of key commercial properties within the sector plan 

area. The City of Greenbelt takes issue with the approach taken by the preliminary sector 

plan on the grounds that the city believes the preliminary sector plan does not go into 

sufficient detail. 

 

The City of Greenbelt seems to misunderstand the purpose of a sector plan and may be 

confusing a sector plan with a development plan, which would involve a much more 

focused and detailed evaluation of specific redevelopment or new development projects 

along with associated phasing programs that may be necessary to realize the projects. 

 

The zoning ordinance defines a sector plan as: “A comprehensive plan for the physical 

development of a portion of one or more planning areas, showing in detail such planning 

features as type, density and intensity of land uses, pedestrian traffic features, public 

facilities (parking structures, public open space, rapid transit station, community service 

provisions, and the like), and relationship of the various uses to transportation, services, 

and amenities within the area of the sector plan and, where appropriate, to other areas.  

The sector plan may include maps, graphics, and text and is designated as the sector plan 

for the area which it encompasses.” 
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reflected in this draft plan is not the 

future we believe is in the best interests 

of Greenbelt and its citizens. 

 

“The plan has many elements which we 

support and would want to see reflected 

in a sector plan. Again, we urge the 

Planning Board and District Council to 

remand this plan back to its staff for 

additional discussion with the city 

which we hope will result in a plan that 

reflects opportunity for thoughtful 

change, while protecting our 

community and allowing Greenbelt to 

exercise self-determination as a course 

for the future is defined."  

The preliminary sector plan was prepared in accordance with this definition, and is 

consistent with—and in fact includes more detail and a more proactive planning approach 

than—every recently approved sector plan. The level of detail incorporated in the 

preliminary sector plan is the appropriate—and the only feasible—level of detail possible 

without specific redevelopment plans, without developer/property owner financial 

statements, and with the uncertainty in the national, regional, and local economic markets. 

 

The sector plan level of detail provides sufficient information to guide future 

redevelopment and leverage new development opportunities (while balancing concerns 

expressed by existing residents and stakeholders) without overly constraining new 

development and locking developers into what may well prove to be unrealistic 

development requirements and phasing. 

 

Regarding the city’s concerns on proposed land use, the type, density, and intensity of 

land uses are clearly defined and constrained by the Sustainability: Land Use and Urban 

Design element of the preliminary sector plan, Map 15: Proposed Land Use on page 87, 

and the form and development district standards included in the proposed Development 

District Overlay Zone (hereinafter DDOZ).  

 

Market Analysis 

 

The city takes exception to the market analysis conducted for the preliminary sector plan, 

believing that a market study should have been conducted for the sector plan area and 

larger City of Greenbelt rather than a 3-mile trade area. Staff discusses this issue in much 

more detail elsewhere in this analysis of testimony but, with regard to the larger point 

raised here, staff does not support market analyses conducted for a small area such as a 

sector plan or the corporate boundaries of a single municipality.  

 

Such market analysis would be meaningless because these areas do not exist in a vacuum, 

and must be evaluated on a broader basis to fully identify and understand market gaps, 

strengths, and weaknesses. 

 

Transportation Analysis and Recommendations 

 

The three remaining areas of concern that seem to inform the City of Greenbelt’s position 

to oppose the preliminary sector plan and recommend a remand of the plan for additional 
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work deal with transportation-related issues. 

 

Greenbelt Station Parkway 

 

Greenbelt opposes any realignment of Greenbelt Station Parkway. For a number of 

reasons, the preliminary sector plan recommends and supports realignment of the northern 

half of this roadway to a more eastern alignment that would take it further away from the 

North College Park community and would essentially meet the existing Beltway loop 

ramp on the eastern side of the North Core site.  

 

Staff believes environmental impacts would be kept to a minimum, and notes the 

conditions of approval of CSP-01008/01 (Greenbelt Station) recognize the need to keep 

the alignment flexible to provide a final configuration that results in the lowest 

environmental impact. Staff notes that the southern half of Greenbelt Station Parkway, 

which is the only platted and built portion, already deviates from the alignment approved 

in preliminary plan of subdivision 4-01026, reinforcing the need to keep this roadway 

flexible.  

 

The North College Park community is extremely concerned with the negative impacts on 

noise, air quality, and overall quality of life associated with a more westerly alignment. 

 

A more eastern alignment would also have the benefit of reducing physical impacts of the 

roadway on the North Core development site, resulting in a more logical traffic flow 

pattern and allowing for development and/or an amenity such as an urban plaza to be 

placed adjacent to the Metro station platform entrance rather than a roadway (the 

subdivision alignment of Greenbelt Station Parkway, which has not yet been recorded at 

final plat, is immediately adjacent to the station platform). 

 

Roadway Widening 

 

The city is concerned with the status, requirements, and possible widening of city-

maintained roadways such as Hanover Parkway and states: “…the recommendation to 

widen Greenbelt Road/MD 193 is contrary to our desired road diet.” 

 

The analysis conducted for the preliminary sector plan indicates a road diet for MD 193 

(Greenbelt Road) is not feasible. 
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The preliminary sector plan reinforces a number of recommendations of the 2009 

Approved Master Plan of Transportation (MPOT). However, additional review of the 

transportation analysis conducted for the preliminary sector plan indicates a reduction to 

Hanover Parkway south of Hanover Drive may be accommodated. Staff worked with the 

city closely and on other roadways where analysis supports it recommends amending the 

MPOT to reduce or eliminate master-planned roadway widths and alignments.  

 

For example, the preliminary sector plan supports reducing the MPOT-approved width of 

Cherrywood Lane from 4 lanes to 2 lanes. For some other facilities staff will continue to 

advocate roadway improvements that are necessary to accommodate the future 

development and transportation patterns and continue to maintain the sector plan area’s 

Level-of-Service at the adequate required levels. 

 

Diverging diamond interchange 

 

While the city opposes consideration of a Diverging diamond interchange for the bridge 

on MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) across Kenilworth Avenue, staff continues to support 

keeping the Diverging diamond interchange as a major preliminary sector plan 

recommendation because this improvement will be cost-effective, greatly facilitate 

bicyclist and pedestrian accessibility, connectivity, and safety, and both streamline and 

enhance the safety of automobile movements at this complex interchange.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Public Outreach and 

Involvement 

 

An attachment to Exhibit 58 presents 

speaking points for Councilmember 

Pope, who was not present at the Joint 

Public Hearing. Ms. Pope notes the 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff firmly believes the public outreach, participation, and involvement 

program that informed the preparation of the preliminary sector plan was robust, broadly 

inclusionary, fully representative, and quite effective and helpful in developing the vision 

and concepts supported by the preliminary sector plan. 

 

The public participation program (PPP) was approved by the Planning Board and District 

Council in May, 2011. Prior to the formal approval of the PPP, several meetings with key 
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following concerns regarding public 

involvement: 

 

“The neighborhood of North College 

Park participated extensively in the plan 

preparation stages, and although they 

oppose the plan, they have been major 

stakeholders in the process. 

 

“What neighborhood stakeholders in 

Greenbelt did the M-NCPPC staff 

engage in discussion about the impact 

of land use changes adjacent to them, 

on their neighborhoods? To our 

knowledge, only the Belle Point and 

University Square neighborhoods were 

engaged in direct discussion, and the 

plan only mentions neighborhood 

impacts on those small areas. 

 

“What would the impact of Beltway 

Plaza redevelopment have on Franklin 

Park? The plan assumes that Franklin 

Park will redevelop. If that doesn’t 

happen, how will those in Franklin Park 

feel about their quality of life with a 

new Beltway Plaza mixed use, urban 

center, becoming a neighbor? We don’t 

know because the question wasn’t 

asked.” 

 

“Perhaps most frustrating to me in this 

process is that decisions about the 

future of Greenbelt are not being made 

by those who call this place home. 

Greenbelt is our home. Some of us have 

stakeholders were held to identify pertinent issues for the sector plan to address. Those 

meetings and outreach measures included the following: 

 

• The County Council Members of Districts 1, 3, and 4. 

• The Mayor and Council of the City of Greenbelt. 

• The Council of the Town of Berwyn Heights. 

• The City of Greenbelt Advisory Planning Board. 

• A televised presentation aired on the City of Greenbelt’s municipal station. 

• The North College Park Citizens Association. 

• The Greenbelt East Advisory Coalition. 

 

The approved PPP emphasized a broad array of outreach measures which were 

implemented by staff. These measures included a series of community workshops; an 

envisioned youth workshop; incorporation of (and building upon) the Envision Prince 

George’s outreach and visioning exercises focused on goal areas such as Live, Work, 

Enjoy, and Sustain; key stakeholder interviews; Spanish interpretation; a business 

roundtable; social media; and e-mail. 

 

The approved PPP also identified areas that staff implemented through the public 

involvement process to keep citizens informed, including community organization 

meetings; community events; local media; local Spanish newspapers; public newsletters; 

meetings with the Greenbelt Advisory Planning Board; presentations to decision makers; 

the project website; and all required public notifications per the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Building on the broad parameters established by the approved PPP, the staff team 

engaged in a public involvement process approximately twice as comprehensive as that 

taken by most recent master and sector planning efforts conducted by the county.  

 

Nine major, community-wide workshops were held. Numerous briefings of stakeholders, 

citizen groups, agency staff, and decision makers at the municipal and county level 

occurred. Concurrent series of agency coordination meetings were held, following a new 

approach to coordination with agency staff first implemented with this sector planning 

effort. 

 

The Greenbelt Advisory Planning Board was briefed on several occasions. A public 

information table was set up within Beltway Plaza Mall. Spanish-language interpretation 
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been here for much of our lives. Others 

have come here more recently. But all 

of us want a say in what happens to our 

city; our home.” 

services were provided and both English and Spanish radio, television, newspaper, and 

electronic news services were invited to meetings and briefed on progress. Social media 

such as e-mail and the project website were used to convey information. 

 

With regard to coordinating with Greenbelt residents, aside from the Advisory Planning 

Board and meetings with the Mayor and Council of Greenbelt (which were televised 

locally), all major meetings were advertised to all residents within the sector plan area. 

Staff met with GEAC (Greenbelt East Advisory Coalition) and worked with their 

president, Joyce Gladstone, to distribute flyers and encourage participation in the sector 

plan meetings. Staff worked with the management of the Franklin Park at Greenbelt 

Station and University Square apartment complexes to distribute/post bi-lingual flyers 

advertising community meetings. A business roundtable was held to hear concerns and 

desires of the local business community. 

 

The level of outreach, solicitation of community concerns, comments, and ideas, and 

formal meetings was very extensive, with several dozen formal opportunities for residents 

and other stakeholders to coordinate with staff. Staff also made it quite clear throughout 

the planning process that we would be available for additional meetings and discussions 

upon request. Staff’s only regret regarding the outreach for this sector planning effort is 

that, despite several attempts, close coordination with Greenbelt Middle School, and at 

least two scheduled dates, we were unable to arrange a youth workshop to hear from 

middle- and high-school aged children within the community. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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 Topic: Conceptual Site Plan Approvals 

and Meaning 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “In questioning the 

zoning recommendations for the former 

Springhill Lake Apartments, now 

Franklin Park, we were informed that a 

property with an approved Conceptual 

Site Plan could not be rezoned through 

a sectional map amendment because the 

property was ‘vested’ with the rights 

described in the plan. Within the plan 

itself, it is stated that an approved CSP 

‘runs with the land’ and it cannot be 

rezoned. We question the legal validity 

of this statement and suggest that the 

period of validity of a CSP similar to 

that of a DSP needs to be considered. 

 

“P. 92, Question the statements 

regarding the legal standing of 

Conceptual Site plans. It is stated that 

the plans are binding upon the property 

in perpetuity. Does this mean that a 

CSP overrides the District Council’s 

authority to approve future land use 

plans and sectional map amendments 

that might change the land use?” 

 

Exhibit 58 concludes with the following 

section dedicated to the validity period 

of Conceptual Site Plans: 

 

“The plan states that the sectional map 

amendment process cannot rezone an 

area with an approved CSP, and that 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

61, Norman D. 

Rivera, Norman D. 

Rivera, LLC 

Discussion: Staff does not disagree with the underlying assertion that properties with 

valid conceptual site plan approvals can be rezoned by a sectional map amendment, and 

never disagreed with this point for properties such as Greenbelt Station. Where this issue 

becomes more complex is with regard to CSP-05001 (Springhill Lake). This case 

incorporated the rezoning action of the former Springhill Lake property (now Franklin 

Park at Greenbelt Station) to the M-U-I (Mixed-Use Infill) Zone in the approval of the 

CSP itself. This particular method of rezoning raised questions the staff team has been 

struggling with for some time. 

 

In response to numerous questions on this issue throughout the sector plan preparation 

process, the staff team met with M-NCPPC legal staff on half a dozen occasions to obtain 

interpretations on all related aspects and questions dealing with this complex issue. The 

following points clarify the understanding of conceptual site plan relationships to the 

preliminary sector plan: 

 

1. Staff never disagreed that most properties with an approved CSP could be 

rezoned. It has always been clear that Greenbelt Station could be rezoned. Staff 

now understands that, while the rezoning action for Franklin Park at Greenbelt 

Station took place as part of the CSP approval action itself, this property also can 

be rezoned. 

2. Staff does not agree that either property should be rezoned at this time. The 

current zones for these two properties are appropriate to implement the desired 

land use pattern recommended by the preliminary sector plan. 

3. It is clear that approved CSPs “run with the land” in accordance with Section 27-

278 (Validity Period) which states: “(a)n approved Conceptual Site Plan shall 

remain valid for an unlimited period of time, unless otherwise specified in this 

Subtitle or by the authority requiring the Plan or unless an amendment of the 

Zoning Ordinance necessitates revision of the Plan.”  

 

This clause applies regardless of the ownership of the property; thus, it “runs” 

with the land and conveys to new property ownership, which may choose to 

proceed with development in accordance with any approved CSP on the given 

property. 

4. Vesting of the CSP in the form of construction (including infrastructure) in good 

faith and as articulated in Powell v. Calvert County, 368 MD. 400 (202) is 

required to fully protect a CSP from changes that may result from rezoning.  
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CSP’s [sic] run with the land. At public 

meetings, M-NCPPC technical staff 

stated the CSP’s [sic] were vested, even 

if no construction (as is generally 

necessary to establish vesting rights) 

had occurred. 

 

“While the zoning ordinance states 

there is no validity period for a CSP, 

that language does not seem to convey 

the protections or restrictions as stated 

by staff in the plan as well as during 

discussion. We are unaware of any 

legislation or adopted policy which 

would prohibit comprehensive rezoning 

of property with an approved CSP, but 

no activity under that CSP. 

 

“The ability to reflect changes in land 

use patterns, from those previously 

endorsed but not realized, as well as 

those which are complete but for which 

change in use is desired, is the 

fundamental purpose of the master 

plan/sector plan etc…and sectional map 

amendment process.  

 

“The city requests clarification of 

law/policy regarding validity of 

approved CSP prior to action on the 

sector plan.” 

 

Exhibit 61 requests the language on 

page 92 in the largest text box should 

be underlined for emphasis. The 

language in question reads: “While this 

5. Staff considers the South Core portion of Greenbelt Station to be vested. North 

Core and Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station are not vested at this time. 

6. Until a property subject to a CSP is vested, changes to the property from 

comprehensive zoning, such as through a sectional map amendment, can nullify 

existing CSP approvals, conditions of approval, and related elements.  

7. Comprehensive planning efforts such as master plans and sector plans cannot 

amend the particulars of an approved CSP in terms of proposed levels of 

development, any condition of approval, or similar elements. 

8. A CSP does not “override” the District Council’s authority to approve future land 

use plans and sectional map amendments that might change the land use, but 

unless the zoning of the property changes, the property subject to an approved 

CSP will not be required to amend their CSP. There are no required CSP findings 

with regard to master plan or sector plan conformance, so there is no required 

finding to be in conformance with the recommended land use. 

 

In accordance with the findings above, the text box discussion of CSP approvals on page 

92 of the preliminary sector plan is largely accurate. A minor clarification is warranted 

with regard to vesting. 

 

Staff does not concur with Exhibit 61 to add underlined emphasis to the discussion on 

CSP approvals.  

  
Staff Recommendation: Add a new second paragraph to the conceptual site plan text 

box discussion on page 92 to read: “A CSP is not fully protected from future changes in 

the law unless the property has obtained “vested rights.” Vesting occurs when a 

developer/property owner has obtained a validly-issued permit and commenced 

significant and visible construction in good faith. Once the rights have vested, even if the 

law changes, the developer/property owner is entitled to proceed under the previous CSP 

approval and its governing provisions.” 

 

Add a new sentence at the end of the current second paragraph in the text box discussion 

on page 92 to read: “For the purposes of this sector plan, the South Core portion of 

Greenbelt Station is considered vested. North Core and Franklin Part at Greenbelt Station 

have not yet vested.” 

 

Revise the last paragraph in the text box discussion on page 92 to read: “While this sector 
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sector plan cannot amend a CSP….”  plan cannot amend a CSP that is considered vested or a CSP whose underlying zoning is 

retained by the concurrent sectional map amendment (since the development program and 

conditions of approval set by the Planning Board or District Council remain intact absent 

a rezoning or a change to county law), property owners are encouraged to consider new 

approaches to redevelopment of their properties in accordance with its vision, goals, 

policies, and strategies.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Baseline Assumptions – 

Buildout and Modeling 

 

The testimony cites the presence of 

fewer than 10,000 dwelling units in 

Greenbelt, with the majority as 

multifamily units, and suggests: “(t)here 

are needs in the city for greater 

affordability in housing, active senior 

housing, and housing which provides 

greater choice for our aging population. 

The draft plan would allow for an 

increase of up to 10,000 additional 

housing units – a doubling of the city’s 

housing stock. Yet nowhere does this 

plan address the actual housing needs of 

the city and specify the type of housing 

the city needs. Instead, this plan calls 

for an increase in multi-family housing 

to meet a future demand in the region. 

This discrepancy between how 

Greenbelt sees its future and how this 

draft plan sees that future reflects the 

conflict and failure in the plan.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The testimony suggesting “an increase of up to 10,000 additional housing 

units” is inaccurate and reflects a single staff-level discussion between M-NCPPC and 

City of Greenbelt Planning staff that took place more than a year ago, well before the 

proposed land use pattern and build-out projections were developed. 

 

The buildout analyses conducted for this preliminary sector plan examined three 

approaches: baseline (including existing development and approved development 

proposals only), a high-office scenario that maximizes office space, and a mixed-use 

scenario that looks at a balanced land use pattern including new residential opportunities. 

The recommendations of the preliminary sector plan reflect a blend of the high-office and 

mixed-use scenarios, and the anticipated (and supported) level of residential development 

would likely trend toward approximately 2,600 new dwelling units. 

 

Build-out analysis for transportation modeling involves Prince George’s County 

Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) that extend beyond sector plan boundaries to 

evaluate transportation networks and impacts on facilities entering and exiting the plan 

area. These figures are also used to evaluate student generation for schools.  

 

Reviewing these TAZs and narrowing to only those TAZs which are fully or partially 

within the sector plan area results in the following household figures. Staff notes the 

TAZs that cover portions of the City of Greenbelt include Historic Greenbelt, Ora Glen, 

and Hanover Parkway residential development outside the sector plan area, and the 

communities of Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station, University Square, Belle Point, and 

Charlestowne within the sector plan boundaries.  
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Households  

(by PGTAZ) 

Total City of Greenbelt Town of Berwyn 

Heights 

Existing 8,605 7,588 1,017 

Baseline Analysis 

(Existing and 

Approved 

Households) 

13,115 12,098 1,017 

High-Office 

Scenario 

11,176 10,159 1,017 

Mixed-

Use/Balanced 

Scenario 

10,506 9,489 1,017 

 

These figures do not propose any additional households within the corporate boundaries 

of Berwyn Heights because the portions of the town that fall within the sector plan 

boundaries are part of the commercial and industrial areas of the town. Staff expects that 

the proposed land use, if approved, will facilitate small-scale additions to the household 

numbers within Berwyn Heights in the medium- to long-term, primarily with mixed-use 

development of residential above retail. Additionally, it should be noted that both the high 

office and mixed-use/balanced scenarios incorporate some redistribution of households 

within the sector plan boundaries. 

 

These figures reflect several points of interest: 

• The development already approved for the sector plan area would add 4,510 new 

households to the City of Greenbelt. 

• Both future land use scenarios analyzed by staff reduce the planned/approved 

households within the City of Greenbelt by a minimum of 1,939 households, a 43 

percent reduction. 

• The maximum number of households these scenarios envision to be added to the 

City of Greenbelt over the 30-year horizon of the plan is 2,571 households. 

• These 2,570 households are well below “10,000 additional housing units,” and 

are also well below what has already been approved within the corporate 

boundaries of the City of Greenbelt. 

 

As explained in more detail with the discussion of conceptual site plans in both the 

preliminary sector plan and in this analysis of testimony, staff is obligated to address 
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approved development in any analysis of future baseline conditions. 

 

Policy 3 in the Housing and Neighborhood Preservation element of the preliminary sector 

plan (pages 146-147) specifically points to the importance of providing a variety of 

housing types to meet the housing gaps identified by the City of Greenbelt. Strategies 3.1 

and 3.4 recommend the completion of a housing survey to confirm existing and identify 

new housing gaps and explore opportunities to provide active adult or senior housing 

opportunities throughout the sector plan area. Strategy 3.5 encourages a mix of housing 

options, including townhouses and a limited number of small-lot single-family detached 

homes.  

 

These recommendations are reinforced in the land use recommendations for the sector 

plan area. For example, on page 92 the preliminary sector plan notes that “opportunities 

for active adult and senior housing are key to meeting this desire [to age in place] and 

providing a chance for residents to live near friends and family, and should be 

emphasized when future housing is planned and built.” Please also see  

• North Core Strategy 1.3 on page 91, 

• Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station Strategy 1.1 on page 97, and  

• Greenway Center and the Commercial Properties between Hanover Parkway and 

the Baltimore-Washington Parkway Strategy 2.4 on page 108. 

 

Furthermore, staff believes that the City of Greenbelt, which is fully within the Developed 

Tier and contains a designated Metropolitan Center, is an important part of both Prince 

George’s County and the greater Washington, D.C. Metropolitan region and, as such, 

plays an instrumental role in meeting some of the county and region’s forecasted demand 

for multifamily housing. Please see the text box discussion on page 67 of the preliminary 

sector plan.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new subsection to the Housing and Neighborhood 

Preservation background section in Chapter III-Why Plan? in the preliminary sector plan 

to read: 

 

Housing Projections and Buildout Analysis 
 

Housing analysis based on the recommended future land use pattern is conducted by staff 

to inform the transportation network analysis and future pupil yield calculations for 
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school service and adequacy. The Planning Department began this analysis by identifying 

the Prince George’s Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) that impact the sector plan 

area. Because both transportation and schools are functional networks that extend beyond 

the physical boundaries of a sector plan, the TAZs identified for the analysis include a 

number of areas in College Park and East Greenbelt that are outside the sector plan area. 

 

A baseline analysis is generated, informed by two factors: existing households 

(employment type and numbers are also part of this analysis), and new households that 

are part of approved development projects.25,762 households fall within the TAZ policy 

area analyzed for this sector plan. Two alternate scenarios were then analyzed, which 

include existing households and employment numbers, and projections based on the 

recommended land use pattern. These scenarios—High office and mixed-use/balanced—

were investigated separately to focus on any potential impacts, and aspects of these 

scenarios were then merged as the preliminary sector plan’s recommended land use 

pattern was finalized.  

 

Looking to the TAZs that are fully or partially within the sector plan boundaries, the 

buildout analysis finds the following: 

 

Table 26: Household Projections 

Households  

(by PGTAZ) 

Total City of Greenbelt Town of Berwyn 

Heights 

Existing 8,605 7,588 1,017 

Baseline Analysis 

(Existing and 

Approved 

Households) 

13,115 12,098 1,017 

High-Office 

Scenario 

11,176 10,159 1,017 

Mixed-

Use/Balanced 

Scenario 

10,506 9,489 1,017 

Source: M-NCPPC 

 

4,510 new dwelling units have already been approved within the corporate boundaries of 

the City of Greenbelt. However, this sector plan, while recognizing the approved dwelling 
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units (located on the Greenbelt Station and Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station sites) may 

still occur because they are part of approved conceptual site plans, supports a more 

modest level of household growth of approximately 2,600 new households. 

 

These figures do not propose any additional households within the corporate boundaries 

of Berwyn Heights because the portions of the town that fall within the sector plan 

boundaries are part of the commercial and industrial areas of the town. Staff expects that 

the proposed land use, if approved, will facilitate small-scale additions to the household 

numbers within Berwyn Heights in the medium- to long-term, primarily with mixed-use 

development of residential above retail. 

 

Renumber all remaining tables in the preliminary sector plan accordingly. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: North College Park Online 

Petition 

 

Exhibit 53 includes an attachment of an 

online petition with 58 signatures 

opposed to the preliminary sector plan. 

 

The subject of the petition reads as 

follows: 

 

“Review development plans for the 

Greenbelt Metro Sector. 

 

“A plan to construct buildings up to 20 

stories tall and a new highway at the 

Greenbelt metro Station may impact 

your home. 

 

“On Sept. 13
th
, members of the North 

Exhibit 53, 

Jacqueline Pearce 

Garrett and Jerry 

Garrett 

Discussion: The issues raised in the petition are addressed in more detail elsewhere in this 

analysis of testimony. Speaking to the broader context of the petition’s language, staff 

notes several inaccurate statements: 

 

1. Greenbelt Station Parkway is not considered a “major new highway,” as it is 

designated a 4-lane collector by the preliminary sector plan, is already partially 

built in the South Core area (and is therefore vested for that portion of the 

roadway), and has been approved on a western alignment adjacent to the Metro 

station platform by the approved Conceptual Site Plan (CSP-01008/01) and 

Preliminary Plan of Subdivision (4-01026). The preliminary sector plan 

recognizes prior approval actions but advocates relocation of the northern half of 

Greenbelt Station Parkway to the east, away from North College Park residences. 

 

2. The preliminary sector plan does not support changes to the alignment of 

Narragansett Run aside from any direct impacts which may be necessary to 

construct the bridge spanning the run along Greenbelt Station Parkway. Strategy 

1.5 on page 114 states: “Preserve Narragansett Run in its current stream 

alignment to the fullest extent practicable. Changes to the waterway should only 

occur to support the construction of the Greenbelt Station Parkway bridge linking 
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College Park Citizen’s Association 

discussed this development and 

unanimously voted to oppose the 

Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and 

MD 193 Sector Plan. 

 

“The Proposed Changes to Zoning Will: 

-Introduce noise and light to the 

neighborhood from the construction of 

tall buildings and new highways. 

-Fill the neighborhood’s eastern skyline 

with buildings as tall as 20 stories. 

-Allow construction of new beltway 

ramps behind Al Huda School and near 

Hollywood Neighborhood Park. 

-Allow construction of a major new 

highway to University Boulevard along 

the east side of the railroad tracks. 

-Change the alignment of Narragansett 

Run south of the Metro Station. 

-Allow construction of a 3,700 space 

garage near the end of Lackawanna 

Street. 

 

“The Preliminary Sector Plan allows 

major changes to the previously 

approved plans for development at 

Greenbelt Metro. These changes are 

against the previous requests of North 

College Park residents.” 

the North and South Cores.” 

 

3. The preliminary sector plan does not advocate construction of a 3,700 space 

parking garage near Lackawanna Street. Strategies 1.6. on page 91 and 3.3. on 

page 95 emphasize the need to minimize the visual impacts of parking structures 

by integrating them into an overall development program and using techniques 

such as liner buildings to minimize impact.  

 

The 3,700 figure from the petition is likely drawn from the approximately 3,600 

parking spaces that exist on-site today in the WMATA holdings. Strategy 5.4 on 

page 139 advocates parking replacement at less than the one-to-one replacement 

ratio formerly required by WMATA. 

 

Staff recognizes the illustrative concept drawings on page 93 depict parking 

structures that face North College Park. These are for illustrative purposes only, 

but speak to the need to incorporate multiple parking structures at the North Core 

site—a single, massive and monolithic parking structure to accommodate all new 

or replacement parking is neither advocated nor supported by the preliminary 

sector plan. Development district standards and the strategies referenced above 

are intended to provide architectural solutions to minimize negative visual 

impacts of parking structures facing existing communities. 

 

Please see the discussions elsewhere in this analysis of testimony on noise and light 

impacts, height, and the proposed interchange for additional discussion (and any 

recommended plan changes) pertaining to the subject matter of the petition. 

 

Staff notes that two sitting councilmembers on the College Park City Council, Mr. Patrick 

Wojahn and Mr. Fazlul Kabir, are signatories to the petition. It is unclear if their position 

as reflected by the petition is identical to the position taken in their role as voting 

members of the College Park City Council, which does not oppose the preliminary sector 

plan in full.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
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District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Testimony in Support of the 

Plan/Plan Process 

 

Speaker V.1. and Exhibit 21 state: 

“Participation was great and we felt that 

the members of the county planning 

staff were sincere in their efforts to 

capture both citizen and city staff 

input.” 

 

Speaker V.2. states: “We’re excited 

about the idea of developing Greenbelt 

Metro station along with College Park 

as part of transit-oriented development 

and developing in the right places, but 

it’s important that it be quality 

development that doesn’t have a 

negative impact on the residents that are 

really close by. I think there’s an 

opportunity to do that.” 

 

Speaker 5 and Exhibit 25 express 

support for the framework that could 

help build a more sustainable future, 

and applauds the preliminary sector 

plan’s approach to creating mixed-use, 

transit-oriented nodes in the sector plan 

area. 

Speaker V.1., The 

Honorable Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; 

Speaker V.2., The 

Honorable Andrew 

Fellows, Mayor, City 

of College Park; 

Speaker 5, Matthew 

Johnson; Speaker 8, 

Jeff Lemieux; 

Speaker 13, Cary 

Coppack 

 

Exhibit 21, Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

25, Matthew 

Johnson; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

60, Vicky Hageman, 

CCRIC (Citizens to 

Conserve and 

Restore Indian 

Creek) 

Discussion: Comments noted.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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Speaker 8 states: “I just wanted to try to 

explain, I think, why you’re sensing so 

much trepidation from the Greenbelt 

officials in particular about the aspects 

of this Plan, because there is so much 

good work here, and there was so much 

constructive community engagement 

that…[the]…team and the others…have 

put together….And, like Council 

Member Roberts said, we were very 

excited by this process. It was 

wonderful. You look at the word cloud 

on Page 27, and we, the community 

residents were asking for walkability 

and connectivity and traffic calming 

and mixed use and bicycling and bike 

trails and green development so on and 

so forth.” 

 

Speaker 13 expresses thanks to the 

project team for their “many months of 

hard work” and for the errata sheet 

(Exhibit 5) that addresses some of his 

initial concerns regarding Indian Creek. 

 

Exhibit 58 cites support for elements of 

the preliminary sector plan, including 

protection of the environment, the focus 

on encouraging greater transit use and 

improving connectivity, 

recommendations to implement 

complete and green street standards, 

and branding of the Hanover Parkway 

corridor as the Greenbelt Medical Mile.  
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Please see discussions below on the 

environmental envelope, complete 

and green street standards, and 

Greenbelt Medical Mile for analysis 

of the caveats the City of Greenbelt 

provides with their support of the 

aforementioned elements. 

 

Exhibit 60 notes: “CCRIC recognizes 

the great effort expended by county 

staff in preparing the preliminary sector 

plan and we appreciate the time they 

spent in the series of public meetings 

we participated in during the planning 

process.” 

 Topic: Testimony in Opposition to the 

Plan/Plan Process 

 

Speaker V.1. and Exhibits 21 and 58 

state: “The City Council and the 

citizens of Greenbelt had very high 

expectations for this revised Sector 

Plan….However, our concerns and 

vision are not reflected in the proposed 

plan; the plan does not match what our 

community needs. Therefore, the City 

Council does NOT SUPPORT the 

proposed sector plan and will not until 

major changes are made.” 

 

“Again we appreciate the effort and 

thought that has gone into making this 

plan. However, we believe that with 

more carefully defined 

recommendations, consideration of how 

any changes will impact the city as a 

Speaker V.1., The 

Honorable Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; 

Speaker V.4., The 

Honorable Leta M. 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Speaker 

V.5., The Honorable 

Rodney M. Roberts, 

Council Member, 

City of Greenbelt; 

Speaker V.8., The 

Honorable Fazlul 

Kabir, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park; 

Speaker 6, John 

Krouse, representing 

North College Park 

Discussion: Staff strongly believes the preliminary sector plan reflects a consensus of the 

diverse array of the stakeholders—residents, business and property owners, interested 

citizens, municipal representatives, and local, county, and state agencies—involved in the 

sector plan process.  

 

The preliminary sector plan’s vision is the result of a comprehensive public outreach 

process that took place over more than a year and which afforded stakeholders dozens of 

formal opportunities to provide input and feedback on development concepts and draft 

plan recommendations through a series of community meetings, worksessions, interviews, 

and surveys. Stakeholder comments were meticulously documented and reviewed by 

staff, summarized in the “What You Told Us” sections of the preliminary sector plan, and 

heavily influenced the preliminary sector plan’s proposed vision, goals, policies, and 

strategies.  

 

Staff seriously considered and made every attempt to balance the, not infrequently 

disparate, ideas, concerns, and priorities raised by their municipal partners, residents, 

local environmental groups, business and property owners, the county, and state. 

 

Staff completed a careful evaluation of the 2001 sector plan during the pre-planning phase 

of this project. Please note, however, that staff was tasked to create a new (as opposed to 

updating an existing) sector plan for the greater Greenbelt Metro Station area and MD 193 
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full service government entity, a 

retrospective evaluation of the 2001 

plan, and consideration of the concerns 

expressed by our neighbors in College 

Park and Berwyn Heights and by local 

watershed groups, this plan can become 

the roadmap to a future we can all agree 

is someplace we want to call home.” 

 

Speaker V.4. and Exhibit 24 state: 

“(u)ntil this preliminary plan can be 

translated into a document that truly 

provides for Greenbelt’s future quality 

of life with meaningful, well planned 

and thought out, specific and achievable 

land use actions, the Greenbelt City 

Council can’t support it.” 

 

Speaker V.5. recounts impressions of a 

positive outreach and community input 

process, but then states: “(b)ut then, all 

of a sudden, the Plan comes out and, 

while, you know, it sounds good on the 

surface, when you look under the 

surface, you look at the details, you 

know that it’s not good. It’s, really it’s 

the opposite of what the citizens were 

talking about in those planning 

meetings. You know, you can’t say that 

you’re going to make the roads more 

safe and walker friendly by widening 

all the roads. You can’t protect the 

environment by, you know, putting in 

paved trails in the sensitive areas or 

allowing, you know, all of this new 

development to go in utilizing 

Citizens Association 

 

 

Exhibit 21, Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

24, Leta Mach, 

Council Member, 

City of Greenbelt; 

Exhibit 26, John 

Krouse, North 

College Park Citizens 

Association; Exhibit 

32, Ruth E. Kastner; 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

60, Vicky Hageman, 

CCRIC (Citizens to 

Conserve and 

Restore Indian 

Creek) 

 

corridor. The preliminary sector plan addresses: 

• The 2002 Approved Prince George’s County General Plan, which designated the 

Greenbelt Metro Station a Metropolitan Center—its highest density and most 

prominent type of development center.  

• Functional master plans approved/updated following the 2001 sector plan. 

•   New state and county legislation and laws approved since 2001. 

•   Challenging economic and financial market dynamics. 

•   New regional and national housing trends and consumer preferences. 

•  The call to standardize county design standards while encouraging sustainability, 

flexibility, and creativity and respecting local context. 

 

The preservation and restoration of Indian Creek is one of the paramount environmental 

infrastructure focus points within the preliminary sector plan. Specific areas that may be 

viewed by Exhibit 60 as contradictory or not fully supportive of the intent to conserve 

Indian Creek are addressed in the Sustainability—Environmental Infrastructure section of 

this analysis of testimony. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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substandard stormwater management 

policies.” 

 

Speaker V.8. states: “(w)e support 

smart developments, developments that 

are compatible with the residential 

characters of the single-family houses 

in North College Park, and we 

supported the 2001 Sector Plan which 

envisioned just like that. It included 

hotels, townhouses, shops and parks 

where the residents and families could 

go and have a good time there. 

However, the 2012 Plan is quite 

different. It envisions huge 

development with very tall, 20-story 

fortress-like buildings and noisy and 

polluting highways very close to our 

neighborhoods.” 

 

Speaker 6 and Exhibit 26 state that 

North College Park Citizens 

Association (NCPCA) members 

participated in the plan process and 

“communicated its development 

priorities to staff…at those meetings” 

but that the preliminary plan “does not 

reflect our expressed priorities.” 

Speaker 6 notes: “…there were many 

strategies that were promoted in the 

Plan to sound like that they would 

preserve these things, but in fact we 

don’t find them really to be there.” 

 

Exhibit 32 cites “an overall lack of 

regard for the impacts of the plan on 



General Comments 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

24 

Greenbelt” as a major problem with the 

preliminary sector plan. 

 

Exhibit 58 states the Greenbelt City 

Council voted unanimously to oppose 

the preliminary sector plan and 

proposed SMA. “Ultimately, the 

Council determined that this plan 

proposes a future for Greenbelt that is 

counter to the best interests of its 

citizens, fails to address the future 

needs of the city, and outlines a vision 

that would transform Greenbelt into a 

city defined by the roads that separate 

it, and not by the planning elements and 

community vision that have defined it 

for 75 years.” 

 

Exhibit 58 goes on to state: “(e)very 

member of the City Council 

participated during the public 

workshops. The city planning staff 

attended meetings with M-NCPPC 

staff. We made many, many comments 

and suggestions during this process. We 

were, therefore, quite dismayed when 

the draft plan disregarded many of the 

major concerns and suggestions voiced 

by the city.” 

 

Exhibit 60 expressed support for the 

plan process but notes: “this large 

document has some disconnected and 

contradictory aspects that need to be 

addressed before the plan can be 

supported.” CCRIC’s comments focus 
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mainly on “conserving Indian Creek as 

a quality of life issue.” 

 Topic: Municipal Control and 

Planning Authority 

 

The testimony discusses how a 

planning process is an opportunity “to 

look forward and help define what the 

community will look like.”  

 

“The challenge comes in knowing 

WHOSE vision prevails. Should it be 

the County or should it be the 

community that will have to live with 

the results for decades? Most 

communities get to make these 

decisions on their own-by their own 

citizens, their own planning board, their 

own elected Mayor and Council. But 

we all know things are different in 

Prince George’s County….The concern 

we have as the elected officials of 

Greenbelt is that the vision defined, and 

the future plan for our city, is not the 

vision that our citizens see.” 

 

“This plan is directly about Greenbelt’s 

future-what Greenbelt will look like, 

how we will travel through Greenbelt, 

where our citizens can spend their 

Exhibit 21, Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

58, Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Discussion: The vision proposed by the preliminary sector plan evolved from staff’s 

collaboration with the residents, workers, business owners, and other stakeholders of 

Greenbelt, Berwyn Heights, and College Park through an extensive public outreach and 

participation program. The preliminary sector plan vision is a community vision for the 

future of the sector plan area, developed and refined by the community itself. 

 

Greenbelt’s broader concern is one of authority and control. The testimony recognizes 

that the City of Greenbelt is part of the Maryland-Washington Regional District for 

planning, zoning, and development review authority. Additional control and authority at 

the municipal level can only be granted by the Prince George’s County Council or the 

State of Maryland, and must be done legislatively. No county master plan or sector plan 

has the ability to grant additional planning, zoning, or development review control and 

authority to any municipality.  

 

Staff recognizes that the City of Greenbelt is outside the Metropolitan District, which 

regulates parks and recreation. Specific concerns related to the Metropolitan District are 

discussed in the Quality of Life: Public Facilities; Parks and Recreation; Historic 

Preservation section of this analysis of testimony. 

 

The preliminary sector plan evaluated how the development scenarios would impact 

county public facilities—schools, libraries, fire, police, and EMS service (refer to Chapter 

V: Where Do We Go From Here in the preliminary sector plan)—because these facilities 

are essential not only to enhance the quality of life of residents and others, but also 

because these facilities are the benchmarks by which development proposals are reviewed 

and approved by Prince George’s County per existing state and county law. 

 

Staff recognizes and fully acknowledges both the enormous benefit of services provided 

by the City of Greenbelt to its residents and the costs and potential burdens of providing 
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leisure time, how will we afford to 

provide services to our citizens. But the 

decisions being made will be made by 

the County, not by our citizens. 

 

“We don’t think that this plan, as it is 

now presented, is a good plan or the 

right plan for Greenbelt; therefore, the 

Greenbelt City Council cannot support 

this plan.” 

 

Exhibit 58 makes a number of points 

relating to this topic: “(t)he City of 

Greenbelt is the closest to a full-service 

municipality within the Prince George’s 

County portion of the Regional District. 

The major difference between 

Greenbelt and other cities and towns in 

Prince George’s County (except Laurel) 

is that Greenbelt is not within the 

Metropolitan District, and, therefore, 

the city operates its own parks and 

recreation departments. 

 

“The city has fought for years to have 

city facility and service needs 

considered when development projects 

are reviewed, yet standards to test 

adequacy ignore the existence and 

adequacy of municipal services and 

facilities. This is evident throughout the 

plan, which fails to acknowledge that 

Greenbelt is not within the Metropolitan 

District. There are references to use of 

county road standard, having CPTED 

reviews conducted by county police, 

those services, but it is not the place of a sector plan to address fundamental issues such as 

municipal authority and control with regard to adequacy and provision of municipal 

services.  

 

Strategy 1.4 on page 163 recognizes the need to coordinate with the City of Greenbelt 

during the development review process to ensure parks and recreation needs within the 

city are addressed. Strategy 1.2 on page 162 recognizes the need to coordinate with the 

city’s police department for CPTED reviews. These are appropriate strategies at the sector 

plan level to address coordination with municipal services.  

 

Staff acknowledges that the preliminary sector plan only inventories the city’s park and 

recreation facilities in map form (see Map 11). Additional information on existing city 

park and recreation facilities may be appropriate to include in a new appendix. Staff notes 

that the City of Greenbelt did not provide information on how the city determines or 

evaluates parks and recreation needs and adequacy. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new sentence to the Background discussion on page 163 

to read: “The City of Greenbelt is not within the Metropolitan District, and is responsible 

for providing parks and recreation services for its residents.”  

 

Create a new parks and recreation appendix that, at minimum, presents an inventory of 

major municipal parks and recreation facilities that serve the sector plan area. Consider 

including a similar inventory of M-NCPPC owned and operated facilities and providing a 

discussion of the meaning of the Metropolitan District and Greenbelt’s independent parks 

and recreation status. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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and requiring adequate parks within the 

sector plan area. But the plan never 

inventories these city facilities or 

services and does not address the 

existing or future capacity of those 

municipal services. 

 

“As long as the Regional District 

remains intact, and Greenbelt and other 

municipalities in the county must rely 

on the Planning Board and District 

Council to make planning, zoning, and 

development decisions in these cities, 

there needs to be a mechanism to assess 

the availability of municipal services 

and facilities and to plan for mitigation 

of impacts from future development, 

just as there is for county services and 

facilities.  

 

“Just as the plan is blind to the needs 

and desires of Greenbelt for its own 

future, the plan is blind to the critical 

deficiencies within the city for certain 

facilities that would result from the 

level of development and 

redevelopment proposed in the plan. 

There must be consideration of city 

services and facility needs reflected in 

this, and future, plans.” 

 Topic: “Change for the Sake of 

Change” 

 

The City of Greenbelt uses the wording 

change or redevelopment “for the sake 

of change” in its critique of the 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: It is inaccurate to state that change or redevelopment is advocated within the 

preliminary sector plan “for the sake of change.” The preliminary sector plan takes a 

proactive approach to planning and setting the stage for appropriate, phased 

redevelopment over a long-term, 30-year horizon. One key emphasis of the preliminary 

sector plan is for the development of the Greenbelt Metro Station area as a medium- to 

high-density, transit-oriented, mixed-use development. The Greenbelt Metro Station is a 
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preliminary sector plan in several 

locations within Exhibit 58.  

 

“The city’s gravest concern with the 

draft plan is the radical proposal for 

full-scale redevelopment of commercial 

properties, without controlling design 

guidelines, without specific land use 

objectives, without specifications for 

public facility support, without regard 

for the impact such change would have 

on the community, and in clear 

opposition to the opinions expressed by 

the city, that we believe renders this 

draft plan unsupportable and 

unadoptable.” 

 

An attachment to Exhibit 58 presents 

speaking points for Councilmember 

Pope, who was not present at the Joint 

Public Hearing. Ms. Pope notes the 

following regarding regional context 

and change: “(i)s it possible for there to 

be other visions for the future of 

Greenbelt? This must be considered 

because the majority of the area 

covered under this plan is in Greenbelt. 

So we can’t look at a small area in a 

city, look at regional trends and needs 

to justify the tremendous growth 

planned for Greenbelt, and then never 

look at the impact on the city as a 

whole.”  

regional asset that the county and local municipalities almost literally cannot afford not 

to capitalize upon. 

 

Realizing transit-oriented development (TOD), particularly at North Core, is essential to 

recoup past public-sector investments in transportation infrastructure represented by the 

Green Line and the Metro station, and implementing TOD will result in enhanced 

revenues and a much more environmentally-sensitive and productive use of land than the 

current surface parking and circulation areas found at North Core.  

 

Regionalism and Greenbelt Metro Station 

 

All parties need to understand the sector plan area is part of a broader Washington, D.C. 

metropolitan region.  

 

The Metro station is a key component of the region’s transportation network and the 

station area is a designated Metropolitan Center (per the county’s 2002 General Plan) and 

is therefore intended for the highest intensities of mixed-use development in Prince 

George’s County. The City of Greenbelt itself recognized this fact in its official testimony 

from the Joint Public Hearing on the 2002 Prince George’s County Preliminary General 

Plan (Exhibit 68, dated April 3, 2002).  

 

The preliminary General Plan identified Greenbelt Metro Station as a Regional Center. 

The City of Greenbelt requested consideration for upgrading the station area to a 

Metropolitan Center in item 7 of Exhibit 68 in April 2002, recognizing “…a Metropolitan 

Center serves the larger metropolitan region and promotes high-intensity residential 

development.” Staff and the Planning Board concurred with the city’s request, revising 

the General Plan in PGCPB No. 02-108 to designate Greenbelt Metro Station a 

Metropolitan Center. 

 

Staff understands Mayor Davis, other members of the City of Greenbelt council, and 

other stakeholders continue to support the Metropolitan Center designation for Greenbelt 

Metro Center. During one of the nine major community meetings staff broached the topic 

of re-examining the Metropolitan Center designation to determine if it is still appropriate, 

Mayor Davis and others present in this meeting were very vocal in expressing their desire 

to retain the station area as a Metropolitan Center. Exhibit 58 does not contain any 

testimony suggesting revisiting the center designation or the boundaries of the Developed 
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Tier (which include the entirety of the City of Greenbelt), which staff takes to be tacit 

support for these designations.  

 

The city should be aware that these designations per the 2002 General Plan mean that 

targeted development intensity will be higher than it would be for areas elsewhere in the 

county, and a more regional and urban focus is desired for Metropolitan Centers and the 

Developed Tier than for Regional or Community Centers and the Developing and Rural 

Tiers.  

 

The sector plan area and the region cannot—and should not—be separated, as each 

influences the other. It is unrealistic and illogical to view the sector plan area in a vacuum.  

 

Staff acknowledges that part of the planning focus and emphasis on the sector plan area is 

in direct response to its place within the region, but this is not to say that the preliminary 

sector plan either a) ignores analysis and local content or b) recommends that all future 

regional demand for growth is concentrated within the sector plan boundaries. Far from 

it—the future growth envisioned within the sector plan area represents just a small portion 

of the regional demand over the next 30 years, and in fact the preliminary sector plan 

envisions a level of growth within the sector plan area less than the level of development 

already approved within the boundaries. 

 

Phased Redevelopment 

 

Staff believes that the proposed phased redevelopment of select commercial properties, 

namely Beltway Plaza and the Greenway Center/Maryland Trade Center area, is 

warranted on the following grounds: 

 

• Throughout the public outreach and participation process for this preliminary 

sector plan, the residents and other stakeholders indicated support for the creation 

of mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented places at these sites. 

 

• The preliminary plan’s long-term (30-year) planning horizon requires it to 

consider and plan for the future obsolescence of these developments.  

 

• These sites create opportunities for the City of Greenbelt and Prince George’s 

County to fill identified housing gaps, expand the employment and tax bases, and 
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foster a more sustainable built environment than what currently exists. 

 

It is also inaccurate to state that redevelopment is proposed without specific land use 

objectives and design guidelines. Land use policies and strategies and an illustrative 

phasing plan specific to Beltway Plaza are discussed on pages 101-104. Beltway Plaza is 

also subject to the design standards in the proposed Development District Overlay Zone 

(hereinafter DDOZ).  

 

Land use policies and strategies and an illustrative phasing plan specific to Greenway 

Center and the commercial properties between Hanover Parkway and the Baltimore-

Washington Parkway are discussed on pages 106-108. In recognition of the longer-term 

redevelopment potential of this area (between 15-30 years), these properties were not 

recommended to be rezoned or placed in the DDOZ in the immediate future.  

 

Other considerations such as public facility support and community impacts are discussed 

elsewhere in this analysis of testimony. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Covenants and Conditions of 

Approval 

 

“Certain covenants will not allow for 

development as visioned/proposed, 

particularly at Greenway Shopping 

Center/Maryland Trade Center as well 

as Greenbelt Station. All covenants and 

approved Preliminary Plans and 

Detailed Site Plans should be reviewed 

for conditions of approval, and the plan 

revised accordingly.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff appreciates the City of Greenbelt’s efforts in providing existing city 

covenants and keeping staff aware of pending amendments to covenants. Staff evaluated 

the existing covenants and the details (particularly the conditions of approval) for 

approved preliminary plans of subdivision, detailed site plans, and conceptual site plans 

while conducting background analysis in the pre-planning phase and during the 

preliminary sector plan’s public participation and outreach and plan preparation phases.  

 

Staff does not support memorializing municipal covenants with a developer in a county 

master or sector plan. Covenants between a municipality and a developer are legally 

enforceable by the municipality and are not in the purview of the county to control. City 

covenants would remain in place and enforceable by the City of Greenbelt. Local 

covenants between a municipality and a specific property owner generally have no 

bearing on decisions by Prince George’s County. 
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Staff also notes that both covenants and conditions of approval can change. In point of 

fact, while the preliminary plan was prepared and through the Joint Public Hearing, the 

City of Greenbelt was in negotiation with the developers of the Greenbelt Station South 

Core area to revise their covenants for the development.  

 

Revisions to these and other covenants, as well as any amendments to conditions of 

approval for existing development proposals, may be overly compounded or constrained 

if certain conditions are memorialized in a county master or sector plan. Even if all parties 

support changes, they may be difficult to make if the proposed change is found to be 

contrary to what is called for in a county master or sector plan.  

 

An example is found with Greenbelt Station Parkway, which is granted flexibility in the 

conditions of the approval of CSP-01008/01 to shift in location during future phases of 

development review to minimize environmental impacts. It would be difficult if not 

impossible to set the location in stone at the sector plan level. Additionally, a sector plan 

is not the appropriate or advisable planning tool to establish specific roadway alignments 

since subsequent phases of development review may well identify a more appropriate 

location. It is therefore best for the preliminary sector plan to remain at a more 

generalized level of detail (in this example, by supporting a more easterly alignment 

without pinning it down by metes and bounds) and to allow the development review 

process to continue to address more specific details. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: General Height Limitations 

 

The testimony states: “(r)econsider 110 

foot height limitation for hotels, hotel 

apartments, multifamily dwellings and 

corporate campus users.” 

Exhibit 59, Soo Y. 

Kang and Marc 

“Kap” Kapastin, GB 

Mall Limited 

Partnership FMS II, 

LLC; Cherrywood, 

LLC; West End 

Discussion: The preliminary sector plan proposes to rezone the Beltway Plaza property to 

the M-U-I (Mixed-Use Infill) Zone subject to a revised DDOZ/development district 

standards that sets building height to a maximum of six stories (with a minimum of two 

stories for mixed-use, office, and residential buildings), and two stories maximum (one-

story minimum) for stand-alone commercial retail buildings (see pages 210-211). The 

preliminary sector plan and proposed development district standards do not support or 

reference a height limitation of 110 feet.  
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Limited Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership 

 

It is believed that Exhibit 59 derived the 110-foot number from the maximum height 

allowed for multifamily dwellings in the R-10 (Multifamily High Density Residential) 

and R-10A (Multifamily, High Density Residential - Efficiency) Zones, M-X-T (Mixed 

Use – Transportation Oriented) Zone, and the M-A-C (Major Activity Center) Zone. 

None of these zones—or their regulations—are pertinent to the preliminary sector plan’s 

proposed development district standards or development on the Beltway Plaza property.  

 

The preliminary sector plan’s proposed maximum of six stories on the Beltway Plaza 

property would serve as an appropriate transition between the maximum three stories 

allowed across MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) to the south and the maximum ten stories 

allowed in Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station to the north, and equals the maximum 

building heights proposed for the South Core area to the west.  

 

While staff understands the desire of the property owner to remain competitive in the 

current and future economic markets, additional height on the Beltway Plaza site is not 

the appropriate way to do so, and would detract from the emphasis of medium- to high-

density mixed-use, transit-oriented development at North Core. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: The 2001 Greenbelt Metro Area 

Sector Plan and SMA 

 

Speaker V.2 states: “(c)learly the 

previous plan for a regional mall really 

had a lot of problems, and it’s not 

viable now, and having one GSA kind 

of tenant, there may be merits in that, 

but the idea of having sort of a big 

block that really has no interaction with 

the surrounding community would be a 

Speaker V.2., The 

Honorable Andrew 

Fellows, Mayor, City 

of College Park; 

Speaker 6, John 

Krouse, representing 

North College Park 

Citizens Association 

 

Exhibit 21, Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

Discussion: The 2001 sector plan was examined and evaluated in full during the 

preparation of the preliminary sector plan. Pertinent recommendations and concepts from 

2001 are carried forward, and many of the 2001 sector plan recommendations have 

already been amended by numerous countywide functional master plans approved since 

2001—along with the 2002 General Plan, which designated the 2001 sector plan area as a 

Metropolitan Center in the Developed Tier. These functional master plans were also 

evaluated in full with regard to their recommendations pertinent to the sector plan area. 

 

It must be noted, however, that the 2001 sector plan was approved 11 years ago and much 

of the planning and analysis conducted for the plan is between 11 and 14 years old. Much 

can and has changed since that time with regard to the economic/market situation of 
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major lost opportunity for this Metro 

station.” 

 

Speaker 6 states: “(w)e didn’t oppose 

the 2001 Plan. Actually, we were active 

supporters of the 2001 Plan, and there 

were many elements of that Plan that 

we supported because, quite frankly, we 

believed that the Plan represented the 

interests of our community and future 

development at Greenbelt Metro. And I 

regret to say that the current Plan does 

not do that.” 

 

Exhibit 21 calls for a retroactive 

evaluation of the 2001 sector plan. 

 

Exhibit 26 states “(t)he 2012 Plan 

includes significant changes from the 

2001 Sector Plan.” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “In general the DDS 

[editor note: development district 

standards] varies from the 2001 Plan. 

How were the DDS derived? Is it 

necessary to go into such detail in terms 

of establishing side and rear yard 

setbacks? 

 

“A lot of the 2001 plan seems to have 

been lost with the consolidation of the 

DDS by the entire Sector Plan area, 

rather than by subareas. The plan 

should organize the DDS by subareas, 

as was done in the 2001 plan.” 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

26, John Krouse, 

North College Park 

Citizens Association;  

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Prince George’s County, the region, and the country; approaches to environmental 

stewardship, preservation, and restoration; land use; urban design and development 

standards; procedural approaches and understanding of development review—particularly 

with regard to the applicability of development districts and design standards for actual 

development projects; transportation connectivity, complete streets, and green streets; 

implementation of transit-oriented development; and numerous other areas. Some of these 

areas, such as approaches to transit-oriented development and implementation of 

development district standards, have evolved significantly in this timeframe. Most of the 

preliminary sector plan area located east of the Capital Beltway (I-95/I-495) was last 

comprehensively addressed in 1989, 23 years ago, which greatly compounds concerns of 

relevancy. 

 

It is unrealistic to expect that recommendations of an old plan will be brought to the fore 

without a comprehensive re-evaluation of the areas covered by the plan based on modern 

approaches to planning and urban design and without an analysis of the sector plan area 

and adjoining functional networks (such as transportation, environmental infrastructure, 

and public facilities). Doing so would do a great disservice to the residents, workers, and 

businesses of Prince George’s County and cost the county taxpayers significant money to 

little or no benefit. It would not make any sense to essentially re-endorse the 2001 sector 

plan when so much has changed regarding the market and economic conditions and 

approaches to land use and functional area planning. 

 

What the preliminary sector plan does is build upon the themes and major goals of the 

2001 sector plan, as modified by community and stakeholder input and informed by 

modern planning practice, and revise the vision, goals, policies, and strategies for the 

sector plan area accordingly. The 2001 sector plan was one of the county’s first 

comprehensive efforts to plan for transit-oriented development. This preliminary sector 

plan continues that tradition and significantly builds on the starting point offered in 2001. 

 

Staff opposes wholesale reorganization of the development district by subareas as in the 

2001 sector plan for several reasons.  

 

1. The proposed development district standards currently recognize subareas and 

provide for different approaches to building form and intensity, parking 

requirements, and other standards as appropriate for their location, context, and 

recommended land use. 
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2. The 2001 development district standards are unnecessarily duplicative and 

confusing to the lay-person because of their organization and layout. 

 

3. Modern approaches to regulating quality of design emphasize the form and 

placement of buildings as the major element of creating places that people want to 

spend time in. There are no compelling reasons to provide differing sets of 

standards for architectural materials, detailing, landscaping, signage, or other 

elements within the area covered by the proposed DDOZ where not otherwise 

already proposed by the development district standards. 

 

4. By no means should a more detailed level of focus by subarea as reflected in the 

2001 standards be interpreted to mean that the proposed 2012 development 

district standards did not carefully evaluate each portion of the DDOZ or the 

standards themselves in any less detail or with less care than in 2001.  

 
5. The organization of the 2012 standards reflects lessons learned by M-NCPPC and 

the planning profession as a whole since 2001. Each set of development district or 

transit district standards produced and approved by Prince George’s County 

reflects improvement upon previous sets. This is because development proposed 

and approved in the county sheds light on the effectiveness (or lack thereof) of 

standards, organization, and applicability. 

 
The level of detail of these proposed development district standards is appropriate to the 

context of the sector plan area and the unique circumstances and character of Greenbelt 

and Berwyn Heights. With specific regard to side and rear yard setbacks, yes, these 

should be addressed by the development district standards to clarify the requirements for 

developers and accommodate the desired development pattern. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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 Topic: North College Park General 

Comments 

 

Speaker V.6. states: “(w)e are the 

closest community, the closest existing 

community to the proposed North 

Greenbelt, North Core development. 

And the way that that development 

takes form, the way it takes shape will 

have a serious impact on the residents 

of North College Park. We are very 

concerned about a couple of things 

specifically….I heard about the north 

core of the Greenbelt station and 

thought it had a lot of promise. But we 

want to see that development come in a 

way that doesn’t have a negative impact 

on our neighborhoods.” 

 

Speaker 9 suggests development will 

occur at some point in time in North 

College Park near the Greenbelt Metro 

Station, and that land values will exceed 

what can be sustained by single-family 

detached homes. “Development in the 

long run is going to occur in North 

College Park on its side of the North 

College Park Greenbelt station, and a 

conversation should begin now about 

that development.” 

 

Speaker 15 believes the idea of 

development of Greenbelt Metro 

Station is a good one, but suggests: 

“…the site of the Metro station that 

backs in our neighborhood is not 

Speaker V.6., The 

Honorable Patrick L. 

Wojahn, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park; 

Speaker 9, Bill 

Orleans; Speaker 15, 

Mihaela Drasovean 

Discussion: Neither the preliminary sector plan nor staff recommend or support 

additional development in North College Park. The preliminary sector plan places great 

emphasis on the need to minimize impacts of development on the North Core and South 

Core sites on the North College Park community to preserve the quality of life enjoyed by 

College Park residents. Specific points of discussion are addressed in other portions of 

this analysis of testimony. 

 

Staff strongly disagrees that the Greenbelt Metro Station is “developed enough as it is.” 

While the  site is developed with an essential component of the Washington, D.C.’s 

transit network—a Metro station—the rest of the current development consists of several 

massive and interconnected surface parking lots and circulation drives. The local 

municipalities and Prince George’s County cannot afford to ignore the benefits and 

potential offered by the Metro station, and the preliminary sector plan recognizes that 

mixed-use, transit-oriented development with an emphasis on environmental preservation 

and restoration (including the proposed eco-community concept) is the best way to realize 

this potential. Public safety is addressed throughout the preliminary sector plan, including 

the incorporation of policies, strategies, and development district standards meant to 

foster crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED).  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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developed enough as it is. It’s not lit 

enough, sometimes even unsafe to 

accommodate even more people going 

in and out, so that would be one of the 

concerns.” 

 Topic: Designation of Greenbelt Road 

 

“While the University Boulevard (MD 

193) Corridor is the formal designation 

for the entirety of the corridor, when 

referencing the roadway within the 

Sector Plan area, it should be referenced 

as Greenbelt Road. In the first 

paragraph of the Plan Highlights, this 

relationship could be clarified by 

footnote.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Page 78 contains the discussion of how the MD 193 corridor should be 

referenced. The 2002 General Plan approved the stretch of MD 193 from the Montgomery 

County Line to the railroad bridge adjacent to Lanham Severn Road as one of seven (now 

eight) designated corridors. However, the 2002 General Plan designated this corridor as 

the University Boulevard Corridor. The preliminary sector plan recognizes this is an issue 

because the name of the roadway changes, but the constant is the MD 193 state route 

designation. 

 

Page 78 revises the General Plan designation to include the state route, and indicates the 

rest of the sector plan will refer to the corridor as the MD 193 Corridor. Additional 

references to Greenbelt Road are appropriate to address situations where Greenbelt Road 

or MD 193 may be used interchangeably in the sector plan and SMA. Since the discussion 

of the roadway designation does not occur until page 78, most references before that point 

should remain as currently written. 

 

However, staff agrees that a footnote in the Plan Highlights section is appropriate, and the 

locational reference to the Town of Berwyn Heights on page 1 should be clarified. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a footnote following “…along a portion of the University 

Boulevard (MD 193) Corridor.” to read: “The sector plan recognizes the portion of the 

University Boulevard (MD 193) Corridor within the sector plan area is named Greenbelt 

Road. For the purposes of this sector plan, the corridor is generally referred to as the MD 

193 Corridor.” 

 

Revise the second sentence in the first paragraph on page 1 to read: “The majority of the 

sector plan area is located within the City of Greenbelt, with a portion south of 

[University Boulevard (MD 193)] MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) within the Town of Berwyn 

Heights. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
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District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
 Topic: Plan Highlights General 

Comments 

 

Exhibit 58 makes several comments 

pertaining to references to University 

Boulevard (MD 193) Corridor vs. 

Greenbelt Road; desire for additional, 

specific details  and standards for 

redevelopment or infill; opposition to 

the eastern alignment of Narragansett 

Run; support for state of the art 

infrastructure throughout the sector plan 

area; questioning the need to address 

neighborhood public safety issues; 

questioning the recommendation for 

satellite library facilities; and ensuring 

Greenbelt is referenced as a National 

Historic Landmark. 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The Plan Highlights section of the sector plan outlines the major points of the 

plan’s recommendations in the rest of the plan. The most appropriate place to address 

these concerns is where the main discussion of the given topic takes place. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the plan highlights in accordance with approved changes 

to other sections of the preliminary sector plan, as may be necessary and appropriate. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 

. 

Topic: Sector Plan Aerial Map 

 

Speaker V.8. speaks of the fact that all 

current residents within one-quarter 

mile of the Metro station are in North 

College Park, and they would be the 

people most impacted by new 

development of the North and South 

Cores. 

 

Speaker 6 and Exhibit 26 mention that 

all of the residents within one-quarter 

mile of the Greenbelt Metro Station are 

residents of College Park, and 

Speaker V.8., The 

Honorable Fazlul 

Kabir, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park; 

Speaker 6, John 

Krouse, representing 

North College Park 

Citizens Association 

 

Exhibit 26, John 

Krouse, North 

College Park Citizens 

Association; Exhibit 

Discussion: Staff recognizes that the majority of current residents within a half-mile 

radius of the Greenbelt Metro Station are in College Park, but notes that the transit-

oriented, mixed-use development recommendations supported by the preliminary sector 

plan for the North Core area will mean that most future residents within a half-mile radius 

will be within the City of Greenbelt at the North Core site and along a redeveloped 

Cherrywood Road frontage in the Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station area.  

 

To ensure broad participation including North College Park residents and 

property/business owners, staff expanded meeting invitations and information mailings to 

include these affected property owners outside of the sector plan boundary but within 

one-half mile of the Metro station (an area defined by the CSX line, Lackawanna Street, 

Rhode Island Avenue, and the Capital Beltway/I-495/I-95). Staff also met several times 

with the City of College Park and the North College Park Citizens Association (NCPCA) 

to brief them on plan status and seek additional input. 
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approximately 75 percent of residents 

within one-half mile are College Park 

residents, and this fact means the 

preliminary sector plan 

“disproportionately affects College Park 

residents who live in nearby single 

family homes.” 

 

Exhibit 58 finds map 3 on page 6 

difficult to read, and recommends 

labeling Springhill Lane and removing 

private streets and courts. 

58, Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

Staff’s efforts to address the concerns raised by the City of College Park and NCPCA 

during the preliminary plan preparation process are woven throughout the preliminary 

sector plan, including the Sustainability--Land Use and Urban Design, Sustainability—

Environmental Infrastructure, Transportation, and Housing and Neighborhood 

Preservation elements. In addition, a number of recommendations are specifically targeted 

towards this group of stakeholders (e.g. North College Park) including Policy 3 and its 

associated strategies under the North Core subheading in the Land Use and Urban Design 

element on pages 94-96 of the preliminary sector plan. This policy works to ensure “that 

development does not adversely impact, but rather enhances, the neighboring residential 

community of North College Park.” 

 

Staff acknowledges Map 3 on page 6 is difficult to read when printed in black and white, 

and concurs that Springhill Lane would be appropriate to label. The desire to label 

Springhill Lane appears multiple times in Exhibit 58, so other plan maps may need to be 

amended to reflect this municipal road. 

 

However, staff believes the City of Greenbelt is overly concerned with the ownership of 

streets within Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station and does not concur with 

recommendations to delete the private streets and courts within this area from the sector 

plan maps, particularly as the city’s concern may be addressed by the fact that these 

private streets and courts are platted and reflected on county property and rights-of-way 

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) computer layers.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Amend Map 3 to improve its legibility and to label Springhill 

Lane. Review other sector plan maps and label Springhill Lane on full page-sized maps as 

appropriate. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Description of Greenbelt Metro 

Station 

 

“P. 5, Include a map that shows 

Greenbelt Station and related landmarks 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff appreciates this recommendation and will incorporate a new map 

featuring the North Core and South Core areas. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new aerial map or other appropriate map in Chapter II – 

Sector Plan Area that features the North Core and South Core areas. Label related 
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instead of describing it in a text block.” landmarks as appropriate. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Commerce Center 

 

“P. 7, ‘Sector Plan Area’ – Commerce 

Center should be identified as a major 

office park.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff disagrees with the city that Commerce Center should be considered a 

“major” office park on the same level as Capital Office Park, Golden Triangle Office 

Park, and Maryland Trade Center, and as a result there is little emphasis in the 

preliminary sector plan on the Commerce Center as a separate focus area. Rather, the 

preliminary sector plan includes Commerce Center as part of the discussion and planning 

for “Other Commercial Properties” on page 108. 

 

This said, staff does not disagree that page 7 could refer to smaller office clusters within 

the sector plan area, including both Commerce Center and Belle Point Office Park as two 

examples. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the first full paragraph on page 7 to read: “…and 

Maryland Trade Center. In addition, smaller office concentrations can be found along 

Hanover Parkway in the Commerce Center, in the Belle Point Office Park, and along 

Edmonston Road. Greenbelt National Park…” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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Item 

# 

TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
 Topic: Demographic Profile 

 

“In general, there are statements 

contained in this section and others that 

describes socio-economic and 

household/resident characteristics that 

are never quantified. 

 

“P. 17 argues that commute times in the 

sector plan area are shorter than 

elsewhere in the county. Provide the 

data. 

 

“P. 17, Table 1, The inclusion of 

Census Tract 8067.08 can skew data for 

the study area. Examining the 

information in this table demonstrates 

how different the population and 

households are between Census Tracts 

8067.13 and 14 are from 8067.08. Since 

8067.08 is so much different than the 

other two referenced Census Tracts, and 

the number of housing units within 

8067.08 and the sector plan is relatively 

small, perhaps those numbers should be 

reported and analyzed separately. These 

comments hold for all population and 

household data contained in the sector 

plan.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The testimony does not specifically identify what “socio-economic and 

household/resident characteristics…are never quantified” so staff cannot respond to this 

specific comment at this time. Further details pertaining to specific plan recommendations 

and perceived gaps are identified elsewhere by Exhibit 58; these comments are addressed 

by staff elsewhere in this analysis of testimony. 

 

The preliminary plan states on page 17 that the existing transportation amenities in the 

sector plan area “contribute to shorter commutes than in many other parts of Prince 

George’s County.” The testimony is correct in that the data is not provided in the plan, but 

was instead part of internal analysis. It is appropriate to provide supporting data 

confirming that commute times in and around the sector plan area are shorter than in other 

parts of the county and the mean travel time for the county as a whole.  

 

The preliminary sector plan recognizes that only a small part of the sector plan area lies 

within census tract 8067.08 (see page 17). For that reason, it does not aggregate any of the 

US Census Bureau data in Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 and in Figures 1 and 2. Staff 

acknowledges the data was aggregated in Figure 3 and will disaggregate the industry 

breakdown estimates by census tract to allow for separate comparisons. Staff also 

recognizes that the total resident and household, and, later, dwelling unit counts cited 

within the main body of the text on pages 17 and 23 should be followed more closely with 

an explanation of the relevance of the sector plan’s three census tracts. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Amend the Demographic Profile on page 23 to create a new 

sub-section on travel times to work, to include data on average commute times for the 

three census tracts within the sector plan area, locations elsewhere within Prince George’s 

County, and for the county as a whole to support the preliminary sector plan’s assertion 

that commute times within the sector plan area are shorter than many other areas within 

the county. 

 

Include the following new Table 5 on page 23 to provide travel time data as follows, and 

renumber all remaining tables accordingly: 
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Table 5: Mean Travel Time to Work (2006-2010 Estimates) 

 Census Tract 

 8067.08 

Sector 

Plan 

8067.13 

Sector 

Plan 

8067.14 

Sector 

Plan 

County 

Mean 

8006.05 

Upper 

Marlboro 

8005.16 

Bowie 

8063.00 

Hyatts-

ville 

Mean 

Travel 

Time in 

Minutes 

27.2 36.5 33.4 35.5 39.4 38.9 32.9 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 

 

Disaggregate the industry breakdown estimates in Figure 3 (on page 22) by census tract. 

 

Place the first paragraph in the second column of page 17 within a text box. Place a 

reference to this text box after the first sentence of the Demographic Profile discussion.  

 

Amend the first sentence in the Housing subsection on page 23 to read: “There are 

approximately 5,000 housing units in the three census tracts (see Table 4), of which 

approximately 77 percent fall within the sector plan boundaries in the communities of 

Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station, University Square, Charlestowne North and 

Charleston Village, Belle Point, and along Lakecrest Road and MD 193.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Support for Mixed-Use 

Development 

 

The City of Greenbelt objects to 

statements on page 34 regarding 

comments heard from the community 

expressing support for mixed-use 

development, and with regard to the 

Plan Highlights section on page 2, 

states: “All recommendations for 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: During the extensive public outreach and coordination process, staff 

conducted nine major worksessions with the public and a significant number of smaller 

group meetings and briefings with business owners, property owners, municipalities, civic 

organizations, agencies, and others. During these meetings, staff heard enormous support 

for consideration of mixed-use development and redevelopment of all the referenced sites 

as well as other locations.  

 

The first major workshop on focus areas in June 2011 dealt with Greenway Center, 

Maryland Trade Center, and other office properties along Hanover Parkway. During this 

meeting, community comments emphasized the need for greater connectivity, more open 
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redevelopment or infill of existing, built 

properties in Greenbelt (Beltway Plaza, 

Franklin Park, Capital Office Park, 

Golden Triangle, Greenway Center and 

Maryland Trade Center) are generally 

not supported as stated in the plan.” 

spaces/recreational opportunities, and less parking/pavement areas. With regard to 

redevelopment opportunities, some of the comments included: 

 

 Greenway Center has too much blacktop/poorly planned 

 Uninspired development 

 Challenge to connect Greenway Center to office buildings-integrate better 

 Opportunity for pedestrian enhancement 

 Make it a destination-recreation, parks, meeting place 

 1980s shopping center with bad parking lots 

 No green space 

 Redevelopment opportunity—Greenbelt Center/Trade Center 

 Airport theme—redesign around Schrom Airport theme—Greenway Center 

 Build around old town plans 

 Mixed use-residential/commercial 

 Maryland Trade Center satellite library 

 Boulevard-put access through center of Greenway Center 

 Maryland Trade Center area could be more inviting-hard to figure out how to get 

through it and to it better 

 Helpful to be able to walk there-no connectivity to neighborhoods—fragmented 

by highways—no sense of community 

 Not oriented to neighborhoods 

 Integrate area behind Greenway Center into the shopping center 

 More diverse uses-hardware store 

 More variety of stores 

 Better connections built into entire center—have to cross parking lots 

 

Additionally, the community was asked a number of questions pertaining to Capital 

Office Park and Golden Triangle, which was to be the focus for the next workshop. Here 

is one question and the verbatim responses (from 21 written surveys) from the 

community: 
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3. Are the office and hotel uses in the Capital Office Park and Golden Triangle 

the appropriate uses here? If not, what other uses may be more appropriate 

(e.g. single-family homes, multifamily homes, civic uses such as a library or 

church, recreation uses, a mix of residential and nonresidential uses, etc)? 

 Given its relative isolation on MD 193—this is an actual good use but still 

could be better accessed for transportation 

 Multifamily homes 

 Yes 

 No 

 More residential, high-rise, activity on evening, weekend 

 A library, commercial area, or an urban nexus would be wonderful! 

 Better restaurants needed and in Beltway Plaza too 

 Yes—would be good for more high-rise buildings (already tolerated by 

neighbors) but must have a bus/transit hub 

 Capital Office Park needs more uses since it is close to transit. Hotel and 

office uses fine for Golden Triangle. 

 Yes, but there could be some non-commercial uses. There is a historic site 

next to the car dealership at Golden Triangle. 

 Yes, but need more of a mix of uses—add retail (and residential, if 

appropriate) 

 Mix of residential and non-residential. 

 Yes. Tie into University of Maryland redevelopment. Residential, 

civic/recreation.  

 M-X-C or M-U-TC 

 

The October 2011 workshop was oriented to Beltway Plaza, MD 193 (Greenbelt Road), 

and Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station. Like the other meetings, support was expressed 

for the introduction of a mix of uses (including home ownership opportunities at Franklin 

Park). 

 

Specific to Exhibit 58’s comment on page 34, the testimony refers to the statement of key 
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community comments heard by staff which reads: “Support for mixed-use development, 

particularly at the Greenbelt Metro Station North Core area, Beltway Plaza, Greenway 

Center, and the Maryland Trade Center.”  

 

Staff observed significant support for mixed-use redevelopment opportunities from the 

community and participants in the sector planning process, particularly for the above-

mentioned properties as reflected on page 34. That support reinforces the preliminary 

sector plan recommendations and staff’s recommendations with regard to this analysis of 

testimony.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Environmental Infrastructure 

Existing Conditions 

 

“P. 42, Reference is made to needing to 

study and improve the stormwater 

management pond in Golden Triangle 

along MD 193. This pond was 

improved/redesigned by the County 

within the last six months.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Comment noted. Staff concurs that a minor clarification is appropriate. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the second sentence in paragraph two in the second 

column on page 42 to read: “Smaller stormwater management ponds such as the facility 

next to the restaurant in the Golden Triangle Office Park were discussed as needing 

additional attention and study (during the preparation of the preliminary sector plan, this 

stormwater management facility was improved by the Prince George’s County 

Department of Public Works and Transportation). 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Transportation Existing 

Conditions 

 

“P.44, The city’s Pedestrian and 

Bicycle Plan has not been adopted by 

the City Council. This plan should not 

adopt a draft plan. The plan should 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The comment regarding the current status of Greenbelt’s draft Pedestrian and 

Bicycle Plan is noted. Staff concurs that a minor clarification is appropriate. 

 

Staff concurs with the discussion on the North College Park pedestrian overpass. See the 

Transportation (Safety, Connectivity, Mobility, and Access) section of this analysis of 

testimony below for additional discussion of this recommended transportation amenity. 
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reference the draft plan, and support its 

adoption once adopted by the city.” 

 

“P. 46, The city’s position has always 

been that College Park must support the 

overpass. However, future construction 

of an overpass must be predicated on 

appropriate landing location being 

provided in Greenbelt Station.” 

 

“P. 49, Roadways Existing Conditions 

– The plan references high traffic 

volumes on B-W Parkway, Capital 

Beltway, MD 193, and relatively high 

speeds along MD 193, Cherrywood 

Lane, Ivy Lane and Edmonston Road. 

Is there data to support/demonstrate 

these statements? What is the source of 

the ADT shown in Table 12?” 

 

“P. 50, States that none of the 

intersections in the sector plan area 

experienced LOS level less than E, but 

then states that the intersection of MD 

193 and Hanover Parkway as having an 

LOS of F.” 

 

“P. 52, Support the plan’s opposition to 

the widening of the Baltimore-

Washington Parkway.” 

Regarding the traffic volumes on pages 49 and 50 (Table 12) there are a number of 

sources discussed in detail in the Transportation (Safety, Connectivity, Mobility, and 

Access) section of this analysis of testimony below. Staff concurs that clarification in 

terms of source identification is appropriate with Table 12. 

 

The testimony questions language on pages 49-50 of the preliminary sector plan and 

correctly notes that the preliminary sector plan state: “(t)he existing conditions report 

found that of these 29 intersections, none experienced a level-of-service (LOS)…lower 

than the standard for the Developed Tier (LOS E or better).” The second column of page 

50 notes: “Among intersections, the intersection of MD 193 with Hanover Parkway 

experiences unacceptable LOS F only during the PM peak hour.” 

 

These statements are not contradictory. The intersection of MD 193 and Hanover 

Parkway is the only intersection in the sector plan area that experiences LOS F at any 

point during the day (with current traffic volumes), but the average LOS for this 

intersection does not result in overall failure of the intersection. 

 

Staff notes the City of Greenbelt’s support to oppose the widening of the Baltimore-

Washington Parkway. 

 
Staff Recommendation: Revise the last sentence of the last paragraph in the first column 

of page 44 to read: “The preliminary sector plan [supports] builds upon the 2009 

recommendations and the resulting [2012] Greenbelt Draft Pedestrian and Bicycle Master 

Plan.” 

 

Add a notation below Table 12 on page 50 to read: “Source: M-NCPPC staff, SHA, 

DPW&T, and Wallace, Montgomery, and Associates, LLP/Wilbur Smith Associates” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Housing and Neighborhood 

Preservation Existing Conditions 

 

“P. 64, Discusses data on recent 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: As has been discussed previously in this analysis of testimony and following 

best practices, staff utilized a three-mile trade area to obtain an accurate sense of the 

area’s housing market, current conditions, and trends. To review housing on a more 

localized level, the three ZIP codes within the sector plan boundaries were examined in 
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housing sales, but none for properties in 

the sector plan area. 

 

“P. 64, States zip code 20770 includes 

the majority of the City of Greenbelt. 

This is incorrect. The entirety of 

Greenbelt is located in zip code 20770.” 

 

more detail. Both Table 23: Average Sale Price Trends and Table 24: Current Housing 

Market include information on these ZIP codes.  

 

Most of the City of Greenbelt lies within the ZIP code 20770 and these tables would 

include any housing sales within the Belle Point and Charlestowne communities as part of 

that ZIP code. With the exception of one home on the south side of MD 193 (Greenbelt 

Road) just west of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, the only owner-occupied 

properties in the sector plan boundaries lie within these neighborhoods. 

 

It is inaccurate to state that the entirety of the City of Greenbelt falls within ZIP code 

20770. Some of the City of Greenbelt property in South Core and immediately south of 

the Metro platform is part of ZIP code 20740. Staff, however, notes that—at some point 

following the creation of the mapping layers incorporated in Map 10 on page 53—the 

boundaries of ZIP codes 20740 and 20770 were updated by the United States Postal 

Service. Map 10 should be updated if more accurate mapping layers exist.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Review the county’s Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 

mapping layers to determine if changes made by the United States Postal Service to ZIP 

codes 20740 and 20770 have been incorporated, and revise Map 10 on page 53 

accordingly. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Public Facilities Existing 

Conditions 

 

“P. 68, Should list the schools serving 

the sector plan area. 

 

“P. 69, What is the basis for saying the 

new, wider sidewalks are needed near 

Eleanor Roosevelt High School? 

 

“P. 69, The plan fails to document and 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff concurs that the public facilities background discussion should include 

a reference to the public facilities appendix, which lists the ten schools that serve the 

sector plan area. 

 

The basis for saying “The area of MD 193 near Eleanor Roosevelt High School needs 

additional, wider sidewalks to enhance pedestrian safety” (p. 69) is that this is one of the 

comments heard from the community during the plan preparation process. This is why the 

comment appears in the sub-section entitled “What You Told Us About Public Facilities.” 

 

There are three types of residential property taxes levied by M-NCPPC:  
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discuss the issues associated with the 

exclusion of Greenbelt outside of the 

Metropolitan District. 

 

“P. 70, Map 11. Should be updated to 

show location of new Greenbelt Middle 

School. 

 

“P. 71, The discussion of parks and 

recreation fails to address specific 

needs, locations of necessary facilities, 

or adequacy of existing facilities.” 

 

 

1.  All residential properties in the county including Greenbelt pay the Recreation 

Tax. The recreation tax funds operating costs for all recreational activities and 

subsidizes Enterprise programs. 

 

2. Residential properties in the Regional District, which includes the City of 

Greenbelt and the rest of Prince George’s County except the City of Laurel, 

pay the Administration Tax that funds the Planning Department, Planning 

Board, and Bi-County administration for M-NCPPC.  

 

3. Those properties within the Metropolitan District pay taxes into the Park Fund.  

The City of Greenbelt is outside of the Metropolitan District. The Park Fund 

pays the operating and maintenance costs for all park facilities, properties, and 

structures. 

 

Because Greenbelt is outside of the Metropolitan District, M-NCPPC will not fund park 

capital improvement projects or maintain park facilities within the city. Since city 

residents pay the Recreation Tax, residents may use any M-NCPPC park facility and pay 

in-county resident fees where applicable. Staff concurs that a reference to the 

Metropolitan District is appropriate on page 69 but opposes a full, detailed discussion 

within the preliminary sector plan due to the complexity of the issue. 

 

Map 11 on page 70 includes a symbol for the new Greenbelt Middle School on its 

approximate location, but refers to it as “under construction.” Staff concurs that Map 11 

should be updated. Additionally, the middle school section of Table 39: School Facilities 

Conditions: 2008 Parsons 3DI Study should be deleted and text added to the introduction 

discussion to reflect the change in status to Greenbelt Middle School.   

 

City staff expressed a need for an East Greenbelt recreation center and competitive sized 

ballfields for West Greenbelt as reflected on page 71; potential locations are indicated on 

Map 15: Proposed Land Use on page 87; and additional discussion is included in the 

Parks and Recreation element starting on page 163. See the Quality of Life: Public 

Facilities; Parks and Recreation; Historic Preservation section of this analysis of 

testimony for additional discussion. While city staff provided M-NCPPC staff with a 

catalog of municipal park facilities, city staff did not provide data on the adequacy of the 

existing facilities nor level-of-service standards used by the city to determine adequacy of 

recreation facilities. 
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Staff Recommendation: Revise the first sentence under the “Public Facilities 

Background and Existing Conditions” subheading on page 68 to include a reference to the 

Public Schools Appendix and its listing of the ten schools that serve the sector plan area. 

 

Revise the second sentence under the “Parks and Recreation Background and Existing 

Conditions” subheading on page 69 to read: “Because it is not part of the Metropolitan 

District, the[The] City of Greenbelt is responsible for providing parks and recreation 

services for its residents.” 

 

Update Map 11 on page 70 to a) delete the “Public School (under construction)” symbol 

from the map and legend and b) relocate the Public School symbol for Greenbelt Middle 

School to the new, current location. 

 

Delete the “Middle Schools” segment of Table 39 on page A-13. 

 

Add Revise the third paragraph on page A-12 to read: “Table [X]39 includes the FCI of 

the public schools which serve the Greenbelt sector plan area and surrounding 

communities and identifies the year in which each school was constructed. Of the [nine] 

eight schools included in the 2008 analysis, three of the schools evaluated were rated in 

good condition and [six] five schools were rated in fair condition. No schools serving the 

sector plan area rated poor. Greenbelt Elementary School was constructed in 1993 and 

Greenbelt Middle School relocated to a new facility in 2012, and were [and was] not 

evaluated in this study. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Historic Preservation Existing 

Conditions 

 

“P. 72, There is a discussion of building 

on the history and culture of Greenbelt, 

College Park and Berwyn Heights in 

new development. As new development 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff agrees that each town/city should determine which historical and 

cultural aspects of their communities are to be interpreted and promoted. The statement 

about historic design elements and styles was not meant to imply that the architectural 

elements of Historic Greenbelt should be reflected in new construction (refer to Strategy 

4.1 on page 168 of the preliminary sector plan). New development is encouraged to 

incorporate some of the design principles of Historic Greenbelt, such as shared common 

spaces, pedestrian connections, and the provision of social and retail services for residents 
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takes place in Berwyn Heights and 

College park, each town/city needs to 

determine what history or culture is to 

be reflected or promoted. It is 

appropriate to incorporate elements of 

community culture, and elements of the 

original town plan (particularly as 

relates to shared common spaces, 

pedestrian connections, dwelling unit 

orientation away from the street), but 

blind replication of architectural 

elements of the historic community 

would be out of context with areas 

outside the historic community. 

 

“P. 73, Map 12, Shouldn’t the Historic 

Landmark be indicated?” 

to help built a spirit of community.  

 

The “Greenbelt Historic District” label in Map 12 should be changed to “Greenbelt 

National Historic Landmark” and the label should also be placed over the hatched area 

representing historic Greenbelt. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Change the third sentence of the paragraph on page 72 under 

“What You Told Us About Historic Preservation” to read: “Many residents felt that new 

development should build on the history and culture of Greenbelt, Berwyn Heights, and 

College Park and should incorporate [historic design elements and styles, such as those 

used in the construction of Old Greenbelt]elements of walkability, sustainability, 

environmental preservation, and sense of community inherent in the design and 

construction of Historic Greenbelt, historic Berwyn Heights, and the former streetcar 

suburbs of College Park.” 

 

Revise Map 12 to change the “Greenbelt Historic District” label to “Greenbelt National 

Historic Landmark” and place a second copy of the label over the hatched area 

representing the core of Historic Greenbelt. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 

 

 

Topic: North College Park Pedestrian 

Overpass 

 

The testimony states the last bullet on 

page 46, which refers to the approval 

for Conceptual Site Plan CSP-01008/01 

and its requirement for a pedestrian 

overpass to North College Park, be 

eliminated for multiple reasons 

including lack of community support, 

difficulty of funding, and potential 

impacts on development timing. 

Exhibit 61, Norman 

D. Rivera, Norman 

D. Rivera, LLC 

Discussion: The referenced text on page 46 is part of a background discussion pertaining 

to existing conditions for pedestrians and bicycles, and reads in full: 

 

“The approval for Conceptual Site Plan CSP-01008/01 for development of the Greenbelt 

Metro Station North and South Cores contains a condition to construct a pedestrian 

overpass to North College Park at a location to be determined.” 

 

The statement is purely factual in nature reflecting a condition of the approval (Condition 

43) of CSP-01008/01 as part of the “baseline” existing conditions that impact pedestrian 

and bicycle network planning within the sector plan area.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 
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Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
1 Topic: Overall Plan Vision—Whose 

Vision? 

 

Speakers V.1., V.4., and V.5. as well as 

Exhibits 21 and 22 inform the following 

comments: 

 

“The concern we have as the elected 

officials of Greenbelt is that the vision 

defined, and the future plan for our city, 

is not the vision that our citizens see.” 

 

“This preliminary sector plan sees a 

future of dramatic change-increases in 

office buildings, many more housing 

units, widened roadways-in general, 

more of everything. There is no 

question that if this plan is adopted, 

Greenbelt will be a far different place in 

the future than it is now. Mr. Chad 

Williams even described it as follows-

‘Greenbelt sees itself as suburban, but 

we (meaning the Park and Planning 

planners) see it as urban.’” 

 

“This is not to say that this plan does 

not bring good ideas and important 

concerns forward for public discussion. 

We can’t continue to design and build 

out commercial centers the way we did 

20-30 years ago. We now know how 

important it is to connect our 

Speaker V.1., The 

Honorable Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; 

Speaker V.4, The 

Honorable Leta M. 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Speaker 

V.5., The Honorable 

Rodney M. Roberts, 

Council Member, 

City of Greenbelt; 

Speaker 9, Bill 

Orleans 

 

Exhibit 21, Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt, Exhibit 

22, Judith F. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt for Edward 

V. J. Putens, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

58, Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

 

Discussion: Staff readily concurs that “Greenbelt has an identity”; it is reflected in the 

city’s strong commitment to sustainability, connectivity, and community. The continuing 

importance of these guiding principles was evident during the plan’s extensive public 

outreach process and was, staff believes, reaffirmed in the preliminary plan’s vision (see 

page 75) and throughout the plan’s policies, strategies, development district standards, 

and other recommendations. Furthermore, these principles informed many of the plan’s 

recommendations, including creating a future eco-community at North Core, celebrating 

Schrom Airport and other historic aspects and features within the area, expanding the 

local trail networks, introducing a diversity of new housing types where such diversity 

does not yet exist, promoting green design, and incorporating new open spaces.  

 

Testimony indicated that “if this plan is adopted, Greenbelt will be a far different place in 

the future than it is now”. In response to this observation, staff would like to make the 

following points: 

 

1. While protecting and continuing the historic legacies of the City of Greenbelt and 

Town of Berwyn Heights is of utmost importance (see the above paragraph), the 

preliminary sector plan respects and capitalizes upon the Metro station area’s 

designation as a Metropolitan Center in the Developed Tier. The county’s 2002 

General Plan defines Metropolitan Centers as high concentrations “of land uses 

and economic activities that attract employers, workers and customers from other 

parts of the metropolitan Washington area, such as large government service or 

major employment centers, major educational complexes, or high-intensity 

commercial uses. High-density residential development may also be located in or 

very near Metropolitan Centers.” Metropolitan Centers are intended to be the 

focal points for the most intensive development within Prince George’s County. 

 

2. The level of development envisioned over the next 30 years at North Core and in 

the rest of the sector plan area is actually lower than that which is currently 

approved as part of CSP-01008/01 (Greenbelt Station) and CSP-05001 

(Springhill Lake). As stated on page 92, “(t)he development approved in these 

specific CSPs form the foundation for what the sector plan considers to be the 
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community, so that anyone and 

everyone, has safe paths to travel 

whether they walk, bike or drive. The 

ways we used to ‘protect’ the 

environment, especially in storm water 

management, are inadequate for current 

conditions. Plans like this help elevate 

those issues so they are considered 

within the broad context of the future of 

the community as a whole. We see that 

there are areas where we can improve 

Greenbelt, and they aren’t limited to 

Greenbelt Road or Greenbelt West.” 

 

“So, I guess what I have to say tonight 

is that this needs to reflect the vision 

and the, [sic-transcription] of the people 

who live in the community, not the 

county as a whole but the people that 

are going to live here and have to deal 

with what the future brings. And we 

want it to be a beautiful future and not a 

future that is simply paved over.” 

 

The testimony discusses the 75
th
 

anniversary of the City of Greenbelt 

and how “Greenbelt shows that a good 

plan, based on a clear vision of balance 

in the community, protection of 

resources, and addressing the needs of 

the population, will survive as long as 

we don’t try to improve on that vision. 

Greenbelt has reached its 75
th
 

anniversary because decisions made in 

the past, have largely respected the 

vision of Greenbelt.” 

maximum development potential of these large properties.”  

 

Staff and the preliminary sector plan recognize that the development levels 

contained in these approvals are unlikely to be realized, and the preliminary 

sector plan’s vision, policies, and strategies focus on a more balanced and 

distributed land use pattern.  

 
3. Infrastructure deteriorates over time, and developments become obsolete. What is 

now considered to be a stable shopping center or office complex, in thirty years, 

will likely struggle to remain competitive and functionally viable.  To address 

these anticipated future challenges, the preliminary sector plan adopts a proactive 

approach and recommends the long-term, phased redevelopment of Greenway 

Center and the Maryland Trade Center (as well as Beltway Plaza). Recognizing 

the long-term nature of this recommendation, the plan intentionally held off on 

rezoning these properties or applying the development district overlay zone at this 

time.  

 

The testimony states the preliminary sector plan “offers visions and recommendations of 

poorly defined infill and redevelopment that are unrelated to the needs of this city” and is 

“more than just a place we can change according to standards that will be used in other 

areas, like Route 1.” In response to these observations, staff would like to make the 

following points: 

 

1. Prince George’s County and M-NCPPC staff have come to realize that one of the 

development challenges the county faces is the confusion of the development 

review process, highlighted in many cases by the presence of more than 20 

separate and unique “miniature Zoning Ordinances” contained in Development 

Districts and Transit Districts and their respective overlay zones and design 

standards. The development of Subtitle 27A of the county code was the first 

significant attempt to address this issue. Consolidating and standardizing 

development standards continues the effort, and the upcoming comprehensive 

revision of the Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance will have a major 

goal to continue this work. 

 

Standardized urban design guidelines and standards and illustrative site plans are 

neither a reflection of the staff’s desire to impose uniformity nor a failure to 
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In evaluating the sector plan, the City 

does not believe it necessarily 

“recognize[s] the vision” of Greenbelt, 

and that it may be a plan that ultimately 

is successful for growth and economic 

development of a corridor but that the 

corridor could be any of those within 

the county. 

 

The City of Greenbelt sees the plan as 

an opportunity to incorporate lessons of 

the past 75 years and apply them in the 

sector plan area. To do this, the 

testimony suggests the sector plan area 

is “more than just a place we can 

change according to standards that will 

be used in other areas, like Route 1. We 

have a vision for Greenbelt, and 

Greenbelt has an identity. That is what 

should guide this planning process. 

Right now you have a plan with a 

vision that doesn’t describe a 

community Greenbelt hopes to be in 

another 75 years. The decisions we 

make today need to be as thoughtful 

and enduring as the decisions made by 

the team of visionaries who crafted 

Greenbelt.” 

 

“We urge the District Council and 

Planning Board to take this preliminary 

plan, and instead of looking forward 30 

years, to look back 75 years as well.” 

 

Speaker 9 believes conversations 

define infill and redevelopment. Rather they are an effort to create a design 

framework that secures high-quality design while reducing the regulatory burden 

on development, ensures flexibility in light of changing market dynamics, and 

reflects and incorporates best practices to the implementation of development 

district standards that are well-suited to fostering mixed-use, pedestrian- and 

transit-oriented development. 

 

2. It is critical to not confuse the roles of a sector plan with that of a development 

plan. A sector plan’s purpose is to establish a shared vision and goals to guide 

enhancements and/or growth over time in an area whereas a development plan is 

tasked with prescribing a specific development program for a site in response to 

current market conditions. Many of the official comments from the City of 

Greenbelt seem to suggest some confusion as to these two approaches. Other 

portions of this analysis of testimony address specific points of discussion related 

to this fundamental concern, such as the level of detail for proposed land uses. 

 

3. Staff disagrees that the preliminary sector plan fails to address the specific needs 

of Greenbelt, Berwyn Heights, and College Park. The extensive public outreach 

and participation program resulted in a very community-driven process and 

analysis of existing conditions; background information supplemented 

community desires and informed every aspect of the preliminary sector plan. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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should begin between the county and 

local municipalities about whether 

residents “want to live in an urban 

county or not….But we are an urban 

county, and I think many of us are 

schizophrenic about that. We don’t – 

we want to be urban and we want to be 

suburban simultaneously. And that 

can’t be substantiated in the long haul. 

We ought to have a conversation of 

whether we’re urban or rural. Greenbelt 

can support greater density, a 

population density. It’s my own view 

that Council, as it exists now, doesn’t 

really look forward to a greater 

population in Greenbelt and possibly 

for good reason.” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “(u)nfortunately, most 

of the draft sector plan departs from a 

perspective of strengthening a 

community and, instead, offers visions 

and recommendations of poorly defined 

infill and redevelopment that are 

unrelated to the needs of this city. In 

fact, the draft sector plan never 

addresses specific needs of Greenbelt, 

Berwyn Heights, or College Park. We 

believe this core failure is a fatal flaw in 

the plan.” (emphasis in original). 

 

“The most significant problem the City 

Council has with this plan is the 

fundamental vision for the future. This 

plan is based upon a vision that 

essentially every major commercial 
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property in Greenbelt will be 

redeveloped. This redevelopment is not 

related to property decline, high 

vacancies, or loss of competitive value. 

Instead, what is proposed is 

redevelopment for the sake of change, 

and not because change is warranted, 

necessary, or desired.” 

 

An attachment to Exhibit 58 presents 

speaking points for Councilmember 

Pope, who was not present at the Joint 

Public Hearing. One of the concerns 

expressed indicates Ms. Pope believes 

the plan vision will change Greenbelt 

from a suburban community to an urban 

community, will double the density 

within the city, and “will change all of 

Greenbelt, and in a way that the City 

Council believes is inconsistent with 

the needs of present and future 

Greenbelters, and which has no direct 

input from neighborhood areas adjacent 

to properties the plan proposes to 

change.” 

 

Ms. Pope also writes: “We view this 

plan has reflecting [sic] a narrow, and 

single outcome vision of the future. 

And this is done at the expense of the 

community within which this change 

would happen.” 

 

 Topic: General Vision Observations 

 

The testimony recognizes the 

Exhibit 22, Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt for 

Discussion: As was discussed above, it is critical to not confuse the roles of a sector plan 

with that of a development plan. A sector plan’s purpose is to establish a shared vision 

and goals to guide enhancements and/or growth over time in an area whereas a 
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preliminary sector plan’s identification 

of opportunities for infill 

development/redevelopment at key 

sites, and states: “(t)his may be good 

future policy, but what is the vision and 

what is the plan? How will the 

Greenbelt City Council and the citizens 

of Greenbelt forecast our future, if we 

can’t say with specificity in the plan 

what is envisioned, and how it will 

impact our community. The plan must 

address more than ideas for change.” 

Edward V. J. Putens, 

Council Member, 

City of Greenbelt 

development plan is tasked with prescribing a specific development program for a site(s) 

in response to current market conditions. Due to the long-term nature of a sector plan’s 

vision (thirty years) and changing market dynamics, consumer preferences, and 

community priorities, it is imperative the plan’s recommendations allow for some 

flexibility while ensuring a high quality of life for current and future residents, business 

owners, employees, and visitors. 

 

It is not the purpose or intent of this preliminary sector plan to establish a detailed 

development plan. Rather, the preliminary sector plan sets the stage for the future and 

provides guidance to assist in development and redevelopment over time to ensure growth 

is compatible with the vision and ideals of the community. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 Topic: General Vision Observations 

 

“Greenbelt Road and Greenbelt Metro 

should not be known because they are 

in Greenbelt; they should be unique 

places because Greenbelt’s vision is in 

them.” 

 

Speaker V.4 and Exhibit 24 discuss the 

preliminary sector plan in light of 

Greenbelt’s quality of life, and how the 

“original town planners set about to 

design a suburban town that avoided the 

problems of urbanized areas.” The 

result is cited as “a living example of a 

smart, sustainable, mixed-use, multi-

modal, affordable, complete 

community. 

 

Speaker V.4, The 

Honorable Leta M. 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 22, Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt for 

Edward V. J. Putens, 

Council Member, 

City of Greenbelt; 

Exhibit 24, Leta 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff concurs that parts of Greenbelt are “a living example of a smart, 

sustainable, mixed-use, multi-modal, affordable, complete community.” Staff strongly 

believes that these principles are reaffirmed in the preliminary sector plan’s vision (see 

page 75) and are reflected in many of the plan’s recommendations, including creating a 

future eco-community at North Core, celebrating Schrom Airport and other historic 

features, expanding the local trail networks, introducing a diversity of new housing types 

throughout the sector plan area, promoting green design, and incorporating new open 

spaces and recreation amenities. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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“If we are looking for a vision for the 

future, we need look no further than 

Historic Greenbelt.” 

 Topic: University Boulevard (MD 193) 

Corridor 

 

“P. 75, The plan continues to reference 

to [sic] MD 193 as University 

Boulevard.” 

 

Staff notes previous comments in 

Exhibit 58 refer to a suggestion to 

footnote the Plan Highlights section to 

University Boulevard (MD 193) to 

indicate it should be referenced as 

Greenbelt Road throughout the 

preliminary sector plan. 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Page 78 contains the discussion of how the MD 193 corridor should be 

referenced. The 2002 General Plan approved the stretch of MD 193 from the Montgomery 

County Line to the railroad bridge adjacent to Lanham Severn Road as one of seven (now 

eight) designated Corridors. However, the 2002 General Plan designated this corridor as 

the University Boulevard Corridor. The preliminary sector plan recognizes this is an issue 

because the name of the roadway changes, but the constant is the MD 193 state route 

designation. 

 

Page 78 revises the General Plan designation to include the state route, and indicates the 

rest of the sector plan will refer to the corridor as the MD 193 Corridor. Additional 

references to Greenbelt Road are appropriate to address situations where Greenbelt Road 

or MD 193 may be used interchangeably in the sector plan and SMA. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the last sentence of the second bullet on page 78 to read: 

“For the purposes of this sector plan, the corridor is hereafter referred to as the MD 193 

Corridor or Greenbelt Road.” Make no other change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Plan Vision 

 

“P. 76, Why is an eco-community being 

proposed at Greenbelt Station? 

 

“P. 77, Figure 10, Disagree with many 

of the ‘vision concepts’ shown in 

Figure 10, including formal 

pedestrian/bicycle connection through 

the stream valley park, eco-community 

at Greenbelt Station North Core, and 

phased redevelopment designation at 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The eco-community designation is discussed in the Sustainability: Land Use 

and Urban Design section below. 

 

Staff disagrees with the comments on the vision concept, for reasons that are discussed 

below (Sustainability: Land Use and Urban Design and Pedestrians and Bicycles 

sections). The vision concept figure on page 77 accurately reflects the major points of the 

preliminary sector plan’s vision and land use/connectivity approaches. Staff notes the plan 

vision was guided by community input over a series of community-wide workshops, each 

with elements specifically dedicated to the development of a community vision for this 

preliminary sector plan area. 

 

Future recreation sites (possible location) are already identified just north of Branchville 
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Greenway Center/Maryland Trade 

Center and medical mile. Suggested 

elements not shown include future park 

symbols on Branchville Road and 

Cherrywood Lane (vacant Capitol [sic] 

Office Park parcels).” 

Road along Indian Creek and along Cherrywood Lane on Map 20 on page 160. 

Additionally, there are six possible locations for future recreation sites identified on Map 

15: Proposed Land Use on page 87, including this site. The preliminary sector plan does 

not support any one of these sites over the others. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to 

include a future park symbol on the vision concept map on the Cherrywood Lane or 

Branchville Road sites referenced by the testimony. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
 Topic: Common Goals 

 

“Pg. 81, Lists enforcing the 

development district standards for all 

new construction as a strategy, yet 

Beltway Plaza is suggested to be 

exempt from the Development District 

Standards (DDS), as is Greenbelt 

Station. The plan should be revised to 

require that all properties in the 

Development District Overlay Zone 

(DDOZ) must conform to DDOZ/DDS 

regulations.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The testimony refers to a goal, not a strategy, on page 81 which reads: 

“Encourage the highest-quality development by using innovative mixed-use zoning and 

urban design concepts, identifying market incentives and new partnerships, providing an 

effective and timely development review process, and enforcing development district 

standards for all new construction.” 

 

It is inaccurate to state that Beltway Plaza and Greenbelt Station are suggested to be 

exempt from the development district standards. The proposed development district 

exempts Beltway Plaza only for the main mall building until a threshold of 10 percent of 

existing gross floor area (GFA) is reached—once this threshold is reached, or when any 

pad site on the property develops, the development is subject to the standards. Greenbelt 

Station is not exempt aside from portions of the development that are subject to a Detailed 

Site Plan approved prior to July 1, 2012.  

 

Staff notes that under the 2001 development district that is still in place until this 

proposed SMA is approved, Greenbelt Station is completely exempt and Beltway Plaza’s 

exemption extends to 20 percent of GFA and includes all pad sites. Thus, the proposed 

development district is much more stringent with regard to these two key properties. 

 

Subjecting all properties to global development district applicability without 

consideration of pre-existing circumstances, existing conditions that impact real property, 

and the process of the DDOZ zoning tool would not result in an effective and timely 

development review process and would cause additional confusion among citizens, 

decision makers, applicants, and staff. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 



Sustainability—Land Use and Urban Design 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

61 

 Topic: Land Use and Urban Design 

Principles 

 

“P. 83, Indicates that walking and 

biking opportunities could be improved. 

How? Where? 

 

“P. 83, Designation of Cherrywood 

Lane/MD 193 and Hanover 

Parkway/MD 193 as corridor nodes 

sounds like a good idea, but the 

geometrics of the intersection, available 

right-of-way, actual provision of transit 

services, render this a logistically 

difficult vision. Perhaps the vision 

should be revised to reflect a more 

realistic vision of what can and should 

be done at these locations.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Recommendations related to pedestrian and bicycle improvements are 

presented in the Pedestrian and Bicycles element (see pages 117-128) of the preliminary 

sector plan.  

 

Staff notes the text box on page 99 identifies general design recommendations for the two 

proposed corridor nodes. MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) is envisioned as a multimodal 

corridor. As such, its intersections with two of the area’s key collectors—Cherrywood 

Lane and Hanover Parkway—form natural corridor and transit nodes. Transit service 

would be concentrated at these intersections and integrated with future development and 

redevelopment. Staff is unclear as to why right-of-way was identified as a concern; 

additional right-of-way is not needed to ensure the viability of the nodes.  

 

While the intersection geometries pose some challenges, the preliminary sector plan 

envisions that intersection improvements, in conjunction with higher-density, mixed-use 

development, will help foster a more pedestrian-friendly environment. It is also important 

to understand that while the preliminary sector plan took a very proactive approach to 

transportation analysis (the level of detail extending to specific intersection 

recommendations is not typically addressed in a sector plan), more specific 

recommendations and requirements for intersection geometry changes are identified 

during the development review process and implemented as projects are built.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Existing Land Uses 

 

With regard to the existing land use 

map (Map 14) on page 85, the 

testimony states: 

 

 “The area between Capitol Drive 

and MD 193 is a stormwater 

management pond, not ‘bare 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff notes the existing land use map (Map 14 on page 85) was informed in 

large part by the existing land use categories developed for the county’s Approved Water 

Resources Functional Master Plan and guidance from the State of Maryland. These 

categories intentionally merge land use and land cover for certain categories such as “bare 

ground” and “bare exposed rock.”  

 

The preliminary sector plan recognizes these land cover-based categories are not effective 

for future land use purposes: page 84 indicates “(t)he existing land use categories 

included in this sector plan were developed for the county’s Approved Water Resources 



Sustainability—Land Use and Urban Design 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

62 

ground.’ 

 Braden Field area should be shown 

as park and open space, not forest. 

This holds true for Northway Fields 

and the dog park in Greenbelt East. 

 Delete private roads in Franklin 

Park (i.e. Breezewood Court, 

Edmonston Terrace, and 

Cherrywood Terrace) and label 

Springhill Lane. 

 What is transportation shading at 

Cherrywood Lane and Breezewood 

Drive? If it is the gas station the 

grey should extend all the way to 

Breezewood Drive. 

 What is the transportation shading 

representing at the northwest corner 

of 193 and Cherrywood Lane? 

 Many of the categories do not 

describe a use but describe 

characteristic of the land (bare 

ground? Bare exposed rock?) 

 The area shown as mixed use 

residential is not mixed use 

residential – it is residential of 

different types. The office building 

should be shown as commercial. 

The same is true of the mixed use 

commercial. The commercial is 

distinct in use from adjacent 

apartment buildings.” 

Functional Master Plan...While useful for that purpose, land use categories, such as 

beaches or bare exposed rock…are not conducive to land use planning. Therefore, the 

proposed land use categories were created as consolidated, consistent categories that 

facilitate coordination and analysis for land use planning purposes.” 

 

Since the existing land use categories are standard within Prince George’s County, staff 

does not support making changes to the categories themselves. Staff also notes these 

categories are parcel based, and split classification is not currently possible—therefore, 

sites such as Braden Field and the city dog park will remain as they currently appear 

because they are part of larger parcels dominated by other land uses/land cover. 

 

With regard to the existing land uses identified by Exhibit 58 on specific properties, staff 

concurs that the area between Capitol Drive and MD 193 is a stormwater management 

pond and that water is the most appropriate existing land use. Northway Fields should be 

categorized as parks and open space. 

 

Staff acknowledges the inadvertent omission of Springhill Lane, but believes the labeling 

of private roads within Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station to be a helpful geographic 

reference that aids in the interpretation of the plan’s maps.   

 

The property generally located at the southeast corner of Breezewood Drive and 

Cherrywood Lane is categorized as “transportation” because it is part of the Beltway 

Plaza parking lot and is the only parcel on the site that does not contain a commercial 

building. The property in the northwest corner of MD 193 and Cherrywood Lane is 

categorized as “transportation” because it is the parking lot for the pad site containing 

Chipotle and Atlanta Bread Company. 

 

Staff concurs that the property at the southwest corner of Springhill Drive and Springhill 

Lane should be categorized as commercial. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Map 14 to:  

1. Change the property between Capitol Drive and MD 193 from “bare ground” to 

“water.” 

2. Change the property on the southwest corner of Springhill Drive and Springhill 

Lane from “mixed use commercial” to “commercial” 
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Modify Table 27 on page 88 to reflect the above changes. 

 

Revise Maps 14 and 15 to label Springhill Lane. Review other sector plan maps and label 

Springhill Lane on full page-sized maps as appropriate.  

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Proposed Land Uses 

 

The City of College Park requests a 

bubble be added to Map 15 (Proposed 

Land Use) on page 87 along 

Cherrywood Lane to indicate that 

existing wetlands “shall be preserved.” 

 

“Map 15 shows the Northwest Corner 

of the South Core property in red 

shading, including Commercial – Office 

and Retail use. This should be changed 

to Purple – Mixed Use to reflect the 

Metro-Planned-Community (MPC) and 

M-X-T [Mixed Use – Transportation 

Oriented] Zone designation for the 

project rather than the colors in the draft 

plan that normally designate Euclidean 

use.” 

 

Exhibit 58 takes issue with the level of 

detail of the preliminary sector plan’s 

proposed land use pattern: “(o)ur 

opposition to this plan is that the 

redevelopment opportunities that are 

envisioned/recommended in the plan 

are without any description as to use 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park; 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

61, Norman D. 

Rivera, Norman D. 

Rivera, LLC 

 

Discussion: Policy 1 and its associated strategies on pages 96-97 advocate the 

preservation of the Indian Creek stream valley. The SMA recommends downzoning the 

State of Maryland property to protect it from development pressures. The broader 

environmental context and features within the stream valley (including the on-site 

wetlands) are similarly protected by the recommendations of the Environmental 

Infrastructure element of the preliminary sector plan and recent county and state 

environmental laws. Staff believes these actions are adequate in communicating the 

importance of preserving the entire Indian Creek stream valley. A land use map is not an 

appropriate location for indicating wetland preservation. 

 

Given the location and visibility of the property and its dependence on the development of 

North Core, staff concurs that the future land use on the property in the northwest corner 

of South Core should be categorized as mixed-use. This will allow the site to 

accommodate residential uses (specifically townhouses) should retail prove unviable. 

Additionally, staff recognizes that a park and open space recommendation should be 

added to the proposed mix of uses for South Core to recognize potential future changes to 

the site. To improve the legibility and usefulness of Map 15, staff proposes to explore 

ways in which the future land use categories can be communicated more effectively.  

 

Please refer to the Topic: Overall Plan Vision—Whose Vision? elsewhere in this analysis 

of testimony for staff’s discussion on the specificity of the vision, goals, and standards 

included in the preliminary plan.  

 

Staff believes the labeling of private roads within Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station to be 

a helpful geographic reference that aids in the interpretation of the plan’s maps.   

 

Please refer to the Topic: Support for Mixed-Use Development for staff’s discussion on 
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and form other than boilerplate details 

that are incorporated in other sector 

plans. The plan is presenting a land use 

plan that is not a plan at all. Showing 

large parcels being designated as mixed 

use without any additional analysis or 

detail does not constitute a plan, in our 

perspective. 

 

“We must know more from a sector 

plan proposal than broad concepts, 

attached to very flexible zoning tools, 

with very few details. The City Council 

will not support a land use proposal 

with so little concept or detail.”  

 

Exhibit 58 also identifies issues or 

concerns pertaining to Map 15, 

Proposed Land Use on page 87: 

 

 “Delete private roads in Franklin 

Park. 

 Question appropriateness of mixed-

use, including residential at 

Greenway Shopping Center. 

 What is described as mixed use at 

Franklin Park seems to be 

residential with required (we hope) 

open space and public facilities. 

 In general, we do not view a 

proposed land use plan that points 

to large parcels and calls for mixed 

use as presenting a well thought out 

or defined land use proposal. 

 Question feasibility of woodland 

the appropriateness of mixed use (including housing) at Greenway Shopping Center. 

 

Map 15 indicates that the future land use designation for Franklin Park at Greenbelt 

Station includes a mix of residential uses, parks, and open space.  

 

See the Environmental Infrastructure element of this analysis of testimony for discussion 

of the Indian Springs Park property and woodland banking. 

 

As discussed above, the proposed land use map (Map 15) and the recommended land use 

pattern of the preliminary sector are not meant to provide the same level of detail as a 

development plan. The proposed land use pattern is intended, in part, to allow flexibility 

and design creativity for property owners and other stakeholders. The market and unique 

characteristics of property will drive development details at the time of the actual design 

of projects. Providing too much specificity at the sector plan level may well inhibit 

redevelopment and new development potential and may prevent projects that the 

community would support from occurring.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Modify Map 15 and Table 28 to reflect the reclassification of 

the land use of the property in the northwest corner of the South Core area from 

commercial to mixed use, and add “Park and Open Space” to the list of desired land uses 

for mixed-use properties in South Core. 

 

Explore ways in which the plan’s future land use categories can be communicated more 

effectively in map form, and replace Map 15 in its entirety if a more effective visual 

representation is identified.  

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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banking on Indian Springs Park 

property which is already 

preserved/wooded property. 

 For the areas shown as mixed use, 

the plan really reflects absence of a 

vision, rather than a plan that can be 

visualized, and understood in the 

context of the future land use 

pattern, future population, and 

public facility needs of the 

community.” 

 

The justification for Exhibit 61’s 

requested change suggests the 

commercial land use classification is a 

mistake and that “(f)orcing 

retail/commercial to be built at the end 

of a potential cul de sac makes no 

sense.” Mr. Rivera references the 

development agreement with the City of 

Greenbelt, requiring a test of economic 

viability prior to the construction of any 

retail, and the agreement contemplates a 

mix of residential and some retail on the 

property.  

 Topic: Map 16—Greenbelt Metro Area 

and MD 193 Corridor Focus Areas 

 

The testimony indicates the Berwyn 

Heights industrial area north of 

Branchville Road includes a larger area 

than is accurate. 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff acknowledges it inadvertently included three parcels that are in City of 

Greenbelt in the Berwyn Heights industrial focus area in the conceptual diagrams in Map 

16 and Figures 11, 12, and 14. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Map 16 and Figures 11, 12, and 14 to reflect that only 

those properties north of Branchville Road that are within the corporate boundaries of the 

Town of Berwyn Heights fall in the Berwyn Heights industrial focus area. Similarly, 

revise Map 16 and Figures 11, 12, and 14 to reflect that those properties north of 

Branchville Road that are within the corporate boundaries of the City of Greenbelt fall in 

the South Core focus area. 
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Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: North Core Approved 

Conceptual Site Plan CSP-01008/01 

 

The testimony states the development 

approved in CSP-01008/01 is “not a 

realistic proposal for this site and 

should not be promoted. A more 

realistic development program should 

be considered that recognizes the lack 

of market for speculative office space 

and destination retail.” 

 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park 

 

Discussion: Since conceptual site plans (CSPs) are valid indefinitely in Prince George’s 

County (see Section 27-278), staff was required to incorporate the level and type of 

development approved in CSP-01008/01 as part of the plan’s baseline development 

scenario. The Planning Board cannot rescind a CSP approval because it is not a “realistic 

development program.” 

 

However, staff recognizes the regional and local markets are quite different today than 

when CSP-01008/01 was approved. In response to changing market conditions, the 

preliminary sector plan considers two alternative development scenarios at North Core—a 

more balanced mixed-use scenario and a high-employment scenario. These scenarios both 

greatly reduce the anticipated levels of residential and retail development within the 

sector plan area, redistribute some of the anticipated development more evenly through 

the site in accordance with the recommended land use pattern, and take a new look at the 

office market in light of the potential for a major employer/GSA campus at North Core. 

 

Upon closer review, staff acknowledges that the preliminary sector plan does not include 

the assumptions used in these scenarios and recommends including a summary of those 

assumptions in the Transportation Appendix beginning on page A-6.   

 

Staff Recommendation: Rename the Transportation Appendix on pages A-6 to A-8 

“Transportation and Modeling.” 

 

Add a new subsection to this appendix beginning before the heading “Future Conditions 

and Methodology” on page A-7 to read: 

 

“Transportation and Build-out Modeling 

 

Many elements of a county master plan or sector plan are informed by model analyses of 

anticipated development intensities at the time of build-out or when the horizon of the 

plan’s vision is reached. The Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan 

looks 30 years into the future. The model analyses conducted for this sector plan directly 

inform the plan’s proposed land use pattern, transportation network, and school pupil 
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generation. For the purposes of this sector plan, staff analyzed three scenarios with a 

horizon date of 2040: baseline (consisting of development that exists today, approved 

development, and the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) 

forecast round 8.0), high office (reducing anticipated dwelling units and retail space in 

favor of office development), and mixed-use (emphasizing vertical and horizontal mixed-

use development on most sites).  

 

Households and employment figures are the primary emphasis of these build-out models, 

which for transportation and land use purposes are oriented to Prince George’s County 

transportation analysis zones (PGTAZ). These PGTAZs are small geographic locations 

that nest within larger zones used by MWCOG in regional analysis, and extend beyond 

the sector plan boundaries to allow for analysis of transportation networks entering and 

exiting the sector plan area. 

 

Both scenarios analyzed for this sector plan area (complementing the baseline analysis) 

assume some reduction and redistribution of retail, office, and residential uses in response 

to community input, staff and regional analyses of market conditions, and other factors. 

 

Households 

 

Due primarily to the approvals of conceptual site plans (CSP) for Greenbelt Station and 

Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station (formerly Springhill Lake), staff found that the 

baseline analysis generated a sizable increase in the number of households within the 

PGTAZs selected for the analysis of the sector plan area. Both the high office and mixed-

use scenarios see a reduction in the anticipated household growth between now and 2040, 

and both scenarios also anticipate a somewhat expanded mix in housing types over the 

baseline, which assumes almost all multifamily growth. 

 

Table 37: Households Anticipated by 2040 

Households  

(by PGTAZ) 

Total City of Greenbelt Town of Berwyn 

Heights 

Existing 8,605 7,588 1,017 

Baseline Analysis 

(Existing and 

Approved 

Households) 

13,115 12,098 1,017 
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High-Office 

Scenario 

11,176 10,159 1,017 

Mixed-

Use/Balanced 

Scenario 

10,506 9,489 1,017 

 

Employment 

 

When it comes to the employment figures, M-NCPPC works from well-established 

employment ratios as follow: 

 

Table 38: Employment Assumptions (Employment Generation Based on Square 

Feet of Development) 

Use Sq. Ft. per 

Employee 

Retail 400 

Office 250 

Industrial 700 

Fast Food/Sit Down Restaurant 150 

Grocery Store 700 

Elementary School 

(total employees per school) 

40  

 

Middle School 

(total employees per school) 

60  

High School 

(total employees per school) 

110  

Full Service Hotel (employees per room) 0.75 

Motel (employees per room) 0.10 

 

To estimate the number of future employees, staff made assumptions of the non-

residential space that may result from the two alternate scenarios. Most of the changes 

occur within the City of Greenbelt. Changes in employment within the Town of Berwyn 

Heights are related to shifts in employment type (retail vs. office) and level of industrial 

employment. 
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With the high office scenario, staff assumed amendments to the approved CSP for 

Greenbelt Station would result in a major employment/GSA campus employing 12,000 

people and a reduction in the amount of approved retail from 1.1 million square feet to 

approximately 75,000 square feet, which would primarily serve the employees and 

visitors to the Metro station area. Spin-off development could reach more than 300,000 

additional square feet of office development and 25,000 additional square feet of retail 

space primarily located at the Maryland Trade Center, Beltway Plaza, and Capital Office 

Park. 

 

The mixed-use scenario retained the CSP approval numbers for North Core and assumed 

no additional office space in the sector plan area. Instead, approximately 30,000 square 

feet of new retail space (infill development) was assumed between Capital Office Park 

and the Golden Triangle Office Park. 

 

Working off these assumptions, staff’s analysis of the three models suggests the following 

employment figures by 2040: 

 

Table 39: Employment Anticipated by 2040* 

Employment 

(by PGTAZ) 

Total City of Greenbelt Town of Berwyn 

Heights 

Existing 15,433 13,457 1,293 

Baseline Analysis 

(Existing and 

Approved) 

23,291 20,749 1,293 

High-Office Scenario 29,513 27,237 1,027 

Mixed-Use/Balanced 

Scenario 

24,928 22,219 1,460 

* Doctors Community Hospital is outside the corporate boundaries of the City of Greenbelt and constitutes 

the remainder of anticipated employment within the designated PGTAZs. 

 

These analyses are conceptual only, and are used to broadly understand and interpret the 

potential impacts of the land use pattern and transportation network envisioned by the 

sector plan. The final recommended land use pattern consists of a blend of the high office 

and mixed-use/balanced scenarios.” 

 

Renumber tables accordingly. 
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Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: North Core/Major Employer or 

GSA Campus 

 

Speaker V.6. states: “We want to see, 

we accept that there may be a GSA 

employer or some major employer 

coming into the north core, but if it 

does, we want to see it integrated into 

the community. We don’t want to see a 

bunker-like security compound like we 

have with some current federal 

buildings. We want to see real strategies 

to see pathways go through and 

integrate that into the community so 

that the people who work there go and 

shop in the community and visit our 

commercial districts.” 

 

Exhibit 58 cites the importance to 

reflect that a mixed use project is 

supported as a land use option in 

addition to the preliminary sector plan’s 

support for the development of a major 

employment or GSA campus at North 

Core as expressed in the text box on 

page 91.  

Speaker V.6., The 

Honorable Patrick L. 

Wojahn, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff recognizes that hosting a major employer such as a GSA tenant at the 

North Core poses unique challenges and opportunities within the broader Greenbelt, 

College Park, and Berwyn Heights communities. For that reason, “the preliminary sector 

plan proposes additional policies, strategies, and development district standards that only 

apply to a major employer or GSA scenario at North Core. These major employer/GSA-

specific recommendations and standards are clearly identified throughout the sector plan 

and SMA by text boxes outlined with a double line like this one” (page 91). 

 

On page 91, the preliminary sector plan advocates for the major employer scenario to: 

• “Be pedestrian-, bicycle-, and transit-oriented demonstrating a safe, accessible, 

and efficient internal circulation network and direct external connections 

• “Be context sensitive 

• “Incorporate a mix of uses to help foster a sense of place and provide convenient 

services to and amenities for employees, local commuters, and area residents.”  

 

Furthermore, while the preliminary sector plan recognizes that security requirements may 

preclude public access to some on-site open spaces, it encourages developers and property 

owners to work with M-NCPPC, WMATA, Prince George’s County, and local 

municipalities to determine if public access is desirable or feasible (page 238). 

 

In regards to the importance of the mixed-use development scenario at North Core, staff 

believes the plan does not favor the major employer scenario over the mixed-use 

development scenario.  The first North Core land use and urban design policy states 

“Create a vibrant and pedestrian-friendly, transit-oriented, mixed-use community” (page 

90). This is not mutually exclusive—a transit-oriented, mixed-use community is desired 

at North Core regardless of the presence of a major employment/GSA campus. The 

referenced text box on page 91 simply provides the parameters that should guide the 

character, form, and development of such an opportunity if realized. 

 

Upon evaluation of this topic, staff notes that additional clarity in the form of plan 

guidance on what constitutes a “major employer” should be provided. 
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Staff Recommendation: Add a new sentence to the text box on page 91 to read: “For the 

purposes of this sector plan, a major private sector employment campus or major private 

sector employer is defined as any single company or use that employs more than 2,000 

people on-site.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: North Core Illustrative 

Drawings (p. 93) 

 

Exhibit 20 recommends revising the 

illustrative drawings on page 93 to “(a) 

reflect a smaller mixed-use community 

with a range of housing types, smaller 

blocks and fewer large parking garages; 

and (b) a major employment campus 

that is better connected to adjacent 

development. 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 93, Object to the 

use of concept drawings that are site 

specific because it may be presumed to 

be an endorsed concept for future 

development.” 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park; 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff underscores the illustrative nature of the concept drawings. Such 

drawings should not be presumed to endorse a particular development plan.  

 

Staff concurs that the concepts would benefit from the proposed revisions; however, it 

currently lacks the capacity and resources to modify the drawings. Staff will continue to 

explore the possibility of revising the illustrative drawings to more directly reflect the 

final recommendations of the sector plan. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Explore the feasibility of revising the illustrative concept 

drawings on page 93 to reflect: (a) a mixed-use community with a range of housing types, 

smaller blocks, and parking areas that are better concealed; (b) a major employment 

campus that is better connected to adjacent development and transportation and open 

space networks; and (c) alternative circulation patterns that more closely reflect the 

preliminary sector plan’s recommendations for the interchange with the Capital Beltway 

(I-95/I-495) and Greenbelt Station Parkway. 

 

Add a second sentence to the caption for Figure 13 on page 93 that reads “These concept 

drawings are for illustrative purposes only and should not be construed to mandate the 

presented site plans or be interpreted as the sector plan’s final recommendations for North 

Core site planning.”  

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: North Core Exhibit 20, Terry Discussion: Staff concurs with the first two points of testimony on this topic. The 
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“The focus [of the North Core] should 

be on a mix of housing types that take 

advantage of Green Line access to 

Washington DC and limited 

neighborhood-oriented retail to support 

residents and commuters. An 

employment campus for a GSA tenant 

or other major employer is probably the 

more practical option but should be 

integrated to the extent possible with 

surrounding mixed-use development.” 

 

The testimony from the City of College 

Park recommends: 

 

1. Consider “locating one or more 

parking garages along the Beltway 

to serve as a noise buffer and 

provide convenient access for 

commuters.” 

 

2. Revise Strategy 2.2 on page 94 to 

require LEED® Silver or equivalent 

certification for buildings in the 

North Core to be more consistent 

with stronger language elsewhere in 

the sector plan. 

 

3. Add a new strategy to Policy 3 on 

page 94 to “require mitigation of 

reflected noise and light impacts of 

proposed development on North 

College Park.” 

 

Exhibit 35 states a 3,700 space parking 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park; 

Exhibit 35, Lourene 

Miovski and Thomas 

Bannister; Exhibit 

59, Soo Y. Kang and 

Marc “Kap” 

Kapastin, GB Mall 

Limited Partnership 

FMS II, LLC; 

Cherrywood, LLC; 

West End Limited 

Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership 

preliminary sector plan recommends a mix of housing types as well as other uses, 

including commuter and neighborhood-serving retail and open space, be incorporated at 

North Core (see Strategies 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 on pages 90-91 and the text box on page 91). 

 

The illustrative concept drawing for the mixed-use community (on page 93) reflects the 

recommendation to locate one or more parking garages along the Beltway. Strategy 3.3 

on page 95 also recommends working “with WMATA and the site development team to 

minimize the visual impact of commuter parking garage(s) on North College Park through 

innovative sitting, architectural design, and landscaping.”  

 

Condition of approval 34(e) for CSP-01008/01 expressly states that office buildings 

should be used to screen parking garages from the Beltway. Staff does not support a 

sector plan strategy to locate parking structures along the Capital Beltway (I-95/I-495) 

because the more detailed design of the site and building placement should be determined 

during the development review process.  

 

Staff concurs with the recommendation to revise Strategy 2.2 on page 94 to place a 

stronger emphasis on LEED® certification in the North Core area. As discussed 

elsewhere in this analysis of testimony, there are additional considerations involved that 

lead staff to a recommendation not to require or mandate LEED® certification for 

development in other locations. Staff notes, however, that LEED® certification is 

encouraged for all new development by Strategy 4.6 on page 113. 

 

Strategies 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 on page 95 recommend establishing and enforcing building 

height limits and minimizing noise and air quality impacts of new development and the 

visual impact of commuter parking garages to protect the quality of life of neighboring 

residences. Staff believes adding an additional strategy to this effect is unnecessary. 

 

There are no established plans to construct a 3,700 space parking garage near the end of 

Lackawanna Street. Strategy 3.3 on page 95 specifically recommends working “with 

WMATA and the site development team to minimize the visual impact of commuter 

parking garage(s) on North College Park through innovative sitting, architectural design, 

and landscaping. Future parking garages should be integrated in the overall site plan and 

screened by liner buildings whenever possible. Stand-alone parking structures are 

discouraged.” The development district standards prohibit unrelieved or undecorated 

parking structure facades of precast or poured-in-place concrete from facing existing 
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garage would be built on the west side 

of the development near the end of 

Lackawanna Street and that it should be 

located on the east side of proposed 

development.  

 

Exhibit 35 goes on to state: “(t)he 

Greenbelt Metro station north core 

development is touted as being ‘transit-

oriented development.’ But it includes a 

large area of multifamily and townhome 

residences, hotel, office, and 

commercial retail that are all car-

oriented, with no walkable access to the 

Metro station. It proposes 12,000 

parking spaces for this area. This is in 

addition to the 8,000 parking spaces 

proposed for the GSA/federal building 

(for 12,000 employees). A development 

with 20,000 parking spaces is not 

‘transit-oriented development’ – even if 

it is at a Metro station! 

 

“‘Transit-oriented development’ is 

supposed to mean new development 

that is not car-oriented. If you look 

around the beltway at real ‘transit-

oriented development’ you see 

shopping malls, large office buildings, 

hotels, and multifamily residential 

structures where the tenants enter and 

leave the development via Metro train 

and/or Metro bus, not via car. And 

where there are multiple buildings, the 

development is designed for walking, 

not parking. Look at Silver Spring, 

residential communities (see page 219). 

 

Staff strongly believes that the proposed vision, transportation policies and strategies, and 

associated standards for the North Core are consistent with transit-oriented development. 

Specifically, the development district standards eliminate minimum parking requirements 

for the North Core and limit the maximum number of off-street surface parking spaces to 

80 percent of the minimum number required by Section 27-568(a) of the Zoning 

Ordinance (see page 215), both constituting significant reductions from the 2001 sector 

plan.  

 

Strategy 5.4 on page 139 recommends working “with WMATA, developers, the City of 

Greenbelt, and the Town of Berwyn Heights to reduce on-site parking at the Greenbelt 

Metro Station below the one to-one replacement ratio formerly required by WMATA on 

joint development sites to the fullest extent practicable.” Policy 5 on page 138 advocates 

using “parking supply to support the preliminary sector plan goals for increased use of 

walking, biking, and transit” and encouraging shared parking. Policy 4 (and its associated 

strategies) on page 96 recommends incorporating “an integrated and safe pedestrian, 

bicycle, and transit circulation network into the overall design of the site.”  

 

Also, staff notes the total number of parking spaces envisioned for North Core was 

estimated for analysis purposes to be approximately 8,000 spaces (not more than 3,700 

parking spaces for WMATA/Metro use and 4,300 for a major employer/GSA campus), 

not 20,000 spaces.   

 

While the sector plan cannot dictate what type of retail locates at North Core, staff trusts 

the developer(s) at North Core will complete a thorough assessment of existing gaps in 

the market to determine the viability of any proposed retail, and notes CSP-01008/01 

condition of approval 24 requires a refined economic analysis “to justify the support of a 

high quality main street retail shopping and entertainment complex.” While staff 

recognizes a “shopping and entertainment complex” may no longer be feasible, the 

additional language of condition 24 is sufficient for determining retail needs and support: 

“This analysis shall justify the amount of retail space proposed for the high intensity, 

regionally oriented north core area.” 

 

Staff Recommendation: Amend Strategy 2.2 on page 94 to read as follows: 

“[Encourage] Require new buildings to obtain a minimum LEED® Silver or equivalent 
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Crystal City, Pentagon City, and 

Ballston. Where there is real ‘transit-

oriented development’ there is very 

limited parking (in a parking garage), 

and the price of parking a car is gauged 

to discourage car-oriented tenants. They 

don’t have parking lots! 

 

“Please modify the Greenbelt Metro 

Sector plan to require the Greenbelt 

Metro station north core development to 

be transit-oriented development, not 

car-oriented development.” 

 

Exhibit 59 states: “(t)he Beltway Plaza 

Stakeholders maintain that in the 

absence of a GSA campus 

development, any retail development in 

the North Core must be upscale only so 

as not to be unduly repetitious and anti-

competitive with existing retail at 

Beltway Plaza and the other retail 

establishments along the MD 193 

Corridor.” (Emphasis in original). 

certification.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: North Core 

 

“P. 95, Proposed relocating the North-

South Connector Road to the eastern 

perimeter of the North Core site—The 

plan should respect the alignment 

approved in the PPS [editor note: 

Preliminary Plan of Subdivision]. 

Oppose any change to the approved 

alignment of the road. 

 

“P. 95, Stand alone parking structures 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Please see the Topic: Greenbelt Station Parkway in the Transportation 

(Safety, Connectivity, Access, and Mobility) section of this analysis of testimony for a 

discussion of the alignment of Greenbelt Station Parkway (formerly the North-South 

Connector Road). 

 

The proposed development district sets forth standards for parking garages to minimize 

the visual impact of the structures (see page 219). Specifically, it requires the use of high-

quality materials that are compatible with the design of neighboring buildings. Prohibiting 

stand-alone parking structures is premature given the current economic climate; however, 

staff believes establishing a 50-foot minimum setback from streets will allow for the 

addition of liner uses as market conditions improve.  
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should be prohibited, not just 

discouraged.  

 

“P. 96, Strategy 1.1 – Support the 

Plan’s proposal to downzone the State 

preservation area to Reserved Open 

Space. This designation should be 

expanded to include the entire area 

defined in the 2001 Sector Plan as the 

‘environmental envelope.’” 

Please see the Sectional Map Amendment section below for additional discussion of the 

zoning of the state preservation parcel and the “environmental envelope.” 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: North Core Interpretive Center 

 

Exhibit 60 supports the proposal for an 

interpretive center/museum as a civic 

anchor for North Core (Strategy 1.5 on 

page 91) but recommends the concept 

be expanded to include interpretation of 

the natural environment and how 

archaeological sites set within an 

ecological context would be 

appropriate. 

 

“Interpretation is also needed of the 

history of industrial use of parts of the 

Indian Creek stream valley during the 

twentieth century and of the ongoing 

efforts to reclaim the area from 

industrial damage. Presenting the 

natural and cultural history of the 

watershed together in this interpretive 

center could help people understand and 

value the connections between the 

densely developed metropolitan center 

and the adjacent natural preservation 

area; this would also contribute to 

Policy 7, on page 144, to ‘address the 

Exhibit 60, Vicky 

Hageman, CCRIC 

(Citizens to Conserve 

and Restore Indian 

Creek) 

Discussion: Staff concurs that expanding the focus of the interpretive center/museum to 

include the interpretation of how archaeological sites are influenced by their ecological 

context would be appropriate. The actual programming of such a civic amenity would 

ultimately be determined by local preservation groups, municipal representatives, funders, 

the developer(s) at North Core, and the Prince George’s County Historic Preservation 

Commission. 

 

Interpretation of the history of industrial uses along the Indian Creek Stream Valley and 

ongoing efforts to reclaim the area from industrial damage might best be exhibited as part 

of the stream valley’s interpretive displays.   

 

Staff Recommendation: Amend Strategy 1.5 on page 91 to read: “Develop an 

archeological interpretive center and museum as a centerpiece of the civic component of 

North Core. This civic amenity provides an opportunity to display prehistoric and historic 

artifacts found within and adjacent to the sector plan area and to examine the artifacts’ 

ecological context [as a centerpiece of the civic component of North Core].” 

 

Amend Strategy 3.2 on page 168 to read: “Develop an interpretive center at the North 

Core as a civic amenity to display appropriate historical artifacts, provide educational 

opportunities, and incorporate interpretive [displays] exhibits that [reflect] examine the 

rich history and ecological context of the local communities.”  

 

Amend PF 8 on page 183 to read: “Build an archeological [and historical interpretation] 

interpretive center and museum as a major civic amenity at North Core.” 

 

Amend Strategy 2.2 on page 97 to read: “Integrate interpretive signage—featuring the 
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adverse impacts of industrial businesses 

on surrounding amenities, residential 

development, and commercial centers 

while respecting the important role they 

play in generating stable, locals jobs, 

and county and municipal tax revenue.” 

natural environment, the history of industrial uses along the Indian Creek Stream Valley, 

and ongoing efforts to reclaim the area from industrial damage—and safety measures, 

such as full cut-off optics and blue light emergency phones, to highlight the 

environmental setting and encourage use.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Indian Creek Stream Valley 

 

Speaker 9 hopes there will be no 

development in the forest preserve. 

 

Speaker 12 requests the area depicted as 

the “environmental envelope” by the 

2001 sector plan be reflected in the 

preliminary sector plan and its maps 

and graphics. 

 

Speaker 13 is concerned with 

preserving the ecological functions of 

the sector plan area and Anacostia 

watershed, which “includes preserving 

the ecological function, and that 

specifically is a concern in the 

ecological function of Indian Creek and 

that well under [sic] 130 acres of 

preservation, conservation area that 

runs in between the north and south 

cores that we are particularly concerned 

about. 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 97, The city is 

opposes [sic] active recreation uses 

within the Indian Creek Stream Valley. 

Speaker 9, Bill 

Orleans; Speaker 12, 

Ben Fischler; 

Speaker 13, Cary 

Coppack 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt ; 

Exhibit 60, Vicky 

Hageman, CCRIC 

(Citizens to Conserve 

and Restore Indian 

Creek) 

Discussion: Policy 2 on page 97 reads: “Encourage passive recreation through the 

property.” The three strategies on this page support the policy. The preliminary sector 

plan does not support or advocate active recreation uses within the Indian Creek stream 

valley area. 

 

The “environmental envelope” established by the 2001 sector plan was not as fully 

defined or designated as the testimony indicates. Page 65 of the 2001 sector plan states: 

“(a)s development occurs, the exact boundaries of the Environmental Envelope will be 

finalized, based on site-specific inventory.” The District Council order of approval for 

CSP-01008/01 provides the following condition of approval: 

 

“7. At time of final plat, a conservation easement shall be described by bearings and 

distances.  The conservation easement shall contain all 100-year floodplain, 

stream buffers, wetlands and wetland buffers except for approved variation 

requests, and be reviewed by the Environmental Planning Section prior to 

certificate approval.  The conservation easement shall be referred to the City of 

Greenbelt and the City of College Park for review prior to signature. The 

following note shall be placed on the plat:  

 

“Conservation easements described on this plat are areas where the  

 installation of structures and roads and the removal of vegetation is 

 prohibited without prior written consent from the M-NCPPC Planning 

 Director.”  

 

It must be noted that the area west of the State of Maryland preservation parcel that was 

envisioned as part of the “environmental envelope” (part of Parcel 84) has not yet 

obtained final plat approval and been recorded. Therefore, no conservation easement 
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Passive recreation activities should be 

encouraged and shall respect the 

sensitive environmental features to the 

maximum extent possible.” 

 

Exhibit 60 expresses concern that the 

Indian Creek Stream Valley is narrowly 

defined by the text box on page 97 and 

Figure 12 and Map 16, as well as the 

description of North Core on page 5 

that places the North Core west of the 

state preservation land, indicating 

confusion in that much of the main 

channel is located west of the state 

preservation parcel. The testimony 

recommends clarifying/expanding the 

definition of the Indian Creek stream 

valley area. 

 

The testimony questions whether 

approximately 35 acres of land in 

Parcel 84 has been conveyed to the 

State of Maryland by the property 

owner for the portion of the 2001 sector 

plan-identified environmental envelope 

located outside the State of Maryland 

preservation parcel. 

 

“Significant effort went into defining 

‘an Environmental Envelope to protect 

the sensitive, unique and high quality 

environmental features of the Sector 

Plan Area” during the 2001 sector plan 

process. More focus and attention is 

desired in the 2012 preliminary sector 

plan to “documenting what natural 

current exists. As noted elsewhere within this analysis of testimony, staff believes it is 

inappropriate to downzone Parcel 84 at this time, and without a metes and bounds survey, 

staff does not believe it appropriate to downzone property following environmental 

features—particularly when those features have yet to be fully cataloged and inventoried.  

 

In response to the question on land conveyance within Parcel 84, staff notes that no 

conveyance has occurred. Greenbelt Metropark LLC still owns the entirety of the parcel. 

 

Staff is confident that together, the land use pattern recommendations for the Indian Creek 

Stream Valley on pages 96-97 and the environmental infrastructure element of the 

preliminary sector plan provide sufficient and strongly proactive guidance to ensure the 

preservation and restoration of Indian Creek, Narragansett Run, and their associated 

environmental settings. 

 

Regarding the last point of testimony on this topic, there is no discussion of the state’s 

plans for management for the state-owned parcel because the State of Maryland has not 

yet solidified the future of the property. When staff worked with the Maryland 

Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to review the property, it discovered the parcel 

is held by the Office of General Services. Staff understands the future disposition of the 

property is conveyance to DNR for preservation, particularly as DNR has identified issues 

of environmental sensitivity in this area regarding rare, threatened, and endangered 

species. Additional clarification in the preliminary sector plan is warranted. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Insert a new Strategy 7.1 on page 116 to read: “Work with the 

State of Maryland to ensure the permanent preservation and conservation of the state-

owned parcel immediately west of Cherrywood Lane.” Renumber the other four strategies 

accordingly. 

 

Revise Objective ES 3 on page 178 to add a new sentence reading: “Continue work with 

the State of Maryland to ensure the permanent preservation and conservation of the state-

owned parcel.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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resource inventory studies have been 

conducted (both before and after the 

approval of the 2001 sector plan) and to 

using these studies to clearly define the 

‘Indian Creek stream valley 

preservation area.” 

 

“There is also no discussion of the 

state’s plans for management of the 

state-owned parcel. Although the 

Maryland Department of Natural 

Resources is listed on page 29 as one of 

the ‘key agencies’ consulted in the 

planning process, there is no further 

mention of what plans the state has or 

has not developed for the Indian Creek 

parcel and how the state should be 

involved in further planning and 

implementation of preservation plans 

for the Indian Creek stream valley.” 

 Topic: Franklin Park at Greenbelt 

Station 

 

“P. 97, References redevelopment of 

Franklin Park as an opportunity to meet 

the housing needs of Greenbelt, Berwyn 

Heights and the county. The plan needs 

to define what those needs are. Further, 

the plan should address how those 

families that are displaced will be 

rehoused, and if and how housing for 

that particular segment of the housing 

market is to be replaced. 

 

“P. 98, Recommends converting 

Cherrywood Lane, Breezewood Drive 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: As is discussed in further depth in the General Comments and Housing and 

Neighborhood Preservation sections of this analysis of testimony, staff believes housing 

needs, trends, and opportunities must be examined in a broader (trade area) context. In 

response to the concern that the preliminary sector plan did not take into consideration the 

housing needs of the City of Greenbelt, staff points to the discussion in the Topic: 

Baseline Assumptions – Buildout and Modeling above. 

 

The Housing and Neighborhood Preservation element of the preliminary sector plan sets 

forth Policy 4 on page 147 to “(a)ddress the decline of affordable rental and homeowner 

housing options within and surrounding the sector plan area.” Staff acknowledges that 

this policy lacks a strategy to assist displaced households and proposes to add a new 

strategy to address this inadvertent omission.  

 

Strategies 4.1 and 4.2 in this section address the importance of incorporating mixed-

income housing as development and redevelopment occur throughout the sector plan area 

and promote the development of a density-bonus program to increase affordable housing 
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and Edmonston Road into green streets. 

These are city streets and will be 

improved based on city standards. Plan 

should be revised to suggest standards 

similar to the county’s green street 

standards.” 

options around the county’s Metro Stations. Strategy 3.5 encourages a mix of housing 

options be encouraged, including multifamily apartments and condominiums.  

 

Staff recognizes that Cherrywood Lane, Breezewood Drive, and Edmonston Road are city 

streets and are maintained by the City of Greenbelt. The term “green streets” was used to 

generally denote roadways sustainably retrofitted to encourage the infiltration of 

stormwater. As currently worded, staff believes Strategy 2.2 on page 98 currently 

references measures similar to those used by the county (and other jurisdictions) when it 

comes to designing and implementing “green streets,” and that additional detail is 

unnecessary at the sector plan level.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new strategy on page 147 to read: “Strategy 4.3. Work 

with the City of Greenbelt, Prince George’s County Department of Housing and 

Community Development’s Rental Assistance Division, property owners, developers, and 

other stakeholders to assist tenants displaced by large-scale redevelopment in the sector 

plan area in locating new housing.” 

 

Add a new objective HN 8 to Table 33 with a Proposed Action Step that reads: “Work 

with stakeholders to assist tenants displaced by large-scale redevelopment in the sector 

plan area in locating new housing.” The potential parties involved should read: “City of 

Greenbelt; DHCD; Property Owners; and Developers.” The timeframe is “Ongoing.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Capital Office Park 

 

“P. 99, Strategy 1.2 – The plan needs to 

provide more specificity and guidance 

in promoting such policies. 

 

“P. 99, Strategy 1.3 – Agree that 

Capitol [sic] Office Park offers one of 

few locations in the city, and Greenbelt 

West, where there is vacant land which 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The purpose of strategy 1.2 on page 99 is to confirm stakeholder support for 

commercial infill in Capital Office Park should market demand trigger the submission of 

a development application for review to the Prince George’s County Planning Department 

and Planning Board. This strategy will provide plan support at the time of development 

review if such opportunities can be and are realized.  

 

As addressed previously there are six possible locations for future recreation sites 

identified on Map 15: Proposed Land Use on page 87. The preliminary sector plan does 

not support any one of these sites over the others. All six, including the referenced 

property in the Capital Office Park area, are already flagged with recreation symbols.  



Sustainability—Land Use and Urban Design 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

80 

might provide an opportunity for active 

recreation. Would prefer a stronger 

statement, and inclusion of a park 

symbol on the future land use plan.” 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: University Boulevard (MD 193) 

Corridor 

 

“P. 99, Change University Boulevard to 

Greenbelt Road. 

 

“P. 99, (shaded box) – Redevelopment 

of Beltway Plaza could be supported, 

but only if the entire property is 

included, strong standards are 

identified, phasing is required and 

balanced so the owner/developer could 

not ‘redevelop’ the rear of the property 

and then ignore any remaining 

‘redevelopment.’ In addition, public 

facility needs (particularly park and 

recreation needs) must be addressed. 

Oppose recommendation for phased 

redevelopment of Greenway Center. If 

Greenway Center was an 

underperforming property in decline, 

this recommendation might be justified. 

It seems that the primary reason for this 

recommendation is to introduce an 

alternate urban design concept.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: As addressed previously the references to University Boulevard (MD 193) 

Corridor refer to the proposed amendment to the name given to the corridor by the 2002 

General Plan. References throughout the sector plan are made to MD 193 Corridor (and 

staff proposed above to add “or Greenbelt Road” to encompass usage throughout the 

plan), but opposes a change to the subheading on page 99 because the subheading is 

referring to the General Plan-designated place that is the University Boulevard Corridor, 

just as the subheading “Greenbelt Metro Metropolitan Center” on page 90 refers to the 

General Plan-designated place.  

 

The other comments on page 99 are addressed elsewhere in this analysis of testimony in 

sections dealing with Beltway Plaza, Greenway Center, and general comments pertaining 

to the purpose of planning. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: South Core 

 

The development proposals for South 

Core are far along in the entitlements 

Exhibit 61, Norman 

D. Rivera, Norman 

D. Rivera, LLC 

Discussion: PGCPB No. 06-32(A) for CSP-01008/01 permits the minimum of amount of 

retail to be reduced from 80,000 to 60,000 square feet in South Core should the higher 

level prove commercially infeasible. It also allows the space to converted and marketed as 

residential development.  
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process, with “over 80% of the required 

infrastructure…constructed.” Over the 

past 18 month the property owners have 

worked diligently with the three 

affected communities, the county, and 

the state to commit to development by 

investing funds to complete previously 

half-finished work on MD 193 

(Greenbelt Road), fund the roundabout 

at Cherrywood Lane and Greenbelt 

Metro Access Drive, and remediate 

outstanding environmental violations. 

Three revised developer agreements 

have been negotiated with the 

communities.   

 

The testimony includes an attachment 

that identifies areas of the preliminary 

sector plan that may conflict with 

existing approved plans and constructed 

infrastructure, with proposed 

amendments intended to preserve 

existing approvals (and amendments 

thereto) and ensure plan language and 

maps reflect negotiated language with 

the municipalities regarding retail and 

commercial space. These points of 

testimony are addressed elsewhere in 

this analysis. 

 

The testimony requests either deletion 

of Strategy 1.3 on page 100 or insertion 

of the phrase “wherever feasible” at the 

beginning of the third sentence. The 

rationale is that the language could 

complicate lender financing and that it 

 

District Council Order SP-01008/01 also permits this reduction in retail space to a 

minimum threshold of 60,000 square feet but links the reduction to construction of at least 

one condominium/retail building on the east side of Greenbelt Station Parkway. If this 

building is not constructed and/or if the retail market does not support 60,000 square feet 

of retail, the applicant will need to seek an amendment to CSP-01008/01 to further reduce 

the required minimum amount of retail space in South Core.  

 

The developer agreements negotiated by the applicant are applicable to and enforceable 

by the three impacted municipalities and have no bearing on the county’s decision-

making processes. If there is conflict between the requirements of Prince George’s 

County, including applicable development district standards, use tables, and other county 

requirements, and additional requirements negotiated between the developer and 

municipalities, the county regulations shall apply. 

 
Prior conceptual site plan illustrations provided to staff during the preparation of the 

preliminary plan were out of date regarding the proposed concentration of retail uses in 

the northwest corner of the South Core area. Upon closer review of the provisions of 

PGCPB No. 06-32(A) and SP-01008/01, staff proposes to delete Strategy 1.3 on page 100 

and renumber the remaining strategies under Policy 1. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Delete Strategy 1.3 on page 100 and renumber the remaining 

strategies under Policy 1 accordingly. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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could “contradict the rights of a 

property owner with approved plans 

and improvements already in the 

ground.” 

 Topic: South Core 

 

“P. 100, Strategy 1.4 – Agree with 

recommendation for more parkland to 

be dedicated to the city. However, the 

recommendation for a new townhouse 

type if retail in the south core does not 

occur is not consistent with the city’s 

development agreement. The city 

supports reduction in the minimum 

required retail area in the South Core, 

with a proposed retail site converting to 

park/civic use if retail development 

does not occur within a specified time 

period. Other area [sic] no longer 

considered viable in the South Core 

would be replaced with a housing of a 

type, design and price point to broaden 

the range of housing options in 

Greenbelt Station South Core.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The Greenbelt Station South Core Development Agreement dated October 

24, 2012 stipulates that the approximately 0.5 acre, centrally located retail/commercial 

site at South Core be dedicated to the City of Greenbelt if the area is not deemed 

financially feasible after a period of no less than one year of marketing to retail tenants by 

the applicant. Staff was aware of the discussions leading to this developer agreement 

requirement. Strategy 1.4 is reflective not only of the potential recreation dedication but 

of additional discussions held between the developer and the City of Greenbelt regarding 

other approved retail space and the developer’s desire to provide for a new townhome 

type with a width of 16 feet to complement other approved products. 

 

Staff understands any additional reduction of the proposed retail space in the South Core 

area below 60,000 square feet will require a revision to CSP-01008/01. Strategy 1.4 is 

intended to provide guidance and sector plan support for the revisions that may be 

necessary to implement the joint vision (as contained in the development agreement) of 

both the City of Greenbelt and the developer. However, staff concurs that revising 

Strategy 1.4 on page 100 to reflect a more nuanced approach is warranted. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Amend Strategy 1.4 on page 100 to read: “Support additional 

parkland dedication to the City of Greenbelt [and allow for new townhome types] should 

centrally-located retail uses prove unsupportable by the market over the [medium- to 

long-] short term. Additionally, if retail uses are unsupportable, consider the introduction 

of new housing types, designs, and price points to appeal to a broader range of potential 

homeowners.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Beltway Plaza 

 

Speaker 3 expresses support for the M-

U-I (Mixed-Use Infill) Zone for the 

Speaker 3, Larry 

Taub representing 

Quantum Companies; 

Speaker 4, Kap 

Discussion: Staff notes the 18 letters, including one from the property owner, received in 

support of the proposed rezoning and phased redevelopment of Beltway Plaza. 

 

It is incorrect to state that the preliminary sector plan “is internally inconsistent…because 
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entire Beltway Plaza property, which 

will allow for residential development 

on the rear portion of the property. 

Connectivity is present and would 

facilitate pedestrian access to and from 

the residential development. Mixed-use 

zoning and development on Beltway 

Plaza “…is entirely consistent with the 

Sector Plan’s goal of promoting Metro 

accessible and pedestrian friendly 

development.” Redevelopment of the 

site would also benefit stormwater 

management. 

 

Speaker 4 also supports rezoning of the 

property, stating: “Beltway Plaza can be 

that safe, pedestrian-friendly and safe 

bicycle-friendly development the Plan 

envisions….Beltway Plaza is now 

poised to take itself to the next level 

from here through phased, mixed-use 

redevelopment, including senior and 

cooperative housing.” 

 

Exhibit 22 recognizes Beltway Plaza as 

out-of date, underutilized, and poorly 

connected, and states: “(f)uture success 

of the Beltway Plaza demands that a 

new approach be taken. But whatever 

happens there must be carefully planned 

and it must address the entire property 

[emphasis in original].” 

 

The City of Greenbelt states: “(t)he one 

property in the city that we agree could 

benefit from redevelopment is Beltway 

Kapastin representing 

Quantum Companies 

 

Exhibit 22, Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt for 

Edward V. J. Putens, 

Council Member, 

City of Greenbelt; 

Exhibit 54, 

Lawrence N. Taub, 

O’Malley, Miles, 

Nylen & Gilmore, 

P.A.; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

59, Soo Y. Kang and 

Marc “Kap” 

Kapastin, GB Mall 

Limited Partnership 

FMS II, LLC; 

Cherrywood, LLC; 

West End Limited 

Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership 

the plan proposes to exempt Beltway Plaza from design guidelines set forth in the 

Development District Overlay.” The development district standards exempt integrated 

existing shopping centers larger than 750,000 square feet only if a proposed addition (and 

the accumulated sum of all additions since the approval of the SMA) does not increase the 

gross floor area (GFA) by more than 10 percent of the total GFA of the shopping center 

as it existed in October 2001 (see page 195). Additions proposing any residential 

development are subject to the standards and detailed site plan review regardless of size. 

Independent pad sites are also subject to the standards and detailed site plan review.   

 

Staff notes that the 10 percent exemption represents a more stringent standard than that 

included in the 2001 sector plan (the latter plan included a 20 percent exemption that 

applied to the entirety of the property, including pad sites). 

 

Staff disagrees with the City of Greenbelt regarding the appropriate level of detail in the 

sector plan for phased redevelopment of the Beltway Plaza site and the timing and 

appropriate venue for potential rezoning to support that redevelopment. Staff believes the 

timing for rezoning to better achieve the vision, goals, policies, and strategies of the 

preliminary sector plan is now, through the proposed SMA rather than at some undefined 

point in the future. Rezoning is necessary and appropriate now because such rezoning 

would facilitate opportunities to begin phased redevelopment of the Beltway Plaza site 

and better (and more quickly) implement the preliminary sector plan’s recommendations. 

 

The preliminary plan establishes a framework for what it considers to be realistic, 

financially feasible, phased redevelopment. It outlines the critical components to such a 

plan (see page 102): 

• A circulation network. 

• A coordinated landscaping, signage, and lighting plan and design theme that 

incorporates lessons from historic Greenbelt while encouraging a unique sense of 

place. 

• A sustainability plan. 

• A mix of uses. 

• Established gateways. 

• Appropriate height transitions, building types and massing. 

• A vibrant and safe, pedestrian-oriented environment. 

 

Staff believes this framework, in conjunction with the proposed development district 
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Plaza. The sector plan allows for such 

redevelopment. However, the plan is 

internally inconsistent with this 

proposal because the plan proposes to 

exempt Beltway Plaza from design 

guidelines set forth in the Development 

District Overlay, when earlier in the 

draft document the importance of 

adherence to the development district 

standards is discussed.” 

 

“There is a difference between planning 

for the redevelopment of Beltway 

Plaza, and allowing its evolution over 

time. What is missing in the vision of 

this plan is what makes it a plan about 

Greenbelt, besides geography? The plan 

talks about redeveloping Beltway Plaza 

as a mixed use center, but other than a 

new form, how does it build on the 

visions for Greenbelt given us by 

Rexford Tugwell, Ebenezer Howard, 

and Franklin Roosevelt? This plan must 

address the future of Beltway Plaza in a 

specific, complete and comprehensive 

fashion.” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 101, Beltway 

Plaza – The plan does not adequately 

address the phased redevelopment of 

Beltway Plaza (allows for too much 

infill development in the rear with very 

little improvements occurring in the 

front). STRICT PHASING 

REQUIREMENTS SHOULD BE 

MANDATED [emphasis in original]. 

standards starting on page 193 and the land use recommendations (see pages 101 and 104) 

establish the necessary parameters under which Beltway Plaza can successfully and 

thoughtfully redevelop over time. Beltway Plaza will be subject to the development 

district standards when it undertakes any major redevelopment project (including the first 

phase of any potential phased redevelopment) and has unique building form and parking 

standards. Compliance with these design standards is mandatory. 

 

As staff has discussed previously in this digest, it believes it is critical not to confuse the 

roles of a sector plan with that of a development plan. A sector plan’s purpose is to 

establish a shared vision and goals to guide enhancements and/or growth over time in an 

area whereas a development plan is tasked with prescribing a specific development 

program and phasing for a site in response to current market conditions.  

 

While the illustrative site drawings on pages 102-103 reflect open spaces, staff 

acknowledges that Policy 1 does not include a strategy supporting this expectation. Staff 

proposes adding a new strategy to address this inadvertent omission. 

 

Staff underscores the illustrative nature of these concept drawings. Such drawings should 

not be presumed to endorse a particular development plan, and staff opposes 

strengthening the details—either through site plan illustrations or in sector plan text—that 

aim to identify a specific development program and provide details on the level of 

redevelopment that should be incorporated in each phase. Staff recognizes that room for 

creativity and the ability to actively respond to the demands of the economic market 

should be left to the property owner/developer at the time redevelopment phases are 

envisioned. 

 

Staff acknowledges the inadvertent omission of the City of Greenbelt in Strategy 3.2 on 

page 104. Staff proposes amending this strategy to address the omission. 

 

Staff recognizes the property owner’s support for the site’s phased redevelopment as well 

as the difficulties associated with planning for Beltway Plaza’s comprehensive 

redevelopment. Strategy 1.8 on page 104 encourages the property 

owner/developer/applicant to conduct community outreach meetings (to include the City 

of Greenbelt and the Town of Berwyn Heights) prior to the submission of any conceptual 

or detailed site plans. Proactive collaboration will be essential in appropriately addressing 

the distinct challenges posed by phased redevelopment of such a large, complex site. The 
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“P. 101, Strategy 1.1 – The strategy 

should be revised to state, ‘Support 

future rezoning to an appropriate 

mixed-use zone to implement the land 

use recommendations of the sector 

plan.’ This would allow opportunity for 

urban design standards to be developed 

and a phased redevelopment plan to be 

agreed upon prior to any premature 

rezoning. Also need to strongly state 

that open space and recreation needs 

MUST BE ADDRESSED [emphasis in 

original]. 

 

“P. 101, Strategy 1.5 – The urban 

design standards should be part of the 

Development District Standards, and 

included within the plan. Compliance 

with design standards should be 

mandatory. 

 

“P. 102, 103, Beltway Plaza Illustrative 

Phasing Plan – Object to inclusion of 

illustrative concepts which approximate 

plans that the city opposes….  

 

“P. 104, Strategy 3.2 – Include 

Greenbelt on gateways along MD 193.” 

 

Exhibit 54 discusses the pending 

Conceptual Site Plan (CSP-07005) for 

the rear, 16-acre portion of the Beltway 

Plaza property, which would help 

implement recommendations of the 

preliminary plan, citing four specific 

most appropriate outcome of these efforts may be a generalized conceptual site plan 

covering the entire site and incorporating the proposed phasing of redevelopment. 

Detailed site plans will be necessary for all phases of redevelopment. 

 

Concentrating townhomes in the rear of the property will help create a transition to the 

residential uses fronting Breezewood Drive at Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station. While 

staff sees no issue with incorporating multifamily units throughout the site, it does not 

believe single-family detached housing is appropriate. Staff proposes to amend Strategy 

1.2 on page 101 to address these points.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new strategy under Policy 1 to read: “Strategy 1.9. 

Integrate and amenitize safe, attractive, and accessible public open spaces in all phases of 

redevelopment.” 

 

Amend Strategy 3.2 on page 104 to read: “In coordination with the Town of Berwyn 

Heights and the City of Greenbelt, encourage redevelopment to frame new gateways 

along MD 193 at Cherrywood Lane, Cunningham Drive, and 62
nd

 Avenue.”  

 

Amend Strategy 1.2 on page 101 to read: “Incorporate a mix of housing types[, including 

multifamily units and townhomes] that are attractive to a range of homebuyers and 

renters[,]. Concentrate townhomes at the rear of the property as a transition to the 

residential uses along Breezewood Drive at Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station, and 

encourage multifamily types throughout the site. Discourage single-family detached 

development. Include neighborhood-serving retail uses on the ground floor of new 

buildings to meet convenience needs of existing and future residents.”  

 

Add a sentence to the Beltway Plaza Illustrative Phasing Plan text box on pages 102-103 

that reads “These concept drawings are for illustrative purposes only and should not be 

construed to mandate the presented site plans or be interpreted as the sector plan’s final 

recommendations for the potential redevelopment of the Beltway Plaza property.”  

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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areas that are consistent with the 

“policy principles established for this 

Sector Plan/SMA.” These include: 

 

1. Existing sidewalks and bike lanes 

from the site to the Greenbelt Metro 

Station less than one mile away. 

 

2. Addition of residential dwelling units 

on the subject property would allow for 

easy pedestrian and bicycle access to 

the Metro station and be pedestrian-

friendly by being adjacent to an existing 

shopping mall. 

 

3. Four new driveway entrances would 

be created to Breezewood Drive, 

promoting better connectivity to 

Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station. 

 

4. The rear 16 acres of the subject site 

are almost entirely covered by 

impervious asphalt parking surfaces, 

and proposed redevelopment would 

reduce the amount of stormwater runoff 

and the redeveloped area would be 

subject to current stormwater 

management regulations, contributing 

to significant watershed improvements. 

 

Additionally, the property owner “does 

not oppose the sector plan concept for 

phased redevelopment of the Subject 

Property, with the development of the 

rear 16 acres as the first phase of 

redevelopment.” 
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The testimony cites economic/market 

difficulties and challenges to leasing 

existing mall and retail space within the 

past few years as significant issues 

impacting the potential redevelopment 

of the entire property at one time. The 

property owner “requests that the 

concept of a phased redevelopment not 

require a conceptual site plan upon the 

entire Subject Property, but rather that 

conceptual and/or detailed site plans be 

required only for individual phases of 

development as they occur.” 

 

Long-term lease tenants such as Giant 

Food and Target constrain the ability of 

the property owner to redevelop the 

entirety of the subject property, 

particularly along the frontage of MD 

193 (Greenbelt Road). “It must also be 

understood that major tenants who have 

significantly renovated their stores in 

recent years (including the Academy 8 

Stadium Theaters) will remain open for 

business in their current locations, and 

will neither close nor relocate if 

redevelopment was to occur, making 

construction in connection with any 

redevelopment more expensive.” 

 

“Strategy 1.2 (page 101) should be 

clarified to indicate that residential uses 

should not be limited to the rear parking 

lot. When the market for a 

redevelopment of the entire property 
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arrives, it is expected that residential 

uses throughout the property will be a 

part of the redevelopment.” 

 

Exhibit 59 presents a discussion of 

economic factors impacting Beltway 

Plaza that are discussed in the 

Economic Development section below. 

 Topic: Greenbelt Middle School and 

Bus Lot 

 

“P. 104, Strategy 1.1 – Please utilize the 

description ‘Historic Greenbelt’, versus 

old Greenbelt.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The testimony refers to the statement: “…reuse the historic portions of the 

old Greenbelt Middle School as a new institutional or community use.” The strategy is 

not meant to refer to the portion of Greenbelt considered “Historic Greenbelt.” Rather, the 

strategy refers to the physical middle school building on Edmonston Road that was 

vacated in August 2012 in favor of the new middle school building on Breezewood Drive. 

 

Only a portion of the middle school building is historic, which the strategy already 

recognizes. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 1.1. under the subheading Greenbelt Middle 

School and Bus Lot (See Figure 14) on page 104 to read: “…reuse the historic portions of 

the [old]former Greenbelt Middle School as a new institutional or community use.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Golden Triangle 

 

“P. 105, Golden Triangle – There is a 

development cap set in the preliminary 

plan of subdivision. How is this going 

to be addressed? 

 

“P. 105, Strategy 1.5 – Ignores Indian 

Spring Park.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The approvals of Preliminary Plans of Subdivision 4-85060 and 4-03135 

limit the maximum development of Golden Triangle to 912,000 square feet in addition to 

the existing Capital Cadillac property. The complex has not achieved this level of 

development. The preliminary sector plan supports commercial infill, including office 

space and office-serving retail, in the future in response to market demand (see Strategy 

1.2 on page 105), but clarity could be added to indicate the total build-out should not 

exceed 912,000 square feet of development. 

 

Indian Spring Park is a city-owned and maintained park on the site of the natural feature 

of Indian Spring and the Walker family cemetery. It is appropriate to address Indian 

Spring Park in Strategy 1.5. 
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Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 1.2 under the Golden Triangle (See Figure 14) 

subheading on page 105 to read: “…such as new office space and office-serving retail. 

Total development in the Golden Triangle office park (exclusive of the existing Capital 

Cadillac property), including new commercial infill development, should not exceed 

912,000 square feet per Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-03135. 

 

Revise Strategy 1.5 under the Golden Triangle (See Figure 14) subheading on page 105 to 

read: “Incorporate and celebrate the history of the Walker family cemetery, Indian Spring 

Park, and Toaping Castle as part of the Golden Triangle’s open space network.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 Topic: Berwyn Heights Industrial 

Area 

 

Speaker V.7. indicates most of the 

properties in the Town of Berwyn 

Heights located in the sector plan area 

are part of their commercial district and 

light industrial properties, and as such, 

constitutes nearly all of their public 

safety taxing district. The uses in these 

areas are desired to be maintained “as 

much as possible” by the preliminary 

sector plan. 

 

Speaker V.7. also states: “(w)e do have 

concerns throughout the Plan with the 

focus that’s made on one of our 

particular commercial industries, and 

we would hope that it wouldn’t 

necessarily, there wouldn’t be as much 

focus on this particular Prince George’s 

scrap yard, that we would like to look at 

this area in its entirety. It’s looking, 

we’d like to keep it as mixed-use 

transit, and we would hope that there 

would be consideration in that area for 

our town.” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 107, Strategy 1.3 

– Oppose retaining the industrial 

activity at the PG Scrap site. A short-

term goal should be to relocate the 

scrap yard to a suitable industrial site 

elsewhere in the County. The SMA 

should rezone the site to Open Space 

(O-S).” 

Speaker V.7., The 

Honorable Jodie 

Kulpa-Eddy, Council 

Member, Town of 

Berwyn Heights 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: While staff notes the Town of Berwyn Heights’ request that its uses within 

the sector plan area be maintained “as much as possible”, the preliminary sector plan 

evaluates and addresses stakeholder concerns and ideas regarding specific properties. In 

this case, the Prince George’s Scrap site was discussed in a number of meetings and is 

important to many stakeholders. This importance necessitates specific discussion of the 

site and its future in the preliminary sector plan.  

 

The proximity of Prince George’s Scrap to a major transit station, designated 

metropolitan center and corridor, proposed corridor node, and the environmentally-

sensitive Indian Creek stream valley, in conjunction with the nature of its use, 

necessitated the preliminary sector plan’s proposed strategy to explore opportunities to 

relocate the business and repurpose the site in the longer term. Establishing a general 

vision for the property will help the town and county guide the property’s future 

redevelopment and ensure it develops as its “highest and best use”. 

 

Staff finds the City of Greenbelt’s request that Prince George’s Scrap be downzoned to 

Open Space (O-S) unsupportable and that the business be relocated in the short-term 

premature and financially difficult to implement. Staff cannot support downzoning 

privately-owned property to support future public actions. While staff is very much aware 

of the site’s sensitive environmental setting, the property is a key revenue generator for 

the Town of Berwyn Heights. Staff believes the effective removal of this property from 

the town’s tax rolls would impair the town’s ability to meet the needs of its residents.  

 

Furthermore, development of this site as an active park property is infeasible as discussed 

in the Quality of Life: Public Facilities; Parks and Recreation; Historic Preservation 

section of this analysis of testimony, and would likely necessitate county taxpayer funds 

to implement. In addition, the Town of Berwyn Heights should be afforded the time to 

help determine what mix of commercial and/or park and open space uses is most 

appropriate, viable, and environmentally sustainable in the medium- to long-term along 

Branchville Road.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 Topic: Greenway Center and the 

Commercial Properties Between 

Hanover Parkway and the Baltimore-

Washington Parkway 

 

Exhibit 32 opposes the redevelopment 

recommendations/concepts of the 

preliminary sector plan for Greenway 

Shopping Center and the Maryland 

Trade Center 

 

The property owner of Greenway 

Center supports the preliminary plan’s 

recommendation for future rezoning of 

the Greenway Shopping Center to “an 

appropriate mixed-use zone,” but does 

not believe that the market for mixed-

use redevelopment of the subject 

property will occur in the foreseeable 

future. 

 

However, the property owner does 

believe that redevelopment “as a mixed-

use center could certainly be a 

consideration for the future, assuming 

market support.” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 106, Greenway 

Center concept – Do not see 

justification/rationale for the residential 

component. Too much office. Should 

focus new office development in 

Greenbelt West and concentrate on 

limited infill development and 

revitalization of existing office 

development in Greenbelt East. There is 

Exhibit 32, Ruth E. 

Kastner; Exhibit 56, 

Lawrence N. Taub, 

O’Malley, Miles, 

Nylen & Gilmore, 

P.A.; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff notes Greenway Center’s general support for the property’s future 

redevelopment as a mixed-use commercial center. Recognizing that the market for mixed-

use redevelopment and infill at Greenway Center and the commercial properties between 

Hannover Parkway and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway is a long-term concept, staff 

proposes to retain the existing zoning for Greenway Center and the Maryland Trade 

Center (excepting the Martins Crosswind Property) until market conditions warrant 

implementation of the plan’s long-term vision for this focus area (see Policy 2 and 

Strategy 2.1 on page 107). 

 

As was discussed above and in the topics Support for Mixed-Use Development and 

“Change for the Sake of Change”, the preliminary sector plan does not envision this 

focus area undergoing large-scale change in the short-term. Rather the plan envisions 

redevelopment and infill occurring in a comprehensive, phased manner in response to 

market demand for additional retail, office, and housing.  

 

Just as infrastructure deteriorates over time, developments become obsolete. What is now 

considered to be a stable shopping center or office complex, in thirty years, will likely 

struggle to remain competitive and functionally viable. To address these anticipated future 

challenges, the preliminary sector plan adopts a proactive approach and proposes one 

possible long-term vision for the phased redevelopment/revitalization of Greenway 

Center and the Maryland Trade Center. 

 

Throughout the planning process, stakeholders underscored the need for senior and active 

adult housing. Staff believes the inclusion of a modest amount of housing units targeting 

these age groups is appropriate for two reasons. First, it will help foster a sense of place, 

activate the focus area in the evenings and weekends, and support existing businesses. 

Second, new residents in this area will benefit from enhanced transit service and the 

proximity and accessibility of retail outlets and the amenities and services associated with 

the proposed Medical Mile and the presence of numerous healthcare providers including 

the nearby Doctors Community Hospital.  

 

The recommendation to ensure adequate bicycle facilities are provided in this focus area 

is in accordance with Strategy 5.3 on page 128. Staff, as result, finds it appropriate to 

amend Strategy 1.1 on page 107.  

 

While staff finds it premature to prohibit townhomes, it proposes to amend Strategy 2.4 to 
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no justification for redevelopment other 

than the introduction of a different 

design form…. 

 

“P. 107, Greenway Center, Strategy 1.1 

– Revise or add additional strategy that 

also includes provisions for bicycle 

facilities (i.e., bike racks). 

 

“P. 107, Greenway Center, Strategy 2.1 

– ‘Support the future rezoning to an 

appropriate mixed-use zone to 

implement the land use 

recommendations of the sector plan.” 

Recommendations of this nature are 

concerning when the County has very 

few mixed use zones in its zoning code. 

Object to recommendations for 

redevelopment of Greenway Center and 

Maryland Trade Center when there is 

no justification other than to convert the 

sites into grid based developments. 

 

“P. 108, Strategy 2.4 – The 

appropriateness of housing of any kind 

at Greenway Center/Maryland Trade 

Center is questionable, and townhouses 

are definitely not an appropriate 

housing type. The city had suggested 

that senior housing might be an 

appropriate housing use near Greenway 

Center, but we see no need for 

additional market rate housing of any 

time at this location. Nowhere has the 

plan addressed actual housing needs, 

especially for those segments of the 

underscore housing products attractive to seniors and active adults.   

 

Staff does not disagree with the recommendation that Schrom Airport be recognized at 

Schrom Hills Park, but believes additional, coordinated signage and/or open spaces could 

help celebrate the history and legacy of this historic site. Staff believes a minor addition to 

Strategy 3.2 on page 108 could help reflect this finding.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Amend Strategy 1.1 on page 107 to read: “Enhance pedestrian 

and bicycle access to and within Greenway Center by constructing sidewalks, crosswalks, 

and pathways and incorporating bicycle facilities such as bike racks as appropriate.”  

 

Amend Strategy 2.4 on page 108 to read: “Incorporate [a mix of housing types] 

residential development with an emphasis on providing housing types attractive to 

[including multifamily units and townhomes that are attractive to a range of homebuyers 

and renters, including] seniors and active adults.”  

 

Amend Strategy 3.2 on page 108 to read: “Celebrate the history of the former Schrom 

Airport by incorporating historic markers and interpretive signage along future streets 

and/or a future public open space that follows the path of the former airport’s runway. In 

collaboration with the City of Greenbelt, coordinate such elements with monuments and 

other features installed in the future at Schrom Hills Park and in other locations.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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housing market not now served or 

underserved in Greenbelt. 

 

“P. 108, Strategy 3.2 – Schrom Hills 

Park would be the appropriate location 

to recognize the Schrom airport.” 

 

 Topic: Street Grids and Urban 

Design/Land Use Connectivity 

 

“P. 102, 103, Beltway Plaza Illustrative 

Phasing Plan – … We also question the 

emphasis of the plan that all new 

development or redevelopment must 

follow a grid pattern, versus other 

equally appropriate design approaches. 

Illustrative plans should also include 

open space. 

 

“P. 106, Greenway Center concept – 

…Does everything that is built or 

redeveloped have to follow the grid 

system?” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The preliminary sector plan does not require redevelopment to follow a grid 

pattern. It does encourage grid networks, because these roadway systems—which notably 

do not have to follow regimented, 90-angles—improve connectivity and safety, help 

foster a pedestrian environment, promote health and wellness, and reflect traditional urban 

design patterns that date back thousands of years. Staff believes these priorities are clearly 

in line with Greenbelt’s founding principles, stakeholder priorities, and three of the plan’s 

five major themes (sustainability, connectivity and safety, and quality of life). 

 

The importance of grid or modified grid patterns cannot be understated. By effectively 

increasing the number of intersections, such networks augment the number of routes 

travelers (be they pedestrians, bikers, transit users/providers, or drivers) can take. This 

reduces the distance drivers have to travel thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions and 

congestion. These networks also help slow down traffic thereby fostering a more 

pedestrian-friendly environment, improving safety, and encouraging walking.  

 

Furthermore, the density of publicly accessible street intersections—a byproduct of the 

grid system—is considered essential by the US Green Building Council to the success of 

sustainable communities as is reflected in the LEED® Neighborhood Development’s 

(LEED-ND) Neighborhood Pattern and Design Prerequisite 3: Connected and Open 

Community, and in Neighborhood Pattern and Design Credit 6: Street Network. 

Prerequisite 3—which all LEED-ND registered projects must meet—calls for a minimum 

level of intersections per square mile within ¼ mile of the development site.  Credit 6 

speaks more to block size and creating a street grid pattern (though is optional for specific 

projects). The endorsement of traditional street networks—be they formal, 90-degree 

angle grids or a pattern much more similar to Historic Greenbelt’s flowing, terrain-

following modified grid pattern—by LEED® and other best practices speaks to the 

importance of these networks with regard to connectivity. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 
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Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
 Topic: General Environmental 

Infrastructure Comments 

 

“The plan presents an important 

opportunity to implement sustainable 

policies, strategies and development 

standards that will drive the 

enhancement, restoration and 

preservation of the Indian Creek 

Watershed, as well as the Upper 

Northeast Branch sub watershed. 

 

“There are many positive goals, policies 

and strategies within the plan that 

respect the natural environment, and 

encourage sustainable development and 

environmental stewardship, and we 

believe these could be expanded on 

even further. 

 

“In summary, the Plan must capitalize 

on this opportunity to accommodate 

economic development in concert with 

restoring, preserving and enhancing the 

natural environment, not at the expense 

of.” 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff fully concurs with the testimony. With regard to the desire to further 

expand the preliminary sector plan recommendations, please see the rest of the 

Sustainability – Environmental Infrastructure section of this analysis of testimony below. 

 

One of the five identified themes of the preliminary sector plan is sustainability. 

Sustainability includes the overall environmental infrastructure both of the sector plan 

area and of adjoining areas since environmental infrastructure is a network element that is 

influenced by, and in turn influences, areas outside of physical boundaries depicted on a 

map. 

 

As a major theme, the environmental health and future sustainability of the environment 

are addressed in detail throughout the preliminary sector plan, particularly with the 

Sustainability – Environmental Infrastructure element of the plan. Water quality and 

watershed health is particularly emphasized, with Policy 1 of the area-wide environmental 

infrastructure recommendations on page 111 oriented specifically to Indian Creek and 

water quality. Policy 3 on page 112 addresses stormwater management throughout the 

sector plan area. In sum, there are eight policies that apply throughout the sector plan area 

and seven policies that are applicable to specific locations. 

 

Staff Recommendation: See below for recommended changes to the sector plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: General Stormwater 

Management Comments 

 

Speaker 13 recounts a brief recent 

history of county stormwater 

management initiatives and suggests 

Speaker 13, Cary 

Coppack 

 

Exhibit 19, Haitham 

A. Hijazi, 

Department of Public 

Discussion: The passage of CB-15-2011 fully updated Subtitle 32 of the County Code, 

the Water Resources Protection and Grading Code. Other than certain clearly identified 

circumstances where projects may be exempt or may obtain waivers, all development and 

redevelopment in Prince George’s County is subject to new requirements for 

environmental site design (ESD) and stormwater management controls, in addition to 

other requirements such as site grading. 
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this preliminary sector plan should 

specifically state the desire to protect 

for up to one inch of rainfall on site via 

environmental site design techniques. 

 

Exhibit 19, from the Prince George’s 

County Department of Public Works 

and Transportation, notes that “(a)ll 

proposed stormwater management 

facilities are to meet the 

Environmentally Sensitive Design 

Maximum Extent Practicable 

requirements. These systems are to be 

reviewed and approved by DPW&T.” 

 

Stormwater regulations need to be 

strong, and strategies to encourage new 

development/redevelopment to comply 

with the 2017 stormwater requirements 

should be included in the plan.” 

 

Exhibit 60 recognizes the preliminary 

sector plan’s emphasis on stormwater 

management in accordance with 

installing and retrofitting environmental 

site design (ESD) features, and notes 

Strategies 3.2 and 3.4 on page 114 are 

“particularly deserving of support.” 

However, the testimony encourages 

revisions of these two strategies to 

“encourage use of stormwater 

management practices that go beyond 

the minimum requirements of the 2011 

current county law.” Specific requests 

are that Strategy 3.2 should control “at 

least” the first inch of rainfall on-site, 

Works and 

Transportation; 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

60, Vicky Hageman, 

CCRIC (Citizens to 

Conserve and 

Restore Indian 

Creek) 

 

 

Staff notes the background discussion of environmental infrastructure starting on page 36 

does not include references to CB-15-2011, which should be added. 

 

Strategy 3.2 on page 112 specifically calls for control of the first inch of rainfall on site, 

but could be strengthened to further support the preliminary sector plan’s aggressive and 

innovative approaches to incorporating the latest technologies and best management 

practices through all aspects of the plan. Similarly, Strategy 3.4 could be more specific 

regarding the state standard. 

 

Staff concurs with Exhibit 60’s observation that the stormwater management ordinance 

was passed in 2011 rather than 2010. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the first full paragraph in the third column of page 15 to 

read: “[During the same year,]In 2011 a new stormwater management ordinance was 

passed via CB-15-2011 that now requires the use of environmental site design (ESD) 

techniques countywide to the maximum extent practicable so that developed and 

redeveloped sites come as close as possible to pre-development conditions in terms of 

stormwater management.” 

 

Add a new paragraph to the Environmental Infrastructure Background and Existing 

Conditions heading on page 36 to read: “In 2011 Prince George’s County adopted CB-15-

2011, which amended the county’s stormwater management ordinance, Subtitle 32, to 

establish minimum requirements and procedures to control adverse impacts caused by 

increased stormwater runoff. New development and redevelopment must manage 

stormwater by using environmental site design (ESD) to the maximum extent practicable 

to maintain after development, as nearly as possible, the predevelopment stormwater 

runoff characteristics. Stream channel erosion, pollution, siltation and sedimentation and 

local flooding should be reduced, and appropriate structural best management practices 

should only be used when absolutely necessary. This new stormwater management 

ordinance should help improve the overall quality of the local watersheds and will 

mitigate impacts and damage caused by prior development patterns.” 

 

Revise Strategy 3.2 on page 112 to read: “Control at least the first inch of rainfall on-

site….” Revise Strategy 3.4 on the same page to read: “Require new development and 

redevelopment to incorporate stormwater volume control measures that exceed the state 
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and Strategy 3.4 should “specify that 

these will satisfy or go beyond the state 

standard of controlling 2.7 inches of 

rainfall.” 

 

Exhibit 60 notes an item that needs 

revision on page 15, which states the 

current county stormwater management 

ordinance was passed in 2010. This 

should be corrected to 2011.  

standard of controlling 2.7 inches of stormwater on-site in order to reduce the impact of 

stormwater on Indian Creek.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Map 17—Green Infrastructure 

Plan with Possible Woodland Banks 

 

“P. 110, Map 17, Do not see Greenbelt 

Station South Core or Indian Springs 

Park as realistic areas for woodland 

banking.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff notes the areas within Greenbelt Station’s South Core and Indian 

Springs Park are identified as “possible” locations for woodland banks, but that these sites 

and the others identified by Map 17 on page 110 would need to be further analyzed to 

determine their appropriateness for woodland conservation banking in the future. This 

level of analysis is beyond that included within a master plan or sector plan.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Environmental Infrastructure 

Background 

 

“P. 111, It would be beneficial to have a 

map showing the location of all 

environmentally sensitive areas within 

the sector plan.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff is unsure what the City of Greenbelt means by “all environmentally 

sensitive areas.” Maps 8 on page 38 (Subwatersheds within the Sector Plan Area), 9 on 

page 40 (Tree Canopy within Sector Plan Area), and 17 on page 110 (Green Infrastructure 

Plan with Possible Woodland Banks) provide the appropriate level of detail at the master 

plan or sector plan level. Other sensitive areas such as locations of soil erosion and 

sedimentation are transitory, constantly shifting, and need to be evaluated at a much more 

intense level of detail at the time development or mitigation is to occur. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 Topic: Area-Wide Recommendation 

 

“P. 111 – Area Wide 

Recommendations, Policy 1 – 

Reference should be made to Still 

Creek as well. 

 

“P. 111, Strategy 1.2 – Private funding 

sources/opportunities should also be 

sought. Lakeside is not in the sector 

plan area. The strategy should reference 

established ‘Greenbelt Communities.’ 

 

“P. 112, Many of these strategies are 

not specific to the sector plan area. 

 

“P. 112, Strategy 1.8 – What trash and 

litter problem? Where is it located? 

 

“P. 113, Strategy 4.6 – The plan should 

recognize that the County needs to 

move towards requiring, not just 

encouraging, LEED certification or 

equivalent green rating system.” 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Policy 1 on page 111 refers to the Indian Creek stream system “and other 

areas” which would include Still Creek and Narragansett Run. Strategy 1.5 specifically 

references Still Creek. 

 

Staff concurs that Strategy 1.2 could also include a reference to private funding sources, 

and defers to the City of Greenbelt’s desire to generalize their communities. 

 

The strategies on page 112 reflect innovative approaches to the environmental issues that 

impact not only the Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor but also Prince George’s 

County and the region. They are applicable throughout the sector plan area; there is no 

need to make these strategies more specific as any further level of detail is more 

appropriate at the time development or redevelopment projects are proposed. 

 

Trash and litter as referenced by Strategy 1.8 on page 112 have been identified as an issue 

of concern by the community, particularly within the Indian Creek stream valley but in 

other locations as well, including the wooded slope behind Charlestowne North merging 

into Buddy Attick Park and within existing stormwater management ponds. Trash and 

litter can clog storm drains and block stormwater flows, which Strategy 1.8 tries to 

address. 

 

Prince George’s County is aware of the benefits of green rating systems such as LEED® 

and equivalent programs, and has begun to require LEED® certification for all new 

public buildings within the county. Additional discussions of extending green building 

rating systems are most appropriate at a countywide level, such as during efforts 

pertaining to the revision to the Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance. That said, 

there are numerous issues involved with requiring LEED® or equivalent certifications 

that must be carefully evaluated before any such requirement is implemented for all new 

development. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 1.2 on page 111 to read: “Seek public and 

private funding sources to implement stream stabilization and restoration projects to assist 

in the revitalization of the existing communities of North College Park, 

[Lakeside]established Greenbelt communities, and Berwyn Heights.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
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District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: North Core 

 

Exhibit 23 states: “…why limit the 

requirement of LEED Silver 

certification or equivalent grading 

system to the North Core only? This 

requirement should be applied through 

out the Sector Plan area.”  

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 114, POLICY 1 – 

‘Eco-community’, What is the rationale 

behind developing an eco-community at 

the North Core? Policy should be 

restated to reflect the desire for a 

sustainable mixed-use transit oriented 

development at the north core that 

respects environmental preservation, 

conservation and restoration. 

 

“P. 114, Property Specific 

Recommendations, Strategy 1.2 – 

Support that development within the 

North Core shall be LEED Silver 

certified at the minimum, with a goal of 

Platinum or Gold, and that this 

requirement should be extended to the 

entire sector plan area. 

 

“P. 114, Property Specific 

Recommendations, Strategy 1.5 – The 

plan states that environmental impacts, 

including impacts to Narragansett Run 

should be avoided to the maximum 

extent practicable. The plan should 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

 

 

 

 

Discussion: The proposed eco-community concept at North Core evolved from the plan 

preparation process and input from the residents and other stakeholders. Environmental 

stewardship, restoration of degraded environmental features, and the pride in Historic 

Greenbelt were evident during every community meeting. In light of the potential 

importance of development at North Core, there is a strong opportunity to take a proactive 

and innovative approach to the character of that development and how it would tie into 

the natural environment, as it exists now and as it could be in the future, tying into the 

ideals that make Historic Greenbelt so successful. Fundamentally, there are no differences 

between how the eco-community is described on page 92 and what Exhibit 58 

recommends, except that the eco-community concept is much more detailed and 

progressive with regard to the character of the natural environment on and adjacent to the 

North Core site. 

 

The City of Greenbelt’s desire for all new buildings to be green buildings and rated by 

LEED® or an equivalent system is commendable. However, as mentioned above there are 

numerous considerations that must be taken into account before requiring LEED® or 

equivalent certification for all new development within the entire sector plan area. These 

considerations extend to marketability and the feasibility of financing. While many 

developers and lenders realize that green building certification adds value to their projects 

and enhances their ability to compete in the marketplace, many others do not, and 

certification does typically involve some level of additional costs in any project. Staff 

believes that North Core is best poised for required green building certification but that 

the rest of the sector plan area is not yet ready for a firm requirement. 

 

In the meantime, Strategy 4.1 on page 112 emphasizes green building techniques for all 

new development and redevelopment, and Strategy 4.6 on page 113 encourages green 

building certification for all new development, recognizing that it may not be feasible at 

this time to require such certification for all new development. 

 

Staff agrees that development at the North Core could be more explicitly encouraged to 

obtain higher levels of certification. 

 

It should also be noted that under current state and county law, redevelopment of existing 

properties will result in a more environmentally-sensitive development even without 
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stress that impact should be consistent 

with the approved variation requests 

that were associated with the approved 

PPS [editor note: Preliminary Plan of 

Subdivision].” 

green certification. Furthermore, the most sustainable or green building is one that 

replaces an older structure or impervious surfaces and does not occupy green, 

undeveloped land. 

 

Regarding the impacts to Narragansett Run to accommodate the extension of Greenbelt 

Station Parkway, staff notes that the Preliminary Plan of Subdivision for the Greenbelt 

Station development (4-01026) has already been amended to revise the alignment of 

Greenbelt Station Parkway further eastward in South Core, and that future amendments 

may be needed to accommodate the final alignment of the roadway, once determined at 

the time of Final Plat.  

 

It must be noted that the preliminary sector plan does not support realignment of, or 

significant impact to, the current stream channel of Narragansett Run. The only “support” 

for impacts to Narragansett Run is the result of the reality that portions of the stream 

channel may be impacted temporarily while the Greenbelt Station Parkway bridge is 

constructed. The preliminary sector plan expects and supports that the stream channel 

would be restored following these temporary impacts. See below for additional discussion 

on Narragansett Run. 

 

While variation requests have been approved with 4-01026, it would be inappropriate to 

memorialize those variations in a sector plan because it may be necessary to further 

amend or revise those approved variations in the future. This may pose challenges to 

approving future variations that deviate from sector plan recommendations, even if such 

variations were desired by all parties. The master plan or sector plan establishes broad 

parameters that are then refined with each succeeding level of development review until 

the fine details are established and recorded. Variations should remain part of the 

development review process, proposed and approved at the appropriate point in time. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 1.2 on page 114 to add a new sentence at the 

end to read: “LEED® Gold or Platinum or an equivalent rating is encouraged.” Make no 

other change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 Topic: Beltway Plaza 

 

“P. 115, Policy 4 – The strategies for 

the redevelopment of Beltway Plaza 

need to be comprehensive and 

specific.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The City of Greenbelt provides no specific or additional recommendations as 

to how to strengthen the environmental infrastructure strategies pertaining to the Beltway 

Plaza Shopping Center, so it is difficult for staff to evaluate and fully respond to this 

testimony.  

 

Staff believes that the two strategies addressing Policy 4 are comprehensive, but 

additional specificity may be appropriate for Strategy 4.1 to identify some environmental 

site design techniques that may be appropriate. Staff notes that any redevelopment of the 

Beltway Plaza site would result in a reduction in impervious surfaces and expansion of 

stormwater treatment facilities in accordance with Subtitle 32 of the County Code. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 4.1 to read: “Distribute environment site design 

techniques and improvements throughout the shopping center property, specifically 

including (but not limited to) bioretention areas, filtering and infiltration practices, 

filtration areas, and impervious area treatments.”  

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Capital Office Park and Golden 

Triangle Office Park 

 

“P. 115, Policy 5, Strategy 5.2 – The 

plan should encourage/require use of 

environmental site design and should 

not encourage the use of stormwater 

management ponds which are no longer 

the preferred device. What is the basis 

for recommending additional Storm 

water management ponds near Capital 

Cadillac, near hotels, and elsewhere in 

the Golden Triangle? The plan should 

stress that all new development and 

redevelopment should meet the 

County’s 2017 stormwater 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

60, Vicky Hageman, 

CCRIC (Citizens to 

Conserve and 

Restore Indian 

Creek) 

Discussion: Existing and future stormwater management ponds would be evaluated per 

the procedures established by Subtitle 32; staff concurs that deletion of the 

recommendation for additional stormwater management ponds in Strategy 5.2 on page 

115 is appropriate. 

 

Regarding the southwest portion of the Golden Triangle Office Park in Strategy 5.3, the 

“landing location” for an overpass referenced by the City of Greenbelt is recorded in city 

covenants with the developer. The preliminary sector plan does not support or advocate 

overpasses in this location. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Delete the second sentence of Strategy 5.2 on page 115. Make 

no other change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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requirements. 

 

“P. 115, Strategy 5.3 – The parcel 

referenced as a possible woodland 

conservation site is the parcel reserved 

as a landing location in the event an 

overpass is ever constructed.” 

 

Exhibit 60 notes that Strategy 5.2 on 

page 115 recommends stormwater 

management ponds in Golden Triangle, 

but it is unclear why this is included in 

this location, especially when the 

strategy is part of an overall plan policy 

emphasizing ESD practices. 

 

 Topic: Belle Point and Charlestowne 

 

“P. 115, Policy 6 – What environmental 

issues exist within Belle Point and 

Charlestowne? The plan needs to 

elaborate on the specific issues.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The environmental issues that impact Belle Point and Charlestowne relate 

primarily to noise as discussed in the environmental infrastructure background on page 41 

of the preliminary sector plan, but also extend to pollution, stormwater runoff, and air 

quality issues relayed by residents of these communities during the plan preparation 

process. The three strategies of Policy 6 speak more directly to how these issues are 

proposed to be mitigated. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Indian Creek Stream Valley 

 

Speaker V.6. states: “(a)nd finally, we 

promote the preservation of the Indian 

Creek stream valley.” 

 

Exhibit 23 states: “(i)t is important that 

the plan respect the environmental 

Speaker V.6., The 

Honorable Patrick L. 

Wojahn, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park 

 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Discussion: The preliminary sector plan respects the environmental sensitivity of the 

Indian Creek stream valley, which is one of the major environmental features within the 

sector plan area. Numerous preliminary plan recommendations are oriented to the Indian 

Creek stream valley and adjacent environmentally-sensitive areas.  

 

The preliminary sector plan supports limiting impervious surfaces in numerous places 

throughout the preliminary sector plan. An area-wide recommendation may be 

appropriate to make this clearer. The only potential impervious surfaces supported by the 



Sustainability—Environmental Infrastructure 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

103 

sensitivity of the Indian Creek Stream 

Valley, and limit vehicular connections 

to those shown on approved plans, as 

well as the use of impervious surfaces 

within the Stream Valley.” 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

preliminary sector plan within the Indian Creek stream valley are part of Greenbelt 

Station Parkway and the trail network proposed to enhance connectivity. Impervious 

surfaces for the trails should be reduced to the fullest extent possible. 

 

Staff Recommendation:  Revise Strategy 1.7 on page 112 to read: “Install permeable 

paving materials to allow stormwater to seep into the ground. Reduce impervious surfaces 

to the maximum extent possible throughout the sector plan area.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Narragansett Run 

 

Speaker V.8. states: “(w)e don’t want to 

see Narragansett Run realigned or re-

engineered between the train tracks and 

the confluence of the Indian, with 

Indian Creek.” 

 

Exhibit 20 indicates the City of College 

Park “opposes any realignment or 

reengineering of Narragansett Run 

between the train tracks and its 

confluence with Indian Creek.” 

  

Speaker V.8., The 

Honorable Fazlul 

Kabir, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park 

 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park;   

 

Discussion: The preliminary sector plan does not support or advocate the realignment of 

Narragansett Run except in noting that some temporary changes to the waterway may be 

necessary during the construction of the Greenbelt Station Parkway bridge. Strategy 1.5 

should be revised to clarify this position. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Replace the second sentence of Strategy 1.5 on page 114 with 

the following: “While this sector plan does not support reengineering or the relocation of 

Narragansett Run, it is recognized that minor, temporary impacts may be necessary during 

the construction of the Greenbelt Station Parkway bridge. Any impacts resulting from the 

construction of the bridge should be mitigated and Narragansett Run fully restored upon 

the completion of the bridge.” 

 

Revise the third transportation network highlight bullet on the first column on page 3 to 

read: “Support a new eastern alignment of Greenbelt Station Parkway and oppose the 

reengineering or [and minimize impacts to and the] potential realignment of Narragansett 

Run] while ensuring any temporary impacts to the waterway to accommodate the 

construction of the Greenbelt Station Parkway bridge are fully remediated and restored.” 

 

Revise proposed action step ES 4 on page 178 to read: “Preserve Narragansett Run in its 

current stream alignment to the fullest extent practicable and mitigate and fully restore 

any impacts resulting from the construction of the Greenbelt Station Parkway bridge” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 



Sustainability—Environmental Infrastructure 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

104 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Woodland Preservation/Urban 

Forest Canopy 

 

Speaker 10 and Exhibit 34 ask that 

Strategy 5.1 on page 113 (“Retain 

existing woodland to extent possible”) 

be extended to woodlands located in 

North College Park, including the 

Board of Education Property at Huron 

Street and 51
st
 Avenue and the 

Endelman Property at Narragansett 

Parkway and 53
rd

 Avenue. These 

properties “are vital to stormwater/flood 

protection” and “should be evaluated 

for inclusion as protected urban canopy.  

 

The testimony notes Strategy 7.3 on 

page 114 also should apply to standing 

trees in North College Park, including 

both of the aforementioned properties. 

Speaker 10, 

Christine Nagle 

 

Exhibit 34, Christine 

Nagle 

Discussion: Please see the proposed PreK-8 Urban Model School item in the Quality of 

Life: Public Facilities; Parks and Recreation; Historic Preservation section for discussion 

pertaining to the Board of Education property. Staff notes that the Endelman property was 

the subject of a summer 2012 University of Maryland School of Urban Studies and 

Planning studio course investigating the feasibility of urban agriculture.  

 

Both properties are outside the sector plan boundaries and cannot be evaluated by this 

sector plan for inclusion in urban canopy. It may be that portions of one or both properties 

may become part of the county’s urban tree canopy environmental network, but it is not 

appropriate to specifically reference these properties in the Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 

193 Corridor Sector Plan. 

 

Staff Recommendation:  Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Stormwater Runoff in South 

Core/College Park 

 

“The 2012 Plan also does not include 

new strategies to offset runoff from 

impervious surface being added in 

South Core, which may have negative 

impacts on College Park residents. 

Concerns about flooding caused by the 

development of impervious surfaces in 

the South Core have previously been 

communicated by NCPCA to M-

NCPPC. Flooding and groundwater 

drainage areas are major concerns of 

Exhibit 26, John 

Krouse, North 

College Park Citizens 

Association 

Discussion: Policy 3 on page 112 directly addresses flooding and stormwater runoff and 

includes four strategies that would apply not only to South Core but to all other 

development in the sector plan area. Staff notes that South Core is subject to an approved 

stormwater management plan and has already constructed portions of the approved 

stormwater management facilities. The sector plan cannot apply new stormwater 

management requirements to the South Core site because it cannot amend an approved 

stormwater management plan. If the site does not obtain a waiver from Subtitle 32 or the 

waiver expires, it will also be subject to the county’s new stormwater management 

requirements. Because of these factors, staff believes an additional policy specific to the 

South Core site is unnecessary. 

 

Staff Recommendation:  Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
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North College park [sic] residents.”  

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Noise Impacts 

 

Speaker 10 and Exhibit 34 state: “While 

the plan provides for of [sic] new 

building materials to lower the noise 

level below 65 decibels for the 

proposed homes, no mitigation is 

proposed for existing homes where the 

noise level after development that 

occurs as a result of this plan causes the 

decibel to exceed 65 decibels.” The 

testimony requests “that a noise study 

that measures current noise levels and 

evaluates proposed options for the 

construction of North Core and South 

Core be completed prior…to the 

adoption of the Greenbelt Metro Area 

and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan.”  

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 114, Policy 8 – 

Where are these adverse noise 

impacts?” 

 

Speaker 11 also expresses concern 

about noise impacts from new 

development, such as noise reflection 

off buildings. 

Speaker 10, 

Christine Nagle; 

Speaker 11, Cheryl 

Molinatto 

 

Exhibit 34, Christine 

Nagle; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt; 

Discussion: Noise impacts from new development, including noise reflection, cannot be 

evaluated at the sector plan level of detail. Analysis of this nature requires a fully evolved 

development plan at the Detailed Site Plan level (at minimum).  

 

The neighborhood preservation and existing community conservation aspects of the 

preliminary sector plan are intended to minimize any potential negative impacts on 

existing single-family homes to the fullest extent possible. For example, Strategy 1.2 on 

page 146 recognizes the need to evaluate potential noise impacts on existing communities 

during the development review process, and Strategy 8.3 on page 114 recommends 

providing noise attenuation measures when noise issues are identified.  

 

Staff does not believe that a new sector plan strategy encouraging noise mitigation 

measures in existing homes will accomplish anything—the county cannot mandate 

developers to pay for or install such mitigation measures within existing homes, it is not 

appropriate to mandate mitigation measures for existing homes (which would place 

potential burden on existing homeowners), and there would be no enforcement 

mechanism. 

 

With regard to Exhibit 58, a fully accurate and measured countywide noise impact 

mapping layer is unavailable. However, excessive noise (65dBA and above) extends for 

more than 1,000 feet from either side of the centerline of the Capital Beltway (I-95/I-495) 

and for approximately 250 feet from the centerline of MD 193 (Greenbelt Road). See 

Table 9 on page 41 of the preliminary sector plan for additional information on noise 

produced by major roadways. CSX and the Metro Green Line are also noise generators. 

Noise impacts are evaluated at the time of development review. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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Item 

# 

TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
 Topic: Support for Sector Plan 

Transportation Recommendations 

 

Exhibit 23 and Speaker V.3. supports 

elements of the transportation 

recommendations: “We find the 

following points raised in the Sector 

Plan to be consistent with” city goals 

for sustainability and safe, viable 

alternatives to personal vehicle use: 

 

“The promotion of complete street 

concepts. 

 

“The support of our Pedestrian and 

Bicyclist Master Plan. 

 

“Opposition to the widening of the 

Baltimore Washington Parkway. 

 

“Proposing to change the parking 

replacement ratio associated with 

WMATA parking at Greenbelt Station. 

 

“Recommending improvements to the 

intersection of American Legion Drive 

and Lakecrest Drive.” 

 

Speaker 5 and Exhibit 25 supports 

aspects of the plan’s transportation 

approach, specifically references to 

building sidewalks and bikeways, 

Speaker V.3., The 

Honorable Konrad E. 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Speaker 

5, Matthew Johnson 

 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

25, Matthew Johnson 

Discussion: Comments noted. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan.  

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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enhancing street connectivity, building 

transit-oriented development, 

improving bicycle and pedestrian 

safety, and making it easier to move 

about the area with modes of 

transportation besides the automobile. 

Recognition of the negatives of the City 

of Greenbelt’s physical segregation due 

to major roadways is also incorporated 

in the testimony. 

 

 Topic: Transportation – Pedestrian 

and Bicycles General Comments 

 

“Title of subsection – The city would 

prefer the terminology ‘bicyclists’ 

rather than ‘bicycles’ – the former 

humanizes the latter, which is simply 

the mode.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff concurs with the testimony. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the major subheading on page 117 to read: “Pedestrians 

and [Bicycles] Bicyclists.” 

 

Revise the second sentence under the “Vision” subheading on page 117 to read: “A 

complete pedestrian and [bicycle] bicyclist network….” 

 

Revise the Table of Contents on page v to read: “Pedestrians and [Bicycles] Bicyclists” 

 

Revise the sixth bullet on the first column of page 3 to read: “Support select roadway and 

intersection redesigns to minimize traffic, pedestrian, and [bicycle] bicyclist conflicts and 

enhance safety for all users.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Pedestrians and Bicycles 

Background 

 

“P. 117, ‘Background’ – Mentions 

‘2009 Toole Design Group Study’, but 

it would be more appropriate to refer to 

it as the ‘Draft Greenbelt 2012 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff notes the referenced section on page 117 recognizes both the 2009 

Toole Design Group study and the 2012 draft Greenbelt pedestrian and bicycle plan. Staff 

believes it is correct in recognizing both initiatives and notes there is nothing in the 

background text on page 117 that indicates any “adopt[ion] by reference” of any of the 

cited initiatives.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 
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Pedestrian and Bicyclist Master Plan’. 

Again, while the plan should 

acknowledge the draft plan, it should 

not adopt it by reference since it has not 

been adopted by the city.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Recommendations 

 

“P. 118, Strategy 1.1 – The city does 

not support the recommendation 

promoting on-street parking on 

Greenbelt Road. 

 

“P. 118, Strategy 1.5 – Strategy only 

references Prince George’s County 

Police Department and needs to be 

revised to reference the City of 

Greenbelt’s Police Department 

jurisdiction and role. 

 

“P. 118, Strategy 1.7 – The plan should 

not equivocate in addressing pedestrian 

connections in the North Core. 

 

“P. 120, Strategy 2.6 – Should include 

State Highway Administration (SHA), 

as MD 193 and Kenilworth are SHA 

roadways. 

 

“P. 120, Strategy 3.1 – The plan should 

not adopt a plan that has not been 

presented publically [sic] nor has it 

been approved. 

 

“P. 127, Strategy 3.9 – Should include 

the addition of wayfinding signage (and 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Strategy 1.1 on page 118 calls for managing traffic speeds through 

reconfiguration of MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) but does not advocate on-street parking on 

this major roadway. Instead, Strategy 1.1. states: “…and by considering measures such as 

reduced lane widths and on-street parking, where appropriate, along other roadways.” 

(Emphasis added).  

 

As discussed elsewhere in this analysis of testimony, staff does not agree that Strategy 1.5 

on page 118 should be “revised to reference the City of Greenbelt’s Police Department 

jurisdiction and role.” As staff notes elsewhere, the City of Greenbelt Police Department 

does not have a direct role in the implementation or review of CPTED measures per CB-

29-2011. 

 

Strategy 1.7 on page 118 is direct in addressing pedestrian connections in the North Core. 

The strategy calls for “bicycle and pedestrian access through any future employment 

campus...to the maximum extent possible” and identifies some of the key stakeholders 

who need to be involved in the implementation of the strategy. 

 

The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is referenced in Strategy 2.6 on 

page 120. MDOT includes many business units including the Aviation Administration 

(MAA), Motor Vehicle Administration (MVA), State Highway Administration (SHA), 

Mass Transit Administration (MTA), and Transportation Authority (MDTA).  There is no 

need to include SHA when the strategy already includes MDOT. In fact, staff notes the 

MDOT preference previously conveyed to the county is that master and sector plans refer 

to MDOT in most instances rather than their individual business units. 

 

Staff concurs with the testimony regarding Strategies 3.1 on page 120, 3.9 on page 127, 

and 5.2 on page 127. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Delete Strategy 3.1 on page 120 and renumber remaining 

strategies accordingly.  
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along Indian Creek Trail entry at MD 

193). 

 

“P. 127, Strategy 5.2 – Update to read 

‘Support both the City of Greenbelt and 

Prince George’s County in their efforts 

to study…that will clearly indicate the 

regional connections to soon-to-be 

implemented systems in College Park 

and the University of Maryland, 

College Park campus, as well as the 

expanding system in Washington, 

D.C.” 

Revise Strategy 3.9 on page 127 to add a new sentence reading: “Incorporate wayfinding 

signage along Branchville Road, Ballew Avenue, and at the Indian Creek stream valley 

trailhead at MD 193 (Greenbelt Road).” 

 

Revise Strategy 5.2 on page 127 to read: “Support both the City of Greenbelt[‘s] and 

Prince George’s County in their efforts to study….soon-to-be implemented bikeshare 

systems in College Park[,] and the University of Maryland, College Park campus, [and]as 

well as the expanding system in Washington, D.C.” 

 

Revise the proposed action step for Objective TF 11 on page 173 to read: “Support both 

the City of Greenbelt[‘s] and Prince George’s County in their efforts to study….”  

 

Add a second sentence to the proposed action step for Objective MB 5 on page 176 as 

follows: “…and markers. Incorporate wayfinding signage along Branchville Road, 

Ballew Avenue, and at the Indian Creek stream valley trailhead at MD 193 (Greenbelt 

Road).” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Existing, Planned, and 

Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Facilities (Map 18 and Table 29) 

 

Exhibit 58 makes several comments on 

Map 18 and Table 29: 

 

 “Oppose shifting the alignment of 

Greenbelt Station Parkway… 

 Question recommendation for 

Southway. 

 In Franklin Park/Springhill Lake, 

the map addresses some of the 

private roads, including 

Cherrywood Terrace, Breezewood 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: With regard to testimony submitted for the proposed “shifting of the 

Greenbelt Station Parkway (North-South Connector Road) alignment”, and with regard to 

the need for “the plan to respect the approved alignment” it is important foremost to 

restate that the plan fully recognizes that the alignment of the southern portion of 

Greenbelt Station Parkway between Narragansett Run and the MD 193 (Greenbelt Road)  

has been approved and recorded as part of an approved development plan and for the most 

part it has been permitted and portions are even constructed.   

 

The alignment of the segment north of Narragansett Run, on the other hand, has not fully 

been set, recorded, or permitted for construction. Because of this and the fact that the plan 

emphasizes mixed-use, transit-oriented development at North Core with great 

consideration given to preservation and enhancement of existing residential communities, 

the preliminary sector plan recommends a shift in this northern section of Greenbelt 

Station Parkway. Staff recognizes this shift in alignment can only be implemented as part 

of additional phases of development review and when it can be demonstrated that such a 



Transportation (Safety, Connectivity, Mobility, and Access) 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

110 

Court, and Edmonston Terrace (all 

as shared-use roadways) with 

sharrows, which the city does not 

oppose, but the plan should 

acknowledge these are private 

roads. The plan does not address 

Springhill Lane (a city road) beyond 

planned/approved side paths (it 

currently has a sidewalk), and it is 

not labeled on the map. 

 Safe Routes to School (SRTS) 

improvements are mentioned on 

both Springhill Drive and Springhill 

Lane. The plan should note that 

implementation will begin in 2012 

for SRTS improvements along both 

roads. 

 Both this map and Map 19 on p. 

131 are recommending shifting the 

alignment of Greenbelt Station 

parkway (North-South Connector 

Road) eastward – The plan should 

respect the approved alignment.” 

 

 

shift will not cause undue harm to environmentally sensitive areas. 

 

As stated elsewhere in this analysis of testimony, staff believes that reflecting private 

roads on maps helps orient all parties, and notes the proposed inclusion of labels for 

Springhill Lane on appropriate maps throughout the preliminary sector plan document. 

The testimony is correct that a sidepath is recommended on the west side of Springhill 

Lane but does not seem to fully recognize two additional improvements are proposed for 

this roadway: safe routes to schools traffic calming measures, and intersection 

improvements, both intended to enhance safety for all users including bicyclists and 

pedestrians. If the City of Greenbelt has other desires for Springhill Lane, they were not 

expressed in Exhibit 58. 

 

Staff believes a reference to safe routes to schools implementation starting in 2012 is 

appropriate to add to the preliminary sector plan. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new sentence to Strategy 3.4 on page 127 to read: “It 

should be noted that some safe routes to schools improvements are scheduled to begin in 

the vicinity of Springhill Lake Elementary School in 2012.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Overpasses (General) 

 

Exhibit 23 states: “(b)uild an overpass 

or underpasses over Greenbelt Road to 

link two major sections of what is 

known as Greenbelt East, perhaps at 

Mandan Road and MD 193. Additional 

areas of concern to be addressed are the 

intersection of the walkway taking 

pedestrians or bicycles east towards 

Speaker V.3., The 

Honorable Konrad E. 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

58, Judith A. Davis, 

Discussion: A dedicated structure such as overpass or underpass for pedestrian and 

bicyclists allow for uninterrupted movements separated from the vehicle traffic flow. 

However, these facilities are significantly more costly than any at-grade options, and 

often are considered as a measure of last resort at a location where it may be impossible to 

provide a safe and adequate at-grade crossing. 

 

Another major point to note is that these types of facilities must be designed and 

constructed in such a way that they are accessible to all pedestrians and bicyclists, which 

often requires the inclusion of elevators or provision of extensive ramps per the 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Provision of these required ramps often results in 

much longer crossing distance that any at-grade crossing and this additional crossing 
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Hanover Parkway which intersect with 

incoming car traffic exiting from the 

BW Parkway, and easing access for 

bikers and walkers to cross MD 193 at 

Southway which would make easier 

access to the Greenway Center.” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “(t)he plan should be 

revised to include overpasses and 

underpasses as options to provide safe 

pedestrian and bicyclist crossings. 

While we generally find such grade 

separated crossings only at major 

roadways and rail lines, in the planning 

for Greenbelt, pedestrian underpasses 

were important elements of the 

cohesive pedestrian network of 

separate, safe and fully connected paths. 

This shows that infrastructure 

improvements such as underpasses and 

overpasses do not have to be used only 

at heavy volume locations. These tools 

can be used equally as well at the 

neighborhood level. The plan should 

consider pedestrian and bicyclist 

crossings keeping in mind the 

opportunity to use such grade separated 

design features.” 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

length and time discourage their use and contribute to overall project costs. Overpass 

crossings are also considered visually intrusive measures that often have significant 

negative impacts to the visual quality of an area, and extensive underpasses of the scale 

and length necessary to cross beneath roadways such as Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) 

and MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) are often susceptible to crime and flooding issues. 

 

The intersection of Southway and MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) is signalized and at-grade 

pedestrian crossings at this location are more desirable, provided an adequate center 

island refuge island and sufficient protected signal phases are provided for pedestrians 

and bicyclists to more safely cross MD 193 (Greenbelt Road).   

 

Since grade-separated pedestrian facilities along MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) are not 

feasible, cost-effective, or desirable, the preliminary sector plan recommends and 

identifies specific crosswalk improvements and provision of pedestrian and bicyclist 

friendly signals as important requirements for all signalized intersections along MD 193 

(Greenbelt Road), as well as recommending the reconfiguration of the existing 

interchange of MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) and Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) to a more 

pedestrian and bicyclist friendly design and layout.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: State Preservation Land Trails 

 

The City of Greenbelt opposes hard 

surface trails within the State of 

Maryland preservation parcel west of 

Cherrywood Lane, believing these trails 

are “contrary to the whole concept and 

purpose of such preservation.” Page 49 

Speaker V.3., The 

Honorable Konrad E. 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Speaker 

2, Mark Shroder 

 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Discussion: Staff does not concur with the testimony. The provision of limited trails and 

boardwalks through the Indian Creek stream valley are already conditions of the approval 

of the conceptual site plan for Greenbelt Station. The preliminary sector plan recommends 

a limited number of additional hard surface trails through the stream valley to facilitate 

the vision, goals, policies, and strategies regarding connectivity throughout the sector plan 

area. Additional trails will be necessary to accommodate and facilitate improved access, 

safety, and connectivity. 
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is one of several locations where this 

recommendation appears in the 

preliminary sector plan. Exhibit 58 

provides additional detail: “…oppose 

recommendation of a hard surface trail 

through the state preservation land, 

accept [sic] for the formal trail 

connections approved through the CSP 

process. However, these trails should be 

designed and engineered to avoid 

and/or minimize environmental 

impacts. When feasible, connections 

should capitalize on using existing 

sidewalk/walkway connections to 

minimize new environmental 

impacts….The city opposes hard 

surface trail in Indian Creek Stream 

Valley Park.” 

 

Speaker 2 and Exhibit 30 “strongly 

endorse[s]” page 121 (Map 18: 

Existing, Planning, and Proposed 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities) and 

recommendations for enhanced trail 

networks and connectivity throughout 

the sector plan area and, in particular, 

within the Indian Creek watershed. The 

testimony urges upholding Strategy 2.5 

and Map 18 of the preliminary sector 

plan. 

 

Exhibit 34 requests further clarification 

of Strategy 2.4 on page 120, and states 

that: “(c)onstruction of boardwalks and 

pathways through the center of the 

protected area for use a [sic] high use 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

30, Mark Shroder; 

Exhibit 34, Christine 

Nagle; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

60, Vicky Hageman, 

CCRIC (Citizens to 

Conserve and 

Restore Indian 

Creek) 

Staff firmly believes that hard surface trails will have limited environmental impacts. It 

must be noted that staff does not recommend hard surface impervious trails. It is quite 

possible to incorporate pervious paving measures in hard surface trails. However, staff 

notes that hard surface trails are necessary to permit use by road bikes and other 

conveyances that cannot easily traverse natural paving surfaces such as mulch or wood 

chips.  

 

Staff Recommendation:  Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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commuter passage will increase the 

potential for harm to the system.” The 

testimony supports avoiding or 

minimizing crossings of Indian Creek 

even for foot traffic. 

 

Exhibit 60 states: “CCRIC opposes the 

construction of hard surface paths 

within the Indian Creek stream valley 

due to the potential for unacceptable 

impacts to the natural and 

archaeological resources there.” All 

trails within the environmental 

envelope should be planned carefully, 

but hard surface trails should not be 

considered. Trails parallel to Greenbelt 

Station Parkway and Cherrywood Lane 

may facilitate connectivity without 

endangering the environmentally 

sensitive areas. 

 Topic: North College Park Pedestrian 

Overpass 

 

Speaker V.8. states: “…we support the 

feasibility study of building an overpass 

or underpass between North College 

Park or Greenbelt’s south core, but only 

at an area or location which is south of 

the education, Board of Education 

property in North College Park.” 

 

Speaker 2 and Exhibit 30 support the 

pedestrian overpass to facilitate 

connectivity to regional trail networks, 

citing Sligo Creek as a model. 

 

Speaker V.8., The 

Honorable Fazlul 

Kabir, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park; 

Speaker 2, Mark 

Shroder; Speaker 7, 

Marcia Booth; 

Speaker 10, 

Christine Nagle 

 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park; 

Exhibit 28, Diana 

Discussion: While staff is sensitive to the concerns of the North College Park community, 

Condition of Approval 43 in the District Council’s approval order for CSP-01008/01 

reiterates the requirement for a pedestrian overpass to be located and built somewhere 

between Huron Street and the City of College Park Public Works Facility. Staff believes 

this facility is essential to facilitate connectivity between South Core and North College 

Park. The preliminary sector plan recommends Huron Street as the landing point for the 

pedestrian overpass in the North College Park community, but in response to testimony 

and the condition of approval clarification to this proposed landing site is warranted. Staff 

notes the final location and configuration of the overpass will need to be determined in a 

future phase of development in collaboration with the Cities of College Park and 

Greenbelt. 

 

Staff concurs the pedestrian overpass should be added to Table 29 on page 199. 

 

The suggestion to reconstruct the existing stairway near Branchville Road along the 

existing MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) bridge across the railway lines is appreciated, but staff 
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Speaker 7 is concerned with the size of 

any new pedestrian bridge that would 

be necessary to span the CSX tracks 

and accommodate future double-

stacking of freight trains, comparing 

future bridges to the existing pedestrian 

bridge at Berwyn Road. The speaker 

asks that the bridge be moved further 

south to the North College 

Park/Branchville Road industrial area. 

 

Exhibit 20 indicates “significant 

neighborhood opposition” to, and 

practical difficulties for construction of, 

the proposed pedestrian overpass in the 

vicinity of Huron Street per Strategy 2.5 

on page 120. The city recommends 

revising this strategy to “include 

conducting a feasibility study for 

locating and financing a 

pedestrian/bicycle overpass or 

underpass in a location other than 

Huron Street.” Locations south of the 

Board of Education property to 

Branchville Road should be considered. 

 

The testimony recommends adding the 

pedestrian overpass/underpass to Table 

29 on page 122.  

 

“Consider reconstruction of the existing 

stairs near Branchville Road east and 

west of the train tracks to restore 

pedestrian access to Greenbelt Road 

and include improvements that will 

make this area accessible for bicycles 

Claburn; Exhibit 30, 

Mark Shroder; 

Exhibit 34, Christine 

Nagle 

 

has concerns with the ability of the existing bridge to accommodate pedestrian and 

bicyclist traffic in safety if the stairway is rebuilt and sees extensive use. The existing 

bridge across the railway lines is very narrow with sub-standard pedestrian facilities and 

no bicycle facilities. This bridge would need to be rebuilt to fully and safely 

accommodate multiple users. 

 

Staff believes the existing underpass at the Metro station provides for some access but is 

insufficient for future access and connectivity between Greenbelt Station and North 

College Park. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 2.5 on page 120 to read: “…[in the vicinity of] 

south of Huron Street to maximize safety and connectivity.” 

 

Add a new line to Table 29 on page 125 to read:  

 

Bikeway or Trail 

Name 

Facility Type Limits Comments 

North College Park 

Pedestrian 

Overpass 

Hard Surface Trail 

(Pedestrian and 

Bicyclist 

Bridge/Overpass) 

Huron Street to 

Branchville Road 

Construct a 

pedestrian/bicyclist 

overpass across the 

CSX and Metro 

line to link North 

College Park and 

the South Core area 

 

Revise the action step discussion for Objective TR 23 on page 174 to read: “Construct a 

pedestrian overpass linking the Greenbelt Metro Station South Core area to North College 

Park.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 



Transportation (Safety, Connectivity, Mobility, and Access) 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

115 

and compliant with the Americans with 

Disabilities Act.”  

 

Exhibit 28 provides community 

background and perspective on the 

proposed pedestrian overpass, 

emphasizing community opposition to 

the overpass (more than 300 signatures 

in opposition in the past). Additional 

background on the status of the 

pedestrian bridge is provided, including 

a city council worksession with Mr. 

Norman Rivera representing South 

Core, who requested deletion of the 

pedestrian overpass from the city’s 

development agreements. The exhibit 

states: “(t)he end result was the City 

Council voted to move forward without 

requiring the pedestrian bridge be 

built.” (Emphasis in original). 

 

Outstanding concerns of building the 

bridge include deforestation of several 

acres and increased potential of 

stormwater runoff and noise pollution. 

Exhibit 28 requests deletion of all 

references of the pedestrian bridge from 

the preliminary plan prior to its 

approval. 

 

Speaker 10 and Exhibit 34 support 

deletion of strategy 2.5 on page 120 to 

build the pedestrian overpass, citing 

environmental concerns. The testimony 

states that the existing underpass at the 

Metro station and pedestrian stairways 
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provide sufficient access. 

 Topic: Ballew Avenue 

 

The testimony indicates sidewalks on 

both sides of Ballew Avenue does not 

make sense in light of the eastern side’s 

proximity to Indian Creek. The 

sidewalks on the western side should be 

sufficient. 

Speaker V.7., The 

Honorable Jodie 

Kulpa-Eddy, Council 

Member, Town of 

Berwyn Heights 

 

Discussion: Staff concurs with the testimony. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 3.9 on page 127 to read: “Provide wide 

sidewalks and street trees on both sides of Branchville Road and along the western side of 

Ballew Avenue to enhance the gateway and arrival experience to Lake Artemesia.” 

 

Revise the proposed action step discussion for Objective TR 32 on page 175 to read: 

“Reconstruct Branchville Road and Ballew Avenue as two lane striped roadways with 12-

foot-wide lanes and wide sidewalks, bicycle facilities, and street trees on both sides of 

Branchville Road and along the western side of Ballew Avenue” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Transit and Roadways Goals 

and Background 

 

“P. 129, Where is the network of 

complete streets and boulevards 

needed?” 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: A network of complete streets and boulevards would be helpful to facilitate 

bicyclist and pedestrian use everywhere within the sector plan area. Staff notes the 

general testimony refers to an overall goal of the Transit and Roadways section of the 

Transportation (Safety, Connectivity, Access, and Mobility) element of the preliminary 

sector plan, and subsequent policies and strategies provide additional detail for specific 

improvements supported by the plan. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Street Ownership 

 

The county Department of Public 

Works and Transportation notes that the 

public rights-of-way within the sector 

plan area are under the jurisdiction of 

the State Highway Administration or 

Speaker V.3., The 

Honorable Konrad E. 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 19, Haitham 

Discussion: Staff notes the testimony provided by Exhibit 19. Staff notes implementation 

of the preliminary sector plan will require the participation of a broad range of agencies 

and governmental bodies including federal, state, county agencies and departments, as 

well as local municipalities, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 

(WMATA), and land owners and developers.   

 

Some roadways like Branchville Road are county roadways which are designed, operated, 
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the municipalities with the sole 

exception of Branchville Road. 

“Proposed improvements to the 

County-maintained roadway must meet 

all County specifications and 

standards.” 

 

Exhibit 23 states: “(f)urther, we also 

note the failure of the plan to 

acknowledge that there are no County 

streets in the City. The City has full 

jurisdiction of city roads. Given that 

understanding, needed improvements of 

City streets should meet City standards, 

not County standards.” (All emphasis in 

original). 

A. Hijazi, 

Department of Public 

Works and 

Transportation; 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

and maintained by the county Department of Public Works and Transportation 

(DPW&T). Staff concurs that city-owned and maintained streets will be built to the city’s 

standards. Staff notes the recommendations of the preliminary sector plan do not mandate 

or state who will be implementing specific recommendations. Rather, the preliminary 

sector plan identifies the recommendations drawn from community input and professional 

analysis and defers implementation to developers and agencies with jurisdictions over the 

facilities. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: General Roadways Comments 

 

The testimony takes issue with roadway 

recommendations “inconsistent with 

[Greenbelt] Council 

positions/approvals.” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “(w)e applaud and 

support the recommendations in the 

plan to strengthen and improve 

pedestrian and bicyclist connections, 

yet there are several recommendations 

for roadway widenings which directly 

conflict with these connectivity 

proposals.” 

Exhibit 32, Ruth E. 

Kastner; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: It must be noted that the preliminary sector plan builds on, and in some cases 

amends, the 2009 Approved Countywide Master Plan of Transportation (MPOT). 

Extensive analysis and evaluation contributed to the MPOT network recommendations for 

roadway, pedestrian, and bicycle networks. Additional and more detailed analysis was 

conducted for the sector plan area based on alternate land use pattern recommendations to 

evaluate local impacts and determine which MPOT recommendations may need to be 

revised. 

 

While staff appreciates the support expressed by Exhibit 58 for strengthening and 

improving pedestrian and bicyclist connections, roadways must also be evaluated and 

recommendations made for improvements that fulfill the plan’s vision and 

recommendations while simultaneously preserving the level-of-service standards for the 

Developed Tier. 

 

Specific roadway recommendations are addressed in more detail below, and several staff 

recommendations are proposed with those discussions. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan.  

 

Planning Board Action:  
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District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Complete and Green Streets 

 

While the City of Greenbelt agrees with 

recommendations pertaining to 

Complete and Green Streets policies, 

“the plan should be revised to indicate 

that since most of the streets in the 

sector plan are city streets, it will be 

city standards, and not county 

standards, that will apply.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff appreciates the comment and understands the City of Greenbelt owns 

and maintains most of the roadways in the sector plan area per their own standards. 

Nothing in the preliminary sector plan mandates or indicates otherwise. However, staff 

does note the proposed lane widths are driven by larger network conditions per the MPOT 

as may be modified by the analysis conducted for the sector plan area, and that some 

modifications may be necessary so that regional transportation systems do not bottleneck 

within the City of Greenbelt. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Roadway Congestion and 

Mitigation 

 

Speaker V.3. and Exhibit 23 state: 

“(f)inally, there are other opportunities 

which need to be fully explored to 

reduce congestion created by personal 

vehicle use on our roadways: 

 

“Designate separate bus lanes, 

improving bus travel time making it 

easier to connect all sectors of the city 

and easing access to and from 

Greenbelt Metro. Imagine the impact of 

drivers waiting for the light to change at 

Kenilworth Avenue when they see a 

bus go by in a bus only lane making its 

way forward to Beltway Plaza and the 

Metro. 

Speaker V.3., The 

Honorable Konrad E. 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Speaker 

5, Matthew Johnson; 

Speaker 8, Jeff 

Lemieux 

 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

25, Matthew 

Johnson; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

62, Jeff Lemieux 

Discussion: The City of Greenbelt expresses opposition to any widening of MD 193 

(Greenbelt Road) but then recommends separate dedicated bus lanes along the roadway. 

Staff notes that express bus lanes will necessitate significant widening of  

MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) because the transportation network will not support the loss of 

one lane of through travel in each direction.  

 

Staff notes, however, the preliminary sector plan recommends and supports consideration 

of future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service over the medium- to long-term along MD 193 

(Greenbelt Road) and Kenilworth Avenue Extended (see Strategy 1.4 on page 132). This 

recommendation will necessitate further studies and coordination by a number of 

stakeholders including MDOT, WMATA, DPW&T and the local municipalities. 

 

Staff fully concurs with the testimony regarding other opportunities to reduce congestion 

by personal vehicle use on sector plan roadways. To this end, the preliminary sector 

plan’s transportation recommendations have been designed to place a much greater 

emphasis on improving bicycle and pedestrian networks and accessibility and safety, 

improve the mass transit system and encourage greater transit use, enhance street 

connectivity, and significantly reduce the parking standards for new development 

compared to existing parking standards for the sector plan area. 
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“Possible conclusion: We need to shift 

the paradigm so there are greater 

incentives to use transportation 

alternatives helping to reduce 

congestion, reduce our intake of fossil 

fuels, and reduce pollution.” 

 

Speaker 5 and Exhibit 25 state: “None 

of the roadways or intersections in the 

Sector Plan area is failing.” The 

testimony goes on to reference the 

transportation appendix discussion on 

how regional/commuter traffic 

contributes to a relatively large amount 

of capacity issues, and indicates the 

sector plan’s proposed widening of 

select roadways is in response to 

regional/commuter traffic and the 

Developing and Rural Tiers at the 

expense of Greenbelt and the 

Developed Tier. The exhibit recognized 

the transportation appendix states a road 

diet for MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) is 

infeasible but references safety, 

pleasant walking experiences, walkable 

nodes, and connectivity as being 

contrary to the proposed widening 

actions recommended by the 

preliminary plan. 

 

Exhibit 58 suggests that the preliminary 

sector plan’s recommendations for 

roadway widening were not warranted 

by the transportation analysis conducted 

for the plan. 

 

Roadway improvements intended to ensure maintenance of level-of-service standards are 

not necessarily in conflict with the substantial focus of the preliminary sector plan on 

pedestrian and bicyclist facilities. In fact, the recommended reconfiguration of select 

roadways is necessary to accommodate bicyclist facilities such as bike lanes. 

 

Transportation Model 

 

The preliminary sector plan recognizes and emphasizes the importance of transit and non-

motorized modes of travel to the sector plan area. However, the recommendations of the 

preliminary sector plan must be designed to achieve the desired level-of-service level of E 

or better within the Developed Tier per the 2002 General Plan. This requirement 

necessitates additional improvements to other modes, including the highway and roadway 

network. 

 

A brief discussion of the transportation model and analysis may be helpful in addressing 

the roadway mitigation concerns. With regard to existing average daily traffic (ADT) 

volumes reported on page 49, the following sources were consulted to determine current 

usage levels: 

• The most recent traffic volume inventory map for the Prince George’s County 

provided annually by the Maryland State Highway Administrations Highway 

information Services Division (HISD). 

• The Prince George’s County Department of Public Works and Transportation 

Traffic Count Book. 

• The most recent Traffic Impact Studies submitted for review to M-NCCPC, 

including additional traffic volume data collected by Wallace, Montgomery, & 

Associates, the transportation consultant.  

• Site visits and field observations conducted during the AM and PM peak and off-

peak periods by staff and the consultant team.  

 

The traffic forecasting done for any county master or sector plan is based upon a 

comprehensive four-step (trip generation, trip distribution, modal choice, and trip 

assignment) Transportation Demand Forecasting Model that is termed TransForM.  

TransForM consists of several complex computer programs that use sets of equations to 

link large databases containing land use and transportation network data with several well 

documented real-world assumptions about transportation and how people use it.   
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Speaker 8 and Exhibit 62 state that 

neither the City of Greenbelt Advisory 

Planning Board or the public had the 

time to assess the county’s traffic model 

cited as the justification for 

recommended roadway improvements, 

and requests time for the public to 

review the underlying assumptions of 

the model. 

 

Speaker 8 also expresses concern at the 

preliminary sector plan’s 

recommendations to widen certain 

roadways and questions the results of 

analysis indicating the need for 

intersection widening. 

 

Exhibit 62 also expresses similar 

concerns as Exhibit 25 that road 

widening within the preliminary sector 

plan area may be “interpreted as 

implicit support for new suburban 

sprawl development in the remaining 

rural areas of our county.” 

 

These assumptions include:  

 (1) The amount of travel demand that exists,  

 (2) The means by which people will make trips that constitute that demand, and 

 (3) The roadway and transit system capacity that is available to accommodate 

the resulting trips.   

 

TransForM uses this information to produce estimates of such variables as average travel 

speeds, the percentage of trips taken by public transit, and measures of traffic demand and 

traffic congestion by facility. The input to TransForM includes: (1) the approved region-

wide cooperative forecast of population, households, and employment for the modeled 

area (the Washington Metropolitan Region) as well as the proposed forecasts  and for 

each of the designated Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ’s), and (2) information about 

the future transportation system ( highway, and street network, transit and high-

occupancy vehicle (HOV) networks, and bike and trail networks) as outlined and 

contained in the approved long range plans for the county and the region and as proposed 

for the given master plan or sector plan area.   

 

TransForM currently has 2,523 zones, of which 883 TAZ’s are in the county and 1,640 

TAZ’s are outside the county, and 47 external stations representing major roadways 

crossing the regional boundaries.  

 

The TransForM output results are then adjusted using the approved screenline method 

found in Chapter 3 of the Highway Traffic Data for urbanized Area Project Planning and 

Design (NCHRP 255). The screenlined travel volumes are expressed in average daily 

traffic (ADT) and must be converted into peak hour traffic to determine an estimate of 

intersection and interchange operations within the sector plan area. To convert ADT into 

peak hour traffic, for turning movement and ramp volumes, appropriate “K” and “D” 

factors are used.   

 
A “K” factor is percent of ADT on a particular roadway during either the AM or PM peak 

hour. The “D” factor is percentage of peak hour traffic found travelling in one direction. 

Both of these factors are most often derived from existing and local ground counts.  

 

The existing conditions report prepared for this preliminary sector plan states: “Among 

intersections, the intersection of MD 193 with Hanover Parkway experiences 
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unacceptable LOS F only during the PM peak hour” which is not the same as indicating 

none of the intersections in the sector plan area experience levels-of-service (LOS) less 

than LOS E.  

 

Various output results showing origin and destination patterns by mode for the entire 

modeled area, including the projected daily as well as the AM and PM peak hour travel 

volumes for every roadway segment, ramp, and intersection, along with the forecast LOS 

using the methods outlined in the Planning Board Guidelines were used to recommend an 

appropriately sized roadway network for the sector plan area.  

 
The results of the traffic forecasting and the level of service analysis worksheets, 

including background information and evaluation of alternatives that are not contained in 

the preliminary sector plan text, are part of a separate transportation technical report. This 

report, along with the existing condition report, is available upon request to the Planning 

Department’s Transportation Planning Section. It is important to note that additional 

studies and evaluation with regard to the design, feasibility, and ultimate alignment for 

each of the recommended actions by affected parties are still necessary and therefore 

would not be part of this technical report.    

 
Transportation Mitigation 

 

Some major conclusions of the detailed transportation analysis conducted for the 

Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan include: 

 
1. Regardless of the development scenario, the classification and required total 

number of lanes as recommended by the 2009 MPOT the Baltimore-Washington 

Parkway and Capital Beltway (I-95/I-495) continue to be required.   

 

2. The proposed development pattern requires additional directional ramps at North 

Core to provide access to and from Greenbelt Metro Station/North Core and the 

Capital Beltway (I-95/I-495).  

 

3. The existing grade-separated interchange at MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) and 

Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) will best accommodate safer bicycle and 

pedestrian movements, safer traffic turning movements, and more streamlined 

traffic flow through the redesign and reconfiguration of the overpass bridge. The 
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proposed Diverging diamond interchange in this location addresses the needs of 

multiple modes of transportation in an innovative complete streets approach that 

will facilitate safer connectivity while reducing existing travel lanes (from 10 

through lanes to 8). 

 

4. The existing number of through lanes for MD 193 (Greenbelt Road)  and 

Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) within the sector plan boundaries are deemed 

sufficient and these two facilities would operate at the General Plan standard LOS 

E at the buildout of the preliminary sector plan’s recommended land uses, 

provided additional approach lanes are provided at identified signalized 

intersections. Portions of MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) are currently as wide as 8 or 

even 10 lanes, but the preliminary sector plan does not support full lane widening 

along the entire length of either roadway. 

 

Note: this finding necessitates changes to the preliminary sector plan text to 

clarify Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) will remain as 4-6 lanes within the sector 

plan boundaries, and to clarify proposed changes to MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) 

are limited in scope and do not involve full lane expansion. 

 

5. Hanover Parkway, Ivy Lane, and Cherrywood Lane require provision of divided 

roadway cross sections including a grassed or landscaped median to provide for 

safer and more pleasant accommodation by all users, in accordance with MPOT 

and preliminary sector plan recommendations for Complete Streets. Additional 

widening of these roadways is not supported by staff. See the discussion on 

Topic: Hanover Parkway below for additional clarification. 

 

The preliminary sector plan also identifies and supports the establishment of a 

Transportation Demand Management District (TDMD) and additional measures that will 

help to reduce vehicular travel. Strategy 1.5 on page 132 provides and signifies the 

importance of providing wayfinding as a mean to improve walkability and transit access. 

Strategy 2.1 on page 133 calls for complete streets measures in all new roadways and in 

reconstruction of existing roadways.  Other alternate means of transportation mitigation 

are referenced in Policy 2 on pages 132-133. 

 

Regarding Exhibit 62, there is no link whatsoever between the recommendations of the 

preliminary sector plan and areas within the Developing and Rural Tiers. Staff does not 
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concur that this sector plan can be interpreted to mean “implicit support for new suburban 

sprawl development in the remaining rural areas of our county.” Quite the opposite—the 

recommendations of the preliminary sector plan, including the land use pattern, will help 

reduce development pressures on the remaining rural areas of Prince George’s County by 

maximizing development opportunities at a major Metro station area. 

 

Staff Recommendation:  Revise Table 30 on page 134 to change the proposed number of 

lanes for Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) from 6 lanes to 4-6 lanes. Delete the last sentence 

of the discussion of A-14 under Strategy 3.2 on page 134 and relocate this bulleted 

discussion to Strategy 3.1 to clarify no changes to Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) are 

recommended by the preliminary sector plan. 

 

Revise the discussion of A-16 on page 134 to read: “MD 193 (Greenbelt Road): 

Designated and recommended to remain an arterial within the sector plan area. [Widen to 

an eight-lane section between the Capital Beltway (I-95/I-495) and Hanover Parkway and 

between Walker Drive and 62
nd

 Avenue to accommodate approaches to signalized 

intersections nearing unacceptable levels of service.] Widen the intersection approaches 

between the Capital Beltway (I-95/I-495) and Hanover Parkway as may be necessary to 

accommodate approaches to signalized intersections nearing unacceptable levels of 

service. Reconfigure the bridge over Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) as a diverging 

diamond interchange. Accommodate any necessary widening for intersection approaches 

within the existing ROW to the extent possible.” 

 

Revise Objective TR 35 on page 176 to read: “Widen [portions of MD 193 (Greenbelt 

Road)] the intersection approaches along MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) between the Capital 

Beltway (I-95/I-495) and Hanover Parkway[, and between Walker Drive and 62
nd

 

Avenue,] as may be necessary to accommodate approaches to signalized intersections 

nearing unacceptable levels of service. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Transit and Roadways Policies 

and Strategies 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Regarding Strategy 1.4 on page 132, staff concurs that a feasibility study for 

dedicated bus lanes may be appropriate. 
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“P. 132, Strategy 1.4 – Include a 

proposal to conduct a feasibility study 

to evaluate need, effectiveness and 

impact of dedicated bus lanes along 

MD 193 

 

“P. 133, Strategy 2.2 – The plan can 

recommend reconstruction of city 

streets to green streets, but it should be 

noted that these are city streets and are 

under the jurisdiction of the city. 

 

“P. 133, Strategy 2.5 and Strategy 2.8 – 

Should not recommend the 

establishment of a Transportation 

Demand Management District or 

Priority Investment District without 

addressing within the context of the 

plan and consideration of the purpose, 

justification, impact and efficacy of the 

actions. 

 

“P. 135, Strategy 4.2 – Support. 

 

“P. 138, Strategy 4.6 – The roundabout 

is completed. 

 

“P. 138, Strategy 4.11 – Reconstruction 

of Branchville Road must include 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

 

“P. 139, Strategy 5.2 – Does not 

address where the parking management 

district would be, or how the city would 

manage enforcement. 

 

Staff notes the comment on city streets. 

 

Regarding Strategies 2.5 and 2.8 on page 133, the preliminary sector plan takes an 

appropriate and proactive approach to transportation mitigation to better prepare the 

sector plan area for a transition away from single-occupant automobiles and to increased 

transit use. Transportation Demand Management Districts and Priority Investment 

Districts are appropriate tools to help achieve this goal. The actual establishment of these 

districts would address the details and context in light of development conditions, traffic 

patterns, and other conditions as they may exist at the time. 

 

Comment noted regarding the support for Strategy 4.2 on page 135 and the notation on 

the roundabout in Strategy 4.6. Staff notes the rest of Strategy 4.6 is still in effect and no 

change to the text is warranted.  

 

With regard to the comment on Strategy 4.11 on page 138, staff notes that the preliminary 

sector plan supports reconstruction of all roadways in accordance with complete streets 

principles to include pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and expects that all roadways 

addressed by Policy 4 will be configured with such amenities as an integral element. Staff 

notes also Strategy 3.9 on page 127 of the preliminary sector plan, which calls for wide 

sidewalks along Branchville Road and Ballew Avenue. 

 

Staff concurs that Strategy 5.2 on page 139 could be further clarified with regard to the 

location of a parking management district, but notes a sector plan is not the appropriate 

venue to establish how a parking management district would be established, function, or 

be managed. The details for parking management districts must be worked out as the 

districts are established, to include the City of Greenbelt’s role. 

 

Section 21A-306 of the County Code specifies that the county parking authority is 

authorized to assess the vehicular parking needs of the county and recommend to the 

County Council the establishment of specific parking districts. A recommendation to the 

County Council must include the metes and bounds of the proposed district and must also 

include an detailed assessment of existing and future parking needs, specific proposal(s) 

for needed facility(s) , and a financial plan for funding including details about specific 

user charges, as well as plans, and budget for operation and maintenance of the needed 

facilities.   
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“P. 139, Strategy 5.4 – Agree that all 

parties need to work together to reduce 

on-site parking at the Greenbelt Metro 

Station. 

 

“P. 139, Strategy 5.6 – Prefer parallel, 

and not angled, street parking. 

 

“P. 139, Policy 5 – There is no mention 

of utilizing street parking to create 

protected bicycle lanes (either in this 

section or in the pedestrian/cyclist 

section). The plan should recognize this 

as an opportunity. 

 

“P. 139, Strategy 6.6 – Speed limits 

cannot be indiscriminately lower. The 

proposed speeds are not realistic 

considering the configuration and 

classification of those roads. 

 

“P. 139, Strategy 7.1 – What is the 

basis for proposing traffic calming? The 

streets referenced are city streets, and 

all decisions regarding traffic calming 

will be made by the city.” 

The comment regarding Strategy 5.4 on page 139 is noted. 

 

Staff concurs with the comment regarding Strategy 5.6 on page 139 and the general 

comment regarding Policy 5 and how on-street parking can be a technique to foster 

protected bicycle lanes. 

 

Staff does not agree that the proposed reduced posted speed limits in Strategy 6.6 on page 

139 are “indiscriminately” lower. The proposed speed limit reductions are in keeping with 

best practice analyses of safe roadway speeds, and methods such as improved signal 

timing can ensure reduced speeds are functional even on major arterials. 

 

Numerous community comments were raised during the outreach and public participation 

process regarding traffic calming. Strategy 7.1 on page 139 is in response to these 

concerns and staff/consultant data and observations of the sector plan area. The City of 

Greenbelt has no jurisdiction in Berwyn Heights streets, but staff notes a reference to the 

city is appropriate with Strategy 7.1. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new first sentence to Strategy 1.4 on page 132 to read: 

“Conduct a feasibility study on the appropriateness of implementing dedicated bus lanes 

along MD 193 (Greenbelt Road).” 

 

Revise Strategy 5.2 on page 139 to read: “Establish a parking management district within 

the Greenbelt Metro Metropolitan Center (in accordance with Section 21A-306 of the 

County Code) and implement parking charges to [keep parking at 80 percent of total 

capacity.] reduce the demand for parking. Consider including key properties along the 

MD 193 Corridor such as South Core, Beltway Plaza, and Greenway Center in the 

parking management district and/or allow for additional expansion to these areas in the 

future.” 

 

Revise Strategy 5.6 on page 139 to read: “Organize parking along streets as parallel [or 

angled] parking stalls (if determined to be appropriate by the appropriate operating 

agency) so that automobiles actually provide structure and form to the street. Consider the 

use of on-street parallel parking as a technique to buffer and protect bicycle facilities from 

street traffic.” 

 

Revise the last sentence of Strategy 7.1 on page 139 to read: “Coordinate with DPW&T’s 
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Neighborhood Traffic Management Program, the City of Greenbelt, and the Town of 

Berwyn Heights to identify appropriate measures and locations.” 

 

Revise the proposed action step discussion for Objective TR 25 on page 174 to read: 

“Establish a parking management district within the Greenbelt Metro Metropolitan Center 

(in accordance with Section 21A-306 of the County Code). Consider including key 

properties along the MD 193 Corridor such as South Core, Beltway Plaza, and Greenway 

Center in the parking management district and/or allow for additional expansion to these 

areas in the future.” 

 

Add a new Objective TR 34 on page 175 to read: “Conduct a feasibility study on the 

appropriateness of implementing dedicated bus lanes along MD 193 (Greenbelt Road)” 

The potential parties involved would include City of Greenbelt; MDOT; DPW&T; 

WMATA; University of Maryland; Town of Berwyn Heights; City of College Park; 

Developers; and Prince George’s County. The timeframe would be Short- to Medium-

Term. Renumber remaining transportation objectives accordingly. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Shuttle Bus Service 

 

“We want to see, one thing that’s not 

included in this Plan that’s been 

included in previous plans is the shuttle 

system. We want to see a shuttle system 

between north and south, the north and 

south cores that will help reduce 

traffic.” 

Speaker V.6., The 

Honorable Patrick L. 

Wojahn, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park 

Discussion: Staff notes conditions 41 and 46 of the approval of CSP-01008/01 require the 

provision of a tram or shuttle linking North Core and South Core. Policy 1 on page 132 

deals with transit service as an alternative to automobile transportation within the sector 

plan area. Proposed Strategy 1.8 on page 132 speaks to the testimony to some degree. 

Staff recommends revising and relocating this strategy to more directly incorporate a 

Greenbelt Station internal shuttle route. 

 

Staff also notes that the City of Greenbelt now has a signed Memorandum of 

Understanding with the University of Maryland Shuttle UM transit system, which should 

provide additional transit service opportunities within the city. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new sentence to Strategy 1.2 to read: “Coordinate with 

the University of Maryland, College Park to promote the use of the ShuttleUM system by 

City of Greenbelt residents who are now able to ride the buses per the 2012 memorandum 

of understanding. 
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Revise Strategy 1.8 on page 132 to read: “[Consolidate]Coordinate with transit operating 

agencies to coordinate private transit and shuttle service to eliminate redundant lines and 

mitigate potential negative impacts on the natural environment. Support internal transit 

service between North Core and South Core until such time as this service can be 

provided as part of the larger transit network. [Consider an on-site transit facility or 

ensure direct access is provided to the transit facility at the Greenbelt Metro Station.]” 

Move this strategy from the double-line text box and renumber it as Strategy 1.6. 

Renumber the remaining two strategies in the double-line text box accordingly. 

 

Add a new “ongoing” transportation (TR) objective and proposed action step to page 172 

to read: “Coordinate with the University of Maryland, College Park to promote the use of 

the ShuttleUM system by City of Greenbelt residents who are now able to ride the buses 

per the 2012 memorandum of understanding.” The potential parties involved would 

include University of Maryland and City of Greenbelt.  

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Amendments to the 2009 

Approved Master Plan of 

Transportation 

 

With regard to the preliminary sector 

plan’s proposed amendments to the 

2009 Approved Master Plan of 

Transportation, the City of Greenbelt: 

 

1. Disagrees with the widening of both 

Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) and 

MD 193 (Greenbelt Road), and 

recommends revising the plan to 

respect the current cross-sections 

for both roads. 

2. Disagrees with diverging diamond 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Analysis conducted for this preliminary sector plan indicates the existing 

average daily traffic (ADT) volumes along Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) and MD 193 

(Greenbelt Road) within the sector plan boundaries are 47,200 and 49,400 respectively. 

Future projected daily traffic volumes (build-out) based on the detailed modeling effort 

done for the preliminary sector plan indicates the ADT will rise along MD 193 (Greenbelt 

Road) to between 50,000 and 52, 000, and along Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) to 

between 50,000 and 53,000. 

 

The upper limit of level of service E (the acceptable level for the Developed Tier) is 

53,850 for a four-lane arterial. Based on these figures, both MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) 

and Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) within the sector plan area require at least two through 

lanes in each direction. To ensure the signalized intersections along these facilities will 

continue to operate at the General Plan standard LOS E, additional lanes are needed at 

intersection approaches, especially at the Hanover Parkway and Southway intersections.   

 

Without the additional widening at intersection approaches any future development must 
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interchange 

3. Does “not fully understand the 

proposed upgrade to Hanover 

Parkway as it is already between 4 

and 6 lanes in this segment.” 

Recommends additional study 

before a recommendation to reduce 

from 6 to 4 lanes is implemented 

(see also P. 138, Strategy 4.8). 

Strongly opposes widening Hanover 

Parkway south of Hanover Drive to 

4 lanes. 

4. Disagrees with dividing Hanover 

Parkway with a continuous median. 

5. Appreciates the reduction in lanes 

on Cherrywood and Ivy Lanes to 2 

lanes. 

6. Questions why Ora Glen Drive is 

recommended to be removed from 

the Master Plan of Transportation 

hierarchy. 

7. Wishes to reflect the “cross section” 

for Greenbelt Station Parkway to 

“varies” in Table 30 on page 134. 

rely on the approved mitigation procedures as outlined in the Zoning Ordinance instead of 

demonstrating adequacy as required by the Planning Board’s Guidelines for the signalized 

intersections at MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) with Southway and Hanover Parkway.   

 

With respect to testimony on the proposed diverging diamond interchange, please see the 

discussion on this topic below. 

 

Please see the Topic: Hanover Parkway discussion below. 

 

Ora Glen Drive was removed from the MPOT hierarchy by action of the District Council 

in its approval of the MPOT in 2009. The county’s geographic information systems (GIS) 

database has not yet been accurately updated to reflect this change. 

 

Staff concurs a change is necessary to the proposed number of lanes for Greenbelt Station 

Parkway in Table 30 on page 134, but believes the change should be from 4 lanes to 2-4 

lanes, which constitutes a modification from the 2009 MPOT. See the Topic: Greenbelt 

Station Parkway discussion below. 

 

Staff Recommendation:  Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: North Core Beltway 

Interchange 

 

Exhibit V.6. states: “(i)n terms of the 

Beltway Interchange, the Interchange as 

proposed is drafted in a map. It does not 

follow the alignment as recommended 

by the State Highway Administration 

last decade. We want to see that taken 

away from our neighborhood and not 

anywhere close to North College Park.” 

 

Speaker V.6., The 

Honorable Patrick L. 

Wojahn, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park 

 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park; 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Discussion: With regard to testimony provided on the North Core Beltway Interchange, 

and the recommended conceptual alternative proposed in the preliminary sector plan, staff 

is well aware of all prior project planning efforts. However, all the planning efforts which 

have been completed are over seven years old and the project has been on hold by SHA 

due to lack of funding.  

 

Based on the latest comments received from SHA in October and November 2012, the 

recommended interchange concept depicted by the plan, “would not affect SHA’s current 

NEPA document for this project, which was a Categorical Exclusion.  SHA would only 

need to prepare an environmental reevaluation and maybe a supplemental document only 

if SHA at a future date, decides to construct the project.”    
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Exhibit 20 states: “(i)t is not clear why 

the Plan is deviating from the existing 

planned location and design of the 

beltway ramps. This project has been 

approved by the State Highway 

Administration (SHA) and the Federal 

Highway Administration and can enter 

the Final Design phase if funding is 

identified. It is not known if SHA 

supports this recommendation.” 

 

The City of College Park requests 

retaining the approved design for the 

interchange ramp system. 

 

Exhibit 23 states: “current approved 

plans/studies should be respected within 

the plan” with regard to the full 

interchange at the Metro station. 

 

Exhibit 26 opposes the preliminary 

plan’s recommendation for 

consideration of a new alignment for 

the interchange ramp system, believing 

that the illustration shown on page 136  

would result in a configuration that 

would bring ramps closer to single-

family homes and increate noise, light, 

and pollution. The testimony states the 

SHA “preferred option” for the 

interchange system was endorsed by 

NCPCA and was reflected in the 2001 

sector plan. “The new ramping system 

contradicts the SHA study and the 

previously communicated priorities of 

NCPCA.”  

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

26, John Krouse, 

North College Park 

Citizens Association; 

Exhibit 35, Lourene 

Miovski and Thomas 

Bannister; Exhibit 

58, Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

In other words, the sector plan process and the NEPA process are separate from each 

other. Additionally—and according to the SHA Environmental Manager for this project, 

Ms. Allison Grooms—SHA has only received Location Approval from the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA). The SHA Highway Design Division could take a look 

at the recommended concept for the interchange alignment and re-design it to meet the 

current needs, especially since FHWA requires the following additional 

studies/information to be provided by SHA prior to the granting of final approval for 

construction:  

1. Updated engineering and environmental traffic. 

2. An examination as to whether the existing alignment will still meet the project’s 

purpose and need. 

3. A report on changes to the overall area including land use and development. 

4. Additional environmental studies for air, noise, cultural resources, community 

effects assessment report, natural environmental tech report, and hazardous waste. 

5. Additional public involvement efforts including open houses, meetings, and 

newsletters. 

6. Coordination with FHWA and the regulator agencies 

7. FHWA approval on the environmental re-evaluation or supplemented 

environmental document. 

 

As part of these required efforts, all other noted concerns will and must be fully addressed 

prior to the selection of a preferred build alternative, which must also be reflective of 

needs and in close coordination with county and affected municipalities.  

 

In sum, it is extremely early in the process to construct an interchange, and the 

preliminary sector plan’s recommendation to consider alternative configurations will not 

negatively impact the timing and implementation of interchange-related improvements. 

 

Concerns regarding potential negative impacts on the North College Park community are 

noted. However, staff believes consideration of additional interchange alignments such as 

the one depicted in the aerial image on page 136 could result in an alignment that 

achieves multiple goals: minimize negative environmental and community impacts, 

preserve land for development adjacent and near the Metro station, and ensure logical and 

efficient movement through the North Core site and to South Core and Cherrywood Lane. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 
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Exhibit 35 is concerned that 

construction of new ramps to the 

northwest of the North Core site close 

to North College Park, the Al Huda 

School, and Hollywood Neighborhood 

Park would have adverse noise, light, 

and carcinogenic exhaust impacts on 

the community. The testimony prefers a 

northeastern location for the 

interchange ramp systems. 

 

With regard to the illustrative image on 

page 136, Exhibit 58 indicates the 

preliminary sector plan should reflect 

the SHA preferred alignment, and that 

if a change in alignment should be 

considered, “the plan should reference 

the need for a feasibility study, rather 

than adopt a new alignment without 

engineering/environmental studies.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Greenbelt Station Parkway 

 

Speaker V.6. expresses concerns about 

the former north-south connector (now 

Greenbelt Station Parkway), and 

understands the preliminary plan 

supports an eastern alignment. “We 

want to see that made clear, very clear, 

not just in the strategies but in the maps 

laid out what exactly that alignment is 

going to be.” 

 

Speaker V.8. supports the eastern 

alignment of Greenbelt Station 

Parkway. 

Speaker V.6., The 

Honorable Patrick L. 

Wojahn, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park; 

Speaker V.8., The 

Honorable Fazlul 

Kabir, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park; 

Speaker 11, Cheryl 

Molinatto; Speaker 

12, Ben Fischler; 

Speaker 13, Cary 

Coppack 

Discussion: The final right-of-way alignment of Greenbelt Station Parkway cannot be 

determined at the sector plan level of detail, but instead will occur in future development 

phases pertaining to North Core development. 

 

Strategy 1.5 on page 114 reads: “Preserve Narragansett Run in its current stream 

alignment to the fullest extent practicable. Changes to the waterway should only occur to 

support the construction of the Greenbelt Station Parkway bridge linking the North and 

South Cores.” See the Topic: Narragansett Run discussion in the Sustainability – 

Environmental Infrastructure section of this analysis of testimony for staff’s 

recommended amendment to this strategy that further clarifies its intent. 

 

The preliminary sector plan recommends a more eastern alignment for Greenbelt Station 

Parkway (see Strategy 4.9 on page 138) in part to respond to the environmental impact 

concerns of the City of College Park and North College Park stakeholders. Staff believes 

an eastern alignment can be accommodated with few—if any—additional environmental 
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Speaker 11 seeks clarification and 

reconciliation between maps and text to 

reflect the preliminary sector plan’s 

support to shifting Greenbelt Station 

Parkway eastward. 

 

Speakers 11 and 13 support 

consideration for converting Greenbelt 

Station Parkway into a single lane for 

pedestrians and public transportation. 

 

Exhibit 20 states: “(r)evise Map 19 on 

page 131 to show the recommended 

eastern alignment of the Greenbelt 

Station Parkway.” 

 

The City of Greenbelt opposes 

widening Greenbelt Station Parkway 

(between MD 193/Greenbelt Road and 

Greenbelt Metro Access Drive) to 4 

lanes. 

 

Exhibit 23 indicates the City of 

Greenbelt supports the deletion of the 

east-west spur of Greenbelt Station 

Parkway between the main north-south 

roadway in South Core and 

Cherrywood Lane. 

 

 “Current approved plans/studies should 

be respected within the plan, including 

maintaining a more easterly [sic] 

alignment for Greenbelt Station 

Parkway, rather than the western 

alignment as shown.” 

 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park; 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

26, John Krouse, 

North College Park 

Citizens Association; 

Exhibit 34, Christine 

Nagle; Exhibit 35, 

Lourene Miovski and 

Thomas Bannister; 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

60, Vicky Hageman, 

CCRIC (Citizens to 

Conserve and 

Restore Indian 

Creek) 

 

impacts to the Indian Creek and Narragansett Run stream channels and valleys. It should 

be noted the approved subdivision for Greenbelt Station contains a western alignment but 

that this subdivision has already been amended to accommodate the relocation of the built 

portions of Greenbelt Station Parkway in South Core to a location further east. 

 

Staff notes with regard to the width of Greenbelt Station Parkway that full movement in 

both directions will be necessary to accommodate the anticipated traffic flow generated 

by North Core and South Core, and that an 80-foot right-of-way is conditioned by the 

approval of CSP-01008/01. The total number of lanes for Greenbelt Station Parkway 

should be revised slightly to reduce the number of lanes recommended by the 2009 

Master Plan of Transportation (which calls for 2-5 lanes) to 2-4 lanes. Amendments to 

Table 30 and the discussion of C-206 on page 134 are necessary. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Map 19 on page 131 to better reflect the preliminary 

sector plan’s proposed realignment of the segment of Greenbelt Station Parkway north of 

the future bridge crossing over Narragansett Run to a more eastern alignment. Add a 

notation for this alignment to indicate an exact alignment will need to be established 

during future phases of development review and shall be designed to minimize 

environmental impacts to Narragansett Run and the Indian Creek stream valley. 

 

Revise Table 30 on page 134 to reflect 2-4 proposed lanes for Greenbelt Station Parkway. 

 

Add a new sentence to the discussion of C-206 on page 134 to read: “Reduce the 

recommended number of lanes to two- to four-lanes.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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Exhibit 26 finds the preliminary plan 

“unclear regarding the alignment of the 

new Greenbelt Station Parkway. 

Although the text on page 138 indicates 

an ‘eastern alignment’ just west of the 

Indian Creek stream valley and State of 

Maryland preservation land, the maps 

on p. 121 and p. 131 clearly show the 

road in a ‘western alignment’ near 

homes in College Park.” 

 

“The ‘western alignment’ indicated 

would reverse the ‘eastern alignment’ 

of the 2001 Sector Plan, and would 

increase noise, light, and pollution into 

our homes. The ‘western alignment’ 

would also negatively impact sensitive 

environmental areas of Narragansett 

Run, and may adversely impact 

stormwater flow from College Park. 

 

“The ‘western alignment’ is contrary to 

the previously communicated priorities 

of NCPCA regarding this highway. 

Although the 2012 Plan provides a 

strategy to preserve Narragansett Run in 

its current stream alignment to the 

fullest extent possible, it is not clear 

how this goal can be accomplished 

given the highway alignment shown on 

p. 121 and p. 136.” 

 

Exhibit 34 states “(t)he parkway linking 

south core and north core should not 

involve even temporary realignment of 
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the stream. The parkway should be 

located as far east from the stream as 

possible.” The exhibit references 

Strategy 1.5 on page 114 in the 

Environmental Infrastructure element of 

the preliminary sector plan. 

 

With regard to Map 19 on page 131, 

Exhibit 34 states: “Greenbelt Station 

Parkway should be located as far away 

from sensitive environmental area and 

away from away from [sic] residents in 

North College [sic] to minimize 

environmental impacts to the natural 

resources and additional noise and air 

pollution impacts to residents.” 

 

Exhibit 35 wishes to relocate Greenbelt 

Station Parkway to the east side of 

North Core because of concerns relating 

to adjacency to the North College Park 

neighborhood and that it would have to 

pass across “the State Conservation 

Area (wetlands), and over the current 

channel of Indian Creek (requiring a 

change in the alignment of the 

Narragansett Run tributary).” 

 

Exhibit 58 expresses the City of 

Greenbelt’s official opposition to any 

support for an eastern realignment of 

Greenbelt Station Parkway. “The plan 

fails to recognize that the southern leg 

of the roadway is 50% complete and 

that the alignment has been approved in 

the Preliminary Plan of Subdivision and 
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Conceptual Site Plan for Greenbelt 

Station/Metroland. The alignment, as 

approved, was chosen because it would 

have the least impact on 

environmentally sensitive areas. There 

is no justification to modify the 

alignment of this road as it crosses 

Narragansett Run.” 

 

Exhibit 58 also states: “P. 138, Strategy 

4.9 – The plan needs to respect the 

approved cross-section for Greenbelt 

Station Parkway. Oppose any 

widening.” 

 

Speaker 12 and Exhibit 60 request 

Greenbelt Station Parkway be limited to 

a single-lane road or rail public 

transportation linkage. If infeasible due 

to existing development approvals, 

CCRIC strongly opposes the 

preliminary sector plan’s 

recommendation to shift the alignment 

of Greenbelt Station Parkway to the 

east, citing “an unacceptable impact to 

wetlands, as well as to main and 

secondary channels of Indian Creek.” 

The western alignment included in the 

approved Preliminary Plan of 

Subdivision “represents the result of 

much analysis focused on the minimal 

environmental impact for this road.” 

 

While CCRIC opposes the proposed 

eastern alignment, the organization 

supports the preliminary plan’s 
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recommendation to remove the east-

west spur leading to Breezewood Drive 

from South Core. 

 Topic: University Boulevard (MD 193) 

Corridor 

 

Ensure that public sector reinvestment 

in the reconstruction/redesign of MD 

193 (Greenbelt Road) to improve safety 

and enhance pedestrian and bicycle 

facilities be extended to US 1 in 

College Park to facilitate connectivity.  

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park 

 

Discussion: Staff concurs with the intent of the testimony but notes that the preliminary 

sector plan cannot “ensure” that public sector reinvestment extend to US 1. A new 

strategy under Policy 6 on page 139 would be most appropriate to address the heart of the 

comment. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new strategy to Policy 6 on page 139 to read: “Work with 

the State Highway Administration to consider the extension of roadway and streetscape 

improvements made to MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) to US 1 along MD 430/Greenbelt 

Road.” 

 

Revise the potential parties involved for Objective TR 26 on page 175 to include City of 

College Park. Add MD 430 to the proposed action step description. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) 

Diverging Diamond 

 

The City of Greenbelt opposes the 

construction of a diverging diamond 

interchange at MD 193 and Kenilworth 

Avenue. 

 

The city provides additional rationale 

on their position in Exhibit 58, stating: 

“(t)he plan identifies no specific design 

flaws, hazardous conditions, level-of-

service concerns, or any other specific 

reason to rebuild the intersection. This 

seems to be another recommended 

change for the sake of change, at a time 

Speaker V.3., The 

Honorable Konrad E. 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

58, Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: The existing structure and its approaches which carries MD 193 (Greenbelt 

Road) over Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) consists of ten 12-foot wide travel lanes, or 

three through lanes and double left turns in each direction. There are no accommodations 

for bicyclists along the existing bridge structure and its approaches.  Pedestrian 

movements are limited to narrow sidewalks on both side of the bridge with several 

unprotected and wide crossings, as well as very limited opportunity to safely cross from 

one side of MD 193 to the other side.   

 

The recommended diverging diamond interchange (DDI) configuration has a total of four 

travel lanes in each direction for a reduction of one travel lane in each direction. Before 

other benefits of this proposed recommendation are presented, it is important to describe 

what the DDI means for the area and what it is intended to do.  

 

A diverging diamond interchange (DDI) , sometimes referred to as a double crossover 

diamond, is a diamond interchange configuration that more efficiently facilitates heavy 

left-turn movements.  The ramp configuration is similar to the existing traditional 
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when funds are few to implement actual 

needed transportation projects.” 

 

“P. 137-338, text box, illustrations, and 

Strategy 4.4 – See above references to 

the diverging diamond interchange 

concept.” 

diamond interchange, but traffic on the cross route (in this case, traffic on MD 

193/Greenbelt Road) moves to the left side of the roadway for the segment between the 

two existing signalized ramp intersections.   

 

By moving the traffic on MD 193/Greenbelt Road (in either direction) to the left, the 

existing and projected heavy left turns (from Kenilworth Avenue/MD 201 southbound or 

the Capital Beltway/I-495/I-95 to eastbound MD 193/Greenbelt Road, and from MD 

193/Greenbelt Road eastbound to Kenilworth Avenue/MD 201 northbound or the Capital 

Beltway/I-495/I-95), do not conflict with through traffic along MD 193, do not need 

separate and relatively long signal phases at the existing signalized ramp intersections, 

and may turn without stopping when the given travel direction has signal priority. Since 

this is a relatively new concept for this region, the State of Maryland, and Prince George’s 

County, the provision of a DDI, if deemed acceptable by SHA, requires further planning 

and design studies, and when implemented requires additional signing, pavement marking 

and driver education.  

 

The noted advantages and benefits associated with this recommended configuration 

include:  

1. Reduction of pedestrian and bicyclist exposure to free-flowing turning traffic and 

provision of safe and protected signalized pedestrian and bicyclist crossings along 

with a safe and protected pedestrian zone along the center of the roadway. This 

configuration would replace two existing narrow sidewalks on either side of and 

adjacent to fast moving travel lanes.  

2. Provision of marked bicycle lanes along the outside travel lanes, as most often are 

provided in conventional intersection and roadway design. 

3. Improved traffic operations, LOS, and overall safety as well as attractive and 

safer accommodation for pedestrian and bicyclists. 

4. Significant reduction in the potential number of vehicle conflict points (18 

compared to 30) at the two existing ramp intersections, enhancing vehicular 

safety. 

5. No need for additional rights-of –way. 

6. Reduction in total number of travel lanes (to eight lanes from the existing ten-lane 

configuration).  

7. Full utilization of the existing bridge structure with no need to expand it. 

8. Significant reduction in vehicle travel speeds by incorporating roadway design 

features that are deemed as effective traffic calming measures, while maintaining 
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the needed capacity. 

 

Since the preliminary sector plan’s initial recommendation for a DDI was made, SHA has 

implemented a similar interchange concept (a version of DDI) to replace and reconfigure 

an existing interchange at the Baltimore-Washington Parkway and Arundel Mills 

Boulevard.  According to Valerie Burnette Edger with SHA, “the DDI will be considered 

for other locations.  The only one in MD is working really well thus far.”  

 

Staff recognizes this built DDI at Arundel Mills Boulevard lacks pedestrian and bicyclist 

movements but is confident future solutions such as the one advocated in the sector plan 

area will effectively and safely accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: MD 193 (Greenbelt Road)  

 

The City of Greenbelt opposes 

expanding MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) to 

eight lanes. 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “the recommendation 

to widen Greenbelt Road/MD 193 is 

contrary to our desired road diet.” Also, 

“P. 139, Policy 6 – No overt mention 

here or in the ped/cyclist section of a 

‘road diet’ for Greenbelt Rd./MD 193; 

would prefer if the County committed 

to the term, both in writing and in 

design standards.” 

 

Exhibit 62 expresses concern over the 

widening of MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) 

Speaker V.3., The 

Honorable Konrad E. 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

58, Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

62, Jeff Lemieux 

Discussion: Please refer to the discussion in the Topic: Amendments to the 2009 

Approved Master Plan of Transportation section above. A road diet for MD 193 

(Greenbelt Road) cannot be supported by staff based on the transportation analysis 

conducted for the preliminary sector plan. Widening of key intersection approaches along 

MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) will be necessary to maintain levels-of-service at the General 

Plan standard LOS E at the time of buildout. 

 

Staff notes MDOT is pursuing complete streets and green streets policies and is moving 

away from a traditional suburban pattern of continuing to widen streets without regard to 

other modes of travel besides the automobile. In conjunction with the preliminary sector 

plan recommendations and ongoing amendments to the county’s complete streets policies 

and transportation review guidelines, staff is confident multimodal and context-sensitive 

improvements to the transportation network—including pedestrian and bicycle facilities 

and transit opportunities—will be implemented. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan.  

 

Planning Board Action:  
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because of fears that SHA and other 

line agencies may only agree to fund 

widening projects. The concern is that 

the first 100+ pages of the preliminary 

sector plan may be overshadowed by 

recommendations for more roadways. 

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) 

 

The City of Greenbelt opposes 

widening Kenilworth Avenue (MD 

201) to six lanes. 

 

Exhibit 32 provides reduction of 

remaining green buffer areas and a 

move “toward greater suburban sprawl, 

which is the wrong direction” as 

reasons for opposing the widening of 

the roadway. 

Speaker V.3., The 

Honorable Konrad E. 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

32, Ruth E. Kastner 

Discussion: As discussed above in the Topic: Amendments to the 2009 Approved Master 

Plan of Transportation section, staff concurs with the testimony.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Hanover Parkway 

 

Speaker V.3 indicates that the City of 

Greenbelt opposes changes to Hanover 

Parkway to a 4-lane divided roadway 

between MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) and 

Ora Glen Drive, and widening of 

Hanover Parkway from two to four 

lanes south of Hanover Drive. 

 

Exhibit 32 provides reduction of 

remaining green buffer areas and a 

move “toward greater suburban sprawl, 

which is the wrong direction” as 

reasons for opposing the widening of 

the roadway. 

 

Exhibit 58 takes issue with the 

Speaker V.3., The 

Honorable Konrad E. 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

32, Ruth E. Kastner; 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt  

 

Discussion: Staff recognizes the City of Greenbelt’s concerns with Hanover Parkway, but 

notes the 2009 MPOT recommends 4 lanes for Hanover Parkway in accordance with 

countywide transportation modeling.  The MPOT defines Hanover Parkway as collector 

road C-211 with an extention from Good Luck Road to Greenbelt Road and a right-of-

way and section of 80 to 120 feet and 4 lanes. The existing Hanover Parkway section is 

constructed as a two-lane roadway with a center left turn lane at some intersections north 

of Good Luck Road, and widens to 4- to 6 lane roadway with raised medians as it 

approaches Greenbelt Road.   

 

The preliminary sector plan upholds this recommendation (but, it should be noted, does 

not explicitly recommend downgrading existing six-lane segments to four-lanes. The six-

lane segments are to account for turning lanes) while upgrading a portion of Hanover 

Parkway to Major Collector status to account for the more refined modeling work done 

for the sector plan area and future anticipated traffic levels.  

 

Upon further review, the transportation analysis conducted for the preliminary sector plan 

does indicate the ability to accommodate a downgrade of the section of Hanover Parkway 

south of Hanover Drive to a two-lane section; therefore, staff concurs with the testimony 
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proposed widening of Hanover 

Parkway, mentioning that the city was 

not consulted on the recommendation 

and that it is at odds with the city’s 

decision to maintain this section as a 

two-lane road. “If Hanover Parkway 

were to be widened as recommended, 

the city’s efforts to provide pedestrian 

and bicyclist access in this area of 

Greenbelt East would be undermined.” 

 

“P. 130, What is the rationale for 

upgrading the functional classification 

of Hanover Parkway to a major 

collector? 

 

“P. 138, Strategy 4.8 – Oppose the 

reconstruction of Hanover Parkway as a 

four-lane divided roadway.” 

on this point of discussion and recommends a revision to the preliminary sector plan to 

reflect this change. 

 

The technical evaluation with the model run for this preliminary sector planning effort 

indicated that the segment of Hanover Parkway between Greenbelt Road and Hanover 

Drive at buildout would be carrying as much as 40,000 vehicles per day and 28,000 

vehicles per day as it approaches Good Luck Road. The upper limit of daily service 

volumes for level of service E for a 4-lane major collector roadway is 46,700 and for a 4-

lane collector roadway is 31,870.  Therefore, the projected traffic volume necessitates an 

upgrade in the northern segment of Hanover Parkway to Major Collector status. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Table 30 to reduce the proposed number of lanes for the 

segment of Hanover Parkway between Good Luck Road and Hanover Drive to two lanes.  

 

Move the discussion of C-211—Hanover Parkway from Strategy 3.1 to Strategy 3.2 and 

revise the sentence to read: “…Designated and recommended to remain a collector 

between Good Luck Road and Hanover Drive; reduce the proposed number of lanes from 

four to two lanes. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Edmonston Road 

 

The City of Greenbelt opposes making 

Edmonston Road a one-way inbound 

route (northbound) from MD 193 to 

Breezewood Drive. 

 

“P. 138, Strategy 4.12 – Disagree with 

making Edmonston Rd. one-way 

northbound from MD 193 to 

Breezewood Drive; it would eliminate 

one of the few points of egress in the 

Franklin Park area, particularly since it 

Speaker V.3., The 

Honorable Konrad E. 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt  

 

Discussion: The design and function of Edmonston Road is directly linked with the 

preliminary sector plan’s proposals for the diverging diamond interchange at MD 193 

(Greenbelt Road) and Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201). Please refer to the discussion above 

for more detail on the overall interchange and its purpose and benefits. Changing the 

configuration of Edmonston Road will be necessary to ensure the proposed diverging 

diamond interchange functions properly and safely. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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does not address improvements or 

increased access to the hidden ramp to 

Kenilworth Rd./MD 201 [sic].” 

 Topic: Ridge Road Extended 

 

The City of Greenbelt supports the 

deletion of Ridge Road Extended as 

recommended in the preliminary sector 

plan. 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: Comments noted. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Curb Cuts and Access 

 

Mr. Kang and Mr. Kapastin request the 

sector plan clearly provide for “at least 

four (4) access points of ingress and 

egress for automobiles, bicycles and 

pedestrians across Breezewood Drive 

between Beltway Plaza and Franklin 

Park.” The testimony refers to the 

illustrative phasing plan on page 102. 

Exhibit 59, Soo Y. 

Kang and Marc 

“Kap” Kapastin, GB 

Mall Limited 

Partnership FMS II, 

LLC; Cherrywood, 

LLC; West End 

Limited Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership 

Discussion: Staff does not agree with testimony to add language to the preliminary sector 

plan to mandate at least four access points for automobiles across Breezewood Drive. The 

intent of the preliminary sector plan with regard to curb cuts is to reduce and consolidate 

the number of entry points to properties to facilitate pedestrian, bicyclist, and motorist 

safety along major roadways. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
 Topic: Economic/Market Analysis 

 

“The socio-economic and population 

analysis conducted is based on a trade 

area four times larger than the sector 

plan area. The failure to conduct a 

detailed analysis of the actual study 

area and the larger City of Greenbelt is 

a fundamental failure of the plan.” 

 

“P.53, Economic Development – The 

plan based much of its analysis on a 

three mile radius trade area. Much of 

the data derived from this trade area 

skews data for the sector plan area. For 

example, 27 percent of the county’s 

employment is in this trade area, but 

Greenbelt suffers from low employment 

numbers. P. 57 states there is 6.3 

million square feet of industrial space in 

the trade area, but there is no industrial 

land use in Greenbelt. The analysis 

based on trade area ignores the need 

and impact of local needs, supply, 

demand, marketability, vacancy, 

absorption, condition and value for non-

residential land use. This plan should be 

able to address specific sector plan 

related land use in these areas, with 

associated sector plan areas specific 

socio-economic analysis. 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The sector plan boundary approved by the District Council was developed 

for planning purposes and is not appropriate to use when analyzing commercial markets. 

Practically all of the commercial and office uses in the area draw their customers and 

employees or provide goods and services to a much broader area than the sector plan 

boundary. Staff used a 15-minute travel time by automobile from the Greenbelt Metro 

Station to establish the 3-mile trade area.  

 

This market designation and staff’s market analysis is conservative in nature and falls 

within the “community center” classification (source: Market Analysis for Real Estate by 

Stephen F. Fanning, MAI). In actuality, the Greenbelt Metro Station is designated a 

metropolitan center by the county’s General Plan, which equates to a market designation 

of “regional center” as defined by Market Analysis for Real Estate. Market analysis based 

on this designation would typically involve a far larger trade area. 

 

Greenbelt’s unemployment rate for 2010 and 2011 averaged 6.9 percent. In 2010 the 

state’s unemployment rate was 6.8 percent, and the county unemployment rate stood at 

7.1 percent. In 2011 both the state and the county had an unemployment rate of 7.0 

percent. Currently, Greenbelt’s unemployment rate is lower than both the state’s and 

county’s rate; therefore, from a relative perspective Greenbelt does not suffer from low 

employment.  

 

A search of CoStar’s database reveals 33,000 square feet of industrial space within the 

sector plan area. Immediately adjacent to the sector plan boundary and across the 

CSX/Metro tracks, there is an additional 594,702 square feet of industrial/flex space.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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 Topic: Beltway Plaza Economic 

Situation 

 

Speaker 4 states: “(i)n reality, there is 

no alternative strategy. As Larry Taub 

said, major retailers will not locate in 

the rear parking lot. We’ve tried for 

years to entice them. Our perspective 

though has paid off with retailers and 

restaurants willing to locate on 

Greenbelt Road and in the mall. Joe’s 

Crab Shack opened last spring. 

Discounters, Shoppers World and Big 

Lots opened last year, and Planet 

Fitness will be opening this month. The 

management team that positioned 

Beltway Plaza to serve the community 

so well despite two major recessions are 

the same folks in place today and for 

the future.” 

 

Exhibit 59 states: “(i)n addition to the 

constraining leases of the national 

tenants, there are other concerns as 

well, relating to the realities of 

operating a major retail center, 

especially in today’s difficult economic 

environment. 

 

“It is always important for any retail 

center to remain nimble in its ability to 

attract major national and regional 

merchants, as well as restaurants. The 

merchants and restaurants generally 

will agree to a lease IF they can be 

assured of opening by a date certain—if 

Speaker 4, Kap 

Kapastin representing 

Quantum Companies 

 

Exhibit 59, Soo Y. 

Kang and Marc 

“Kap” Kapastin, GB 

Mall Limited 

Partnership FMS II, 

LLC; Cherrywood, 

LLC; West End 

Limited Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership 

Discussion: Please refer to the Development District Overlay Zone section below for 

more detailed discussion pertaining to the DDOZ standards and exemption statements. 

 

Staff concurs with the testimony with regard to the economic and competitive challenges 

facing the Beltway Plaza property and believes there is a very real potential for failure of 

the center if sufficient flexibility to realize redevelopment opportunities is not provided. If 

this major anchor were to fail, it could result in blight and increased vandalism on the 

vacant portions of the site. It is this recognition that led to the preliminary sector plan 

recommendations and proposed zoning and development district standards that apply to 

Beltway Plaza, including the recommendation for phased redevelopment over time. 

 

At the same time, staff believes that attention to design is warranted and essential as the 

site redevelops. Therefore, a balance has been proposed wherein the 2001 sector plan 

exemption clause applicable to Beltway Plaza has been amended to subject future pad 

sites on the property to detailed site plan review and conformance with the development 

district standards, and the exemption for up to 20 percent of the integrated shopping 

center has been reduced to 10 percent by the proposed DDOZ.  

 

Staff understands that subjecting the site to detailed site plan review for certain levels of 

development may create additional competitive challenges but the broader view and 

vision of the sector plan area necessitates some additional constraints and guidance for 

design that did not previously apply to the site in order to facilitate high-quality, mixed-

use, transit-oriented and environmentally sensitive redevelopment. 

 

Staff does not concur with City of Greenbelt testimony expressed and evaluated 

elsewhere in this analysis of testimony that the entire Beltway Plaza site should be subject 

to detailed site plan review regardless of existing conditions or other circumstances. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 



Economic Development 
 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

143 

not, given the fact that demand 

generally exceeds supply in this 

business, they’re off to another center. 

This means that we must be able to 

obtain a use and occupancy permit for 

the tenant in short order, and we need 

not elaborate on the amount of time that 

is involved if a Detailed Site Plan is 

required prior to issuance of such a 

permit. Additionally, it will be 

extremely difficult to economically 

apply the Development District 

Standards unless there is a major 

redevelopment of the Mall and the pad 

sites which certainly cannot happen for 

at least a 20% increase in the total GFA 

of the center. 

 

“With regard to the specific economic 

situation for Beltway Plaza Mall, the 

continuing recession has resulted in 

reduced customer spending, reduced 

lease rental rates, higher vacancy rates, 

and, as a result of all of those factors, 

lower net operating income (“NOI”). 

The lower NOI has impelled the owner 

of Beltway Plaza Mall to renegotiate its 

mortgage to allow available cash flow 

to cover not only the monthly mortgage 

payments, but also a reserve fund for 

future tenant improvement allowances 

and building improvements. As a result 

of the lower NOI, the inability of the 

owner to responsibly take on additional 

debt on the property, and the lack of a 

sufficient amount of equity to support 
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the additional funding that it would take 

to redevelop the Mall or its pad sites, 

redevelopment of the Mall or its pad 

sites is virtually impossible, now and 

into the foreseeable future. It is also 

highly unlikely that a venture partner of 

sufficient financial strength could be 

found to co-venture on such a 

redevelopment, given the difficult 

underlying financial issues facing this 

property. 

 

“Redevelopment of the rear portion of 

the property will require a partnership 

with a residential developer, but we 

believe that is more likely to occur, 

given the different economics of 

residential development; the prime 

location of this property immediately 

adjacent to the mall; its location of less 

than a mile from the Greenbelt Metro 

Station; the easy pedestrian/bicycle 

access to the Metro Station as well as 

the Mall and the other commercial 

establishments along Greenbelt Road; 

and the numerous bus stops within 

walking distance as well. 

 

“Regardless of the financial challenges 

which the owner of Beltway Plaza Mall 

has been dealing with for a number of 

years, and which remain ongoing, it 

nonetheless spent more than $2,252,000 

in tenant improvement allowances and 

building improvements over the past 7 

years that the owner has been pursuing 
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the ongoing CSP application referenced 

in the Supplemental Submittal by Mr. 

Taub, an effort which has cost the 

owner in excess of $600,000 to date. 

 

“Based on all of the above: (1) a major 

redevelopment of the Mall and the pad 

sites is highly unlikely in the 

foreseeable future; (2) applying the 

requirement for a Detailed Site Plan and 

application of the Development District 

Standards for any individual pad site 

will make any such site extraordinarily 

difficult to lease, given the significant 

amount of time and expense involved, 

possibly resulting in a lengthy vacancy 

along the Greenbelt Road frontage; and 

(3) a threshold of less than a 20% 

increase in the GFA of the Mall for the 

requirement of a Detailed Site Plan and 

application of the Development District 

Standards could provide an enormous 

impediment to the ability of the Mall to 

compete with other centers in the area, 

thus increasing the economic 

difficulties of this property.” 

 

 Topic: Economic Development Vision, 

Goals, and Background 

 

“P. 141, There is no compelling reason 

given in the plan to justify 

redevelopment of the commercial 

properties along the corridor, which are, 

in general, well maintained and are 

economically viable and productive. 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The average weighted age of commercial property along the corridor 

(renovations included) is 30 years (the average weighted year built is 1982). Commercial 

properties in general have a design life of 50 years and a useful life of 25 to 30 years 

before redevelopment or improvements are needed. With an average weighted age 

currently of 30 years and the life of the plan at 30 years, not only will some of the 

buildings reach their useful life long before the horizon of the sector plan, but others will 

exceed their design life and certainly be ready for redevelopment. The drive-through beer 

and liquor store in Berwyn Heights along the MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) commercial 

frontage was built in 1950 and is an excellent example.  
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Oppose such an open ended, 

unsubstantiated goal. 

 

“P. 141, Where is the transition from 

industrial to commercial or recreation 

proposed? Elsewhere in the plan it is 

recommended that industrial property 

on the north side of Branchville Road 

become residential.” 

 

In short, the preliminary sector plan takes a proactive approach toward recognizing the 

potential need to redevelop aging commercial properties within the 30-year horizon of the 

sector plan. 

 

With regard to the comment on where the goal to “(s)upport the long-term transition from 

industrial to commercial or recreational uses” came from on page 141, see page 34. Staff 

heard support from the community on both perspectives: retaining existing industrial uses 

and removing existing industrial uses in favor of open space or mixed-use development. 

Based on these comments staff reviewed the industrial areas along Branchville Road and 

Ballew Avenue to determine the appropriateness of retaining industrial uses for the future. 

 

Map 15 (Proposed Land Use) retains industrial land uses for the Ballew Avenue industrial 

area, but recommends transition of the Branchville Road industrial area to mixed-use 

development with commercial (office and retail) and park and open space uses. Policy 1 

on page 107 deals with the Berwyn Heights Industrial Area (both roadways and their 

industrial properties are associated with Berwyn Heights rather than Greenbelt), and 

recognizes the need to retain and enhance industrial activity while simultaneously 

exploring the opportunity to introduce new commercial and recreational uses. Strategies 

1.4, 1.5, and 1.6 provide more detail on this recommendation. 

 

Staff does not know where Greenbelt sees the north side of Branchville Road should 

become residential in the preliminary sector plan. The properties south of South Core and 

the Indian Creek stream valley/State of Maryland parcel are part of what the preliminary 

sector plan identifies as the industrial area, and the recommendation is for medium- to 

long-term redevelopment to low- to moderate-density, neighborhood-oriented office and 

retail uses and consideration of recreation/open space uses. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Economic Development 

Policies and Strategies 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

Discussion: Staff concurs with the comment regarding Strategy 1.1 on page 142 in that 

the strategy could be clearer with regard to recognizing both paths to the future on this 
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“P. 142, Strategy 1.1 – Isn’t the vision 

for the North Core that it be developed 

as a major employment center or a 

mixed use center? This strategy seems 

to recognize only the employment land 

use. 

 

“P. 142, Strategy 2.2 – The city 

believes that Greenbelt has an economic 

identity tied to Goddard Space Flight 

Center, the University of Maryland and 

the Federal Courthouse. 

 

“P. 143, Strategy 4.3 – What is the 

basis for recommending that there 

should be more and greater diversity in 

community events? Where is this even 

addressed in the plan before this 

statement? 

 

“P. 143, Strategy 4.4 – Do not support 

the phased redevelopment of 

commercial areas. This strategy 

references the ‘community’s long-term 

vision…’ [Emphasis in original]. We 

believe the long-term vision is largely 

that of M-NCPPC, and does not 

generally respect the goals and visions 

of the Greenbelt community. 

 

“P. 144, Strategy 5.2 – Makes specific 

reference to residential at Beltway 

Plaza. This is premature to reference 

when there is no residential existing nor 

are there approved plans showing 

of Greenbelt key site. Staff notes that Strategy 3.3 on page 147 addresses the appropriate housing mix 

for North Core, but agrees that some clarification is warranted on page 142 to ensure the 

new office development strategy applies equally. 

 
Regarding the testimony that Greenbelt believes their economic identity is tied to NASA 

Goddard Space Flight Center, the University of Maryland, College Park campus, and the 

Federal Courthouse, staff notes this is but one of many reasons why trade area and 

economic market analysis must be more broad in nature than one limited to sector plan 

boundaries drawn on a map.  

 

Strategy 2.2 recognizes aerospace, technology, and other market strengths but does not 

reference specific users or locations. Staff believes there are additional anchors and 

economic drivers (including the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center/BARC and 

Doctors Community Hospital) and does not support recognizing specific organizations in 

this strategy. Staff agrees that the strategy could be reworded to recognize that an 

economic identity for Greenbelt already exists. 

 

Strategy 4.3 on page 143 is offered in the preliminary sector plan as a way to promote the 

commercial areas in the sector plan and attract more customers.  

 

Discussion of the plan vision and the community-driven process that led to its 

development can be found in the Chapter 3 Why Plan? section above. Staff strongly 

disagrees with the City of Greenbelt that the vision expressed in the preliminary sector 

plan “is that of M-NCPPC, and does not generally respect the goals and visions of the 

Greenbelt community.” Specifically with regard to Strategy 4.4 on page 143, with older 

commercial development, comprehensive redevelopment as desired by the City of 

Greenbelt is most often not feasible for a variety of reasons. Lease agreements, existing 

debt, financial requirements, and the need to maintain a healthy cash flow without 

uncertainty generally do not allow for comprehensive redevelopment. See the testimony 

from Exhibit 59 on the economic conditions and challenges faced by Beltway Plaza as 

just one example. 

 

Regarding Strategy 5.2 on page 144, encouraging residential development at Beltway 

Plaza is in keeping with the land use recommendations and proposed phasing 

recommendations of the preliminary sector plan. It would enhance the retail environment 

by providing more residents in walking distance, allow for additional housing 
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residential.” opportunities to meet identified and future needs, and would help create a safer 

community with eyes on the street.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 1.1 on page 142 to read: “Work with the City of 

Greenbelt and the Prince George’s County Economic Development Corporation to market 

new office development at North Core[ either as part of a major private-sector 

employment center or Government Services Administration (GSA) campus that will be 

part of a new mixed-use community].” 

 

Revise Strategy 2.2 on page 142 to read: “…[to shape a regional economic identity for 

Greenbelt] to strengthen Greenbelt’s regional economic identity.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Heritage Tourism 

 

“CCRIC is a natural partner for the 

effort suggested in Strategy 6.1 [on 

page 144] to ‘create a coordinating 

body to work with the Anacostia Trails 

Heritage Area board in crafting an 

implementation strategy and pursue 

grants, loans, and tax credits to promote 

heritage tourism, provide wayfinding 

and interpretive signage, and fund 

related infrastructure and streetscape 

improvements in the sector plan area.” 

Exhibit 60, Vicky 

Hageman, CCRIC 

(Citizens to Conserve 

and Restore Indian 

Creek) 

Discussion: Staff concurs with the testimony 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the Potential Parties Involved list for Objective MB12 

on page 177 to read: “Anacostia Trails Heritage Area; City of Greenbelt; Town of 

Berwyn Heights; CCRIC; and M-NCPPC.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Infrastructure 

 

The City of Greenbelt recommends and 

supports expansion of the strategy for 

state of the art infrastructure for the 

North Core to all new development 

“particularly if it is focused at 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Specific discussions of North Core infrastructure are more closely related to 

the proposed mixed-use, transit-oriented eco-community recommended for North Core by 

the preliminary sector plan, partially recognizing that infrastructure networks are not fully 

complete on site and would need to be expanded with new development. Other networks 

through the rest of the sector plan area are already in place, and some networks are aging. 

A different approach to infrastructure—upgrading rather than providing new—would be 

necessary in the rest of the sector plan area. 
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opportunities for economic 

development.” 

 

This said, it is appropriate to provide a reference to state of the art infrastructure in Policy 

4 on page 143 as a potential economic development tool for the rest of the sector plan 

area. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new Strategy 4.5 to Policy 4 on page 143 to read: 

“Encourage all infrastructure providers and developers to provide state of the art 

infrastructure networks and equipment throughout the sector plan area to provide 

additional incentives for new uses and reinforce the regional competitiveness of Greenbelt 

and Berwyn Heights.” 

 

Revise the third plan highlight bullet point under the Economic Development subheading 

on page 3 to read: “Provide a state-of-the-art physical infrastructure network to 

complement the Greenbelt Metro Station and encourage infrastructure providers and 

developers to extend this network throughout the sector plan area.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Property Taxes and Appraisals 

 

Speaker 15 speaks of the concept of 

economic obsolescence, also known as 

environmental or external obsolescence. 

“A private home might drop in value 

when an industrial plant is built nearby. 

This is a form of economic 

obsolescence that must be considered in 

an appraisal of the property. Causes of 

economic obsolescence are numerous. 

Noisy or unattractive highways and 

industrial plants cause a loss in value to 

nearby residences. The rate making 

authority or a public authority or 

railroad can cause economic 

Speaker 15, Mihaela 

Drasovean 

Discussion: The overwhelming majority of studies that have analyzed transit’s effect on 

property values showed an increase in property values the closer a property is to a station. 

Staff was able to locate just one study in Atlanta that reflected a decline for a particular 

residential neighborhood.  

 

In the Washington metropolitan region the experience has been that property values 

increase dramatically around Metro stations. As noted in “Making the Case for Transit 

WMATA Regional Benefits of Transit” a study prepared by AECOM and Smart Growth 

America:  

 

“1. Metro boosts property values—adding 6.8 percent more value to residential, 

9.4 percent to multi-family, and 8.9 percent to commercial office properties 

within a half-mile of a rail station. Property becomes significantly more valuable 

as a property gets closer to Metrorail stations.  

 

“2. The demand for locations near Metrorail stations produces approximately 
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obsolescence to almost every railroad or 

public utility. We already have the train 

tracks there, which we all got used to. 

Swamps and obstruction of views have 

an adverse effect on the value of the 

nearby property, which can cause the 

values of our homes to really 

depreciate.” 

$133M (¼ mile) to $224M (½ mile) in additional revenues from property taxes 

due to the premium associated with properties located near rail stations.”  

 

Another case example from the area (National Council on Public Private 

Partnerships/NCPPP, Case Study: New York Avenue Metro (rail) Station, Washington, 

D.C.) further supports the dramatic impact Metro has on existing neighborhoods: “Prior to 

the addition of the New York Avenue Metro(rail) Station, the Washington, D.C., Metro 

system bypassed an urban, economically underdeveloped neighborhood known as NoMa, 

for its location north of Massachusetts Avenue. NoMa enjoyed good regional location and 

road access, but lacked good rail access. The opening of the Metro(rail) station 

dramatically changed the area. Assessed valuation of the 35-block area increased from 

$535 million in 2001 to $2.3 billion in 2007. Over 15,000 jobs have been created since 

1998 with $1.1 billion in private investment. This increase in property values (300 percent 

between 2001 and 2007) has attracted further real estate development and residents.”   

 

This is not to say that for Speaker 15 or any other individual the personal valuation of 

their present home may decline because of economic obsolescence or other factors. It is 

impossible to predict future property values with any degree of accuracy. However, 

studies show that the market will ultimately place a greater value on existing homes 

because of their proximity to transit stations, and the potential employment, 

entertainment, housing, and retail opportunities that may be realized. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
1 Topic: Housing Needs 

 

Speaker V.4. and Exhibit 24 state: 

“(t)his plan states that there is 

tremendous need in the trade area for 

multi-family housing, but the plan 

never asks the question, why types of 

housing will future Greenbelters need. 

If the question had been asked, our 

answer would not be multi-family 

housing. Greenbelt’s housing stock is 

disproportionately represented by multi-

family housing.” 

 

“Greenbelt needs housing to meet the 

needs of our citizens as they age. Many 

residents tell me they can no longer 

maintain their home and they want to 

stay in Greenbelt, but there is no 

housing available that meets their 

needs. A major shortfall of this plan is 

providing for such housing. It merely 

suggests exploring the idea. Likewise, 

the plan does not recognize the very 

successful tradition of cooperative 

housing in Greenbelt.” 

 

Exhibit 32 believes the preliminary 

sector plan’s statements pertaining to a 

need for multifamily housing “does not 

apply to Greenbelt which has a great 

deal of this type of housing already.” 

Speaker V.4, The 

Honorable Leta M. 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 24, Leta 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

32, Ruth E. Kastner;  

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

59, Soo Y. Kang and 

Marc “Kap” 

Kapastin, GB Mall 

Limited Partnership 

FMS II, LLC; 

Cherrywood, LLC; 

West End Limited 

Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership 

Discussion: The housing market and future needs require a perspective that looks beyond 

municipal or sector plan boundaries and examines regional factors such as market, 

locational preference, taxation rates, schools, crime, and other factors. The majority of 

people who are looking for housing focus on these and other factors of importance to 

them more so than whether housing is located in any specific municipality or not; it is 

extremely unlikely that a location in the City of Greenbelt itself significantly impacts 

individual housing purchasing or leasing decisions when compared to other factors. 

 

The preliminary sector plan’s recommendations for housing and neighborhood 

preservation recognize the need to provide a variety of housing types to meet gaps within 

the City of Greenbelt as well as address the growing regional demand for new transit-

accessible and “green” housing options—see Policy 3 on page 146. 

 

The housing market for Greenbelt is not “unique” and will rely on more than the “future 

needs of the study area and the City” for its future success. Greenbelt’s testimony refers to 

“the needs of our citizens” and “the housing needs of the sector plan area and the city.” 

While it is important to meet the current and future needs of current residents, new 

residents are most likely to be non-Greenbelters and future residents who do not reside in 

the city today will be required to sustain the city’s population at current levels (to say 

nothing for any potential population growth).  

 

Housing markets for any area are much larger than municipal boundaries or sector plan 

boundaries, and need to be evaluated on a broader basis. The City of Greenbelt may not 

recognize what their actual housing needs may be; they cite senior housing and aging in 

place as “needs,” with which staff concurs based on prior county and regional studies 

indicating gaps in these types, but beyond this there is no detail provided.  

 

Staff recognizes the full extent of housing needs within the City of Greenbelt is not yet 

fully understood, which is why Strategy 3.1 on page 146 states: “(c)onduct a housing 

survey to confirm existing and identify any new housing gaps in the City of Greenbelt,” 

and a short-term implementation action step to conduct a housing survey is indicated on 

page 186 as Objective HN10. 
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Exhibit 58 states: “P. 62, Housing and 

Neighborhood Preservation – As with 

the economic analysis, this plan looks at 

housing based on the trade area, and 

then uses data from 2000. Greenbelt has 

fewer than 10,000 dwelling units in its 

corporate limits and of those fewer than 

4,000 dwelling units are in the sector 

plan area. The housing analysis 

contained in this plan is meaningless, 

because it ignores the unique existing 

condition and future needs of the study 

area and city, while instead it evaluates 

an area significantly larger, and with far 

different housing stock characteristics. 

This issue continues throughout the 

plan as trade area data (that is 12 years 

old) is used instead of sector plan 

specific and/or Greenbelt data. 

 

“P. 62, Table 22, The plan states that 

‘…the demand for multi-family 

apartments in the county and within the 

region continues to grow…’, but this is 

not the case in Greenbelt. Greenbelt’s 

housing stock is disproportionately 

multi-family, but this plan looks at 

Greenbelt only as an area in a larger 

trade area, therefore the plan ignores the 

housing needs of the sector plan area 

and the city. Even Table 22, which lists 

recent housing activity in the trade area, 

includes new housing – none of which 

is in Greenbelt or the Sector Plan area. 

The housing analysis must address 

 

It is also important to note that new homeownership opportunities in the City of Greenbelt 

would be comparatively more costly than similar opportunities in unincorporated areas 

throughout the county. Assuming a dwelling unit with an assessed value of $400,000, the 

property tax bill in the city would be approximately $6,000 (because of municipal taxes) 

compared with an unincorporated area bill of $3,848, for a difference of $2,152. This cost 

difference could significantly impact the amount of future new owner-occupied 

opportunities. Exhibit 58’s observation on Table 22, that none of the new housing listed in 

the table is in Greenbelt or the sector plan area, could be an indicator of these cost 

differences and, more broadly, locational preferences and market support in recent years. 

 

Staff concurs with and respects the City of Greenbelt’s desire to reference cooperative 

housing ownership as a future opportunity to reflect the role cooperative housing played 

in Historic Greenbelt. Such a reference would be appropriate in Policy 3 on pages 146-

147. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 3.2 on page 147 to read: “Promote the existing, 

unique housing opportunities (including cooperative housing opportunities)—their 

historic nature, sense of community, and commitment to sustainability—in Greenbelt and 

Berwyn Heights as an important component of the area’s future housing stock. Consider 

cooperative housing as an option throughout the sector plan area as new housing 

development is contemplated.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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housing needs in and for Greenbelt.” 

 

Exhibit 59 discusses the proposed 

housing at the rear of the Beltway Plaza 

property, which facilitates Smart 

Growth in proximity to a major Metro 

station and transit lines, and “(t)he need 

for housing in such a location, and 

within the Greenbelt Metro area 

specifically, is supported by studies 

from the following well-respected 

companies: Coalition for Smarter 

Growth, Robert Charles Lesser & 

Company and Delta Associates.” 

 

 Topic: Housing and Neighborhood 

Preservation Vision, Goals, and 

Background 

 

“P. 145, ‘There is a need for new multi-

family development.’ [Emphasis in 

original]. Based on what study? Has 

any consideration been given to the fact 

that the majority of housing in 

Greenbelt is multi-family, and the city’s 

housing goals do not focus on multi-

family, except as it may address other 

specific population housing needs? 

 

“Overall, the plan could mention aging 

in place more, as well as the 

intergenerational community concept. 

 

“The plan needs to address the need for 

housing affordability, as well as look at 

opportunities for promoting cooperative 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: As indicated on page 67 of the preliminary sector plan, the 2011 George 

Mason University study “Housing the Region’s Future Workforce Policy—Challenges for 

Local Jurisdictions,” served as an important resource on regional housing needs. The 

study indicates the majority of future regional demand will be for multifamily dwelling 

units. Perhaps one of the reasons why “Greenbelt’s housing stock is disproportionately 

represented by multi-family housing” is that this housing type is in demand within the 

region? 

 

Staff believes the preliminary sector plan does a good job on addressing “aging in place” 

concepts through the policies and strategies of the Housing and Neighborhood 

Preservation section, but the phrase could be added to Policy 3 to provide additional 

clarification.  

 

Intergenerational communities are encouraged by the goal to “(d)iversify the mix of 

available housing types and price points to retain and attract a range of new households, 

including first-time homeowners, low- to moderate-income families, young professionals, 

empty nesters, and seniors.” The overall intent is to provide for a mix of housing 

opportunities and price points throughout the sector plan area without designating specific 

locations for “intergenerational communities.” This will lead to a more natural and 

holistic mixing of generations within the community. 
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housing as reflective of Historic 

Greenbelt’s housing ideals.” 

 

An attachment to Exhibit 58 presents 

speaking points for Councilmember 

Pope, who was not present at the Joint 

Public Hearing. Ms. Pope writes: “And 

if Franklin Park were to redevelop, 

where would the 2899 families living in 

those apartments go to live? Has the 

plan examined the impact of family 

displacement if Franklin Park is 

redeveloped? Again, the answer is no.” 

 

See above for additional discussion of cooperative housing.  

 

Policy 4 on page 147 states: “(a)ddress the decline in affordable rental and homeowner 

housing options within and surrounding the sector plan area.” The two strategies under 

Policy 4 reinforce the overall intent to provide additional affordable housing options that 

should help mitigate potential displacement issues. Additionally, Strategies 3.3 and 3.5 on 

the same page speak to “a range of household types and incomes.” 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Policy 3 on page 146 to read: “Provide a variety of 

housing types to meet housing gaps identified by the City of Greenbelt and the growing 

regional demand for new transit-accessible and ‘green’ housing options and opportunities 

for existing residents to age in place.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Housing and Neighborhood 

Preservation Policies and Strategies 

 

“P. 146, Policy 3 – Discusses meeting 

needs associated with housing gaps in 

Greenbelt. We agree, but what are those 

gaps. Shouldn’t that be known before 

developing land use plans and zoning 

maps to guide future development? 

 

“P. 147, Strategy 3.3 – Are townhouses 

really appropriate for the high density, 

urban themed North Core? 

 

“P. 147, Strategy 5.5 – There should be 

specific reference to the city’s 

independent authority for parks and 

recreation services 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: As addressed above, the housing needs and gaps would need to be more 

closely examined per Strategy 3.1 on page 146 and Objective HN10 on page 186. In 

general terms, however, the housing gaps in any master plan or sector plan area do not 

need to be fully understood because the type of proposed land use and zoning allows 

sufficient flexibility for a variety of housing types that can be effectively used by the 

market to meet any housing gaps that may be identified now as well as those that may 

arise in the future. 

 

Regarding Strategy 3.3, yes, townhouses are appropriate for the North Core, particularly 

along the periphery to the south to help transition to the South Core. Staff notes that 

townhome development could be quite dense, and that the county’s “typical” townhome 

density of six units per acre in the R-T (Townhouse) Zone is well below what could be 

supportable and possible for attractive townhome development in walking distance to a 

Metro station. The M-X-T (Mixed Use – Transportation Oriented) Zone in place at North 

Core would allow for more intense townhouse development. 

 

Staff concurs with the testimony regarding state programs for Strategy 6.1 but does not 

support adding the specific program referenced since the deadline for applications has 

passed. 
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“P. 148, Strategy 6.1 – Should include 

state programs (including Maryland 

DHCD’s BeSMART financing for 

energy efficiency improvements).” 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 6.1 on page 148 to read: “Educate residents on 

existing county, state, and federal home repair, weatherization, energy efficiency, and 

first-time homebuyer programs.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Public Safety 

 

The City of Greenbelt questions the 

statement on page 3 of the Plan 

Highlights section that states: “Address 

neighborhood public safety issues.”  

 

Greenbelt questions the location of 

public safety concerns and states: 

“Perceptions of safety and actual crime 

statistics often paint very different 

pictures of the same area. Statements 

that there are public safety issues 

without describing and quantifying 

those issues leads to unnecessary 

hypervigilence and feelings of threat 

when not warranted.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The referenced language relates to Policy 5 on page 147 which reads: 

“Improve public safety and access to high-quality public facilities and recreational 

services.” This policy contains five strategies, two of which, Strategies 5.1 and 5.5, are 

related to crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) approaches. 

 

Concerns about crime and safety were expressed by stakeholders during the public 

outreach process, and at least two serious incidents of assault took place just west of the 

Greenbelt Metro Station and along Cherrywood Lane during the preparation process of 

the preliminary sector plan. 

 

It is not the intent of the sector plan to worry citizens, cause people to become “hyper 

vigilant,”  or lead to undue stress, but the plan recognizes best urban design and 

redevelopment practices to incorporate CPTED principles to their fullest extent, which is 

also a major goal of Prince George’s County, to reduce the potential for crime. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: North College Park Stormwater 

Runoff, Groundwater Impacts, and 

Potential Flooding 

 

The City of College Park indicates 

“(t)he current plan does not adequately 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park 

 

Discussion: Please refer to the Sustainability – Environmental Infrastructure section of 

this analysis of testimony for discussion of stormwater runoff and other environmental 

concerns. 

 

Staff concurs with the addition of a new strategy under Policy 1 to address environmental 

issues. 
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address the longstanding concerns of 

North College Park residents related to 

runoff from impervious surfaces, 

groundwater impacts and potential 

flooding.” 

 

The city requests a new strategy be 

added to Policy 1 on page 145 to 

“implement sector plan 

recommendations for environmental 

infrastructure and sustainability to 

ensure against negative impacts from 

inadequate stormwater management 

controls.” 

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new Strategy 1.2 on page 146 to read: “Implement sector 

plan recommendations for environmental infrastructure, stewardship, and sustainability to 

eliminate negative impacts from inadequate or obsolete stormwater management 

controls.” Renumber the remaining strategies of Policy 1 accordingly. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Adverse Impacts of New 

Development on North College Park 

 

While Policy 1 on page 145 “is 

excellent” the associated strategies “do 

not provide any mechanism to protect 

my community in North College park 

[sic] from adverse impacts.” 

 

Strategy 1.2 is “too weak to protect 

existing neighborhoods.” The testimony 

requests a standard that protects 

existing neighborhoods. 

Speaker 10, 

Christine Nagle 

 

Exhibit 34, Christine 

Nagle 

Discussion: See above for discussion relating to Policy 1 in general and adverse impacts 

pertaining to the environmental infrastructure. 

 

Strategy 1.2 on page 146 is appropriate at a sector plan level of detail. The preliminary 

sector plan cannot mandate standards through its policies and strategies, and these kinds 

of negative impacts should be addressed at the time of development review of specific 

development applications. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
 Topic: Community Health and 

Wellness Policies and Strategies 

 

“P. 150, Strategy 1.1 – Why not just 

prohibit fast food drive thru’s? 

 

“P. 150, Strategy 1.2 – What are these 

negative impact uses? 

 

“P. 150, Strategy 3.1 – What is 

involved with being designated [a] 

wellness opportunity district? Before 

recommending such designation, there 

should be some explanation and 

analysis. 

 

“P. 151, Strategy 5.2 – This strategy is 

vague and needs to be expanded on.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff believes the language for Strategy 1.1 is sufficient with regard to 

discouraging fast-food establishments with drive-through windows. Strengthening the 

language with the term “prohibit” would require implementation through the DDOZ 

tables of uses permitted to fully implement the strategy, and it is not possible to separate 

fast-food establishments from other eating or drinking establishments that may include 

drive-through service in the use tables. It is possible to design and locate drive-through 

windows to minimize conflicts with, and reduce visibility from, the pedestrian realm, and 

the proposed development district standards include measures to address this design 

consideration. 

 

Examples of uses that may negatively impact community health are large printing shops 

(with associated chemicals) that are prohibited by the proposed DDOZ tables of uses, and 

numerous uses that may be permitted in the Berwyn Heights Industrial Area but which 

may not be appropriate for the location and context. Industrial uses are not further 

regulated by the proposed DDOZ, so Strategy 1.2 on page 150 provides a level of plan 

guidance that may help guide future decision-making for appropriate uses in the area.  

 

Strategy 3.1 on page 150 recommends designation of Greenbelt, Berwyn Heights, and 

College Park as a “wellness opportunity district.” In 2009, the Port Towns Sector Plan 

area was designated a Wellness Opportunity Zone by the District Council. Efforts are 

underway to expand this initiative into a broader concept that can and would be applied to 

other areas in Prince George’s County to provide education on community health and 

wellness benefits, provide potential financial incentives, and in general support and 

encourage health and wellness within communities. Staff concurs that it is premature to 

designate these areas, and that Strategy 3.1 should be reworded. 

 

Strategy 5.2 on page 151 refers to health and wellness uses and programming within the 

desired network of urban and natural park spaces within and adjacent to the sector plan 

area. Some examples may be appropriate to add to Strategy 5.2 to further explain the 

strategy. 
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Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 3.1 on page 150 to read: “[Designate the 

municipalities of Greenbelt, Berwyn Heights, and College Park as] Explore the feasibility 

and appropriateness of the designation of a wellness opportunity district….” 

 

Revise Strategy 5.2 to read: “Create a mix of uses and maximize programming within 

urban and natural park spaces to encourage diversity and use. Consider both active and 

passive recreation amenities and uses, small-scale, healthy food/retail options, and 

programs that take advantage of the natural and man-made features of the parks network 

such as organized team sports, nature walks, stargazing, and other activities.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 

 
Topic: Greenbelt Medical Mile 

 

Doctors Community Hospital supports 

the Greenbelt Medical Mile. “We 

highly support the transformation of 

Greenbelt to incorporate this initiative 

in our community. Our mission as 

Doctors Community Hospital of 

Lanham MD is to promote wellness and 

encourage healthy living in and around 

our community and we believe this 

initiative will greatly assist with that 

mission. We look forward to working 

with the City of Greenbelt, Prince 

George’s County Health Department 

and businesses of Greenbelt to help 

make this project successful.” 

 

Exhibit 58 cites the Greenbelt Medical 

Mile concept as intriguing, but notes 

“that the city office market, particularly 

in Greenbelt East, has strong ties to 

Exhibit 31, Sabra C. 

Wilson, Community 

Resource 

Coordinator and Paul 

R. Grenaldo, 

Executive Vice 

President and Chief 

Operating Officer, 

Doctors Community 

Hospital; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff notes Doctors Community Hospital’s support for the Medical Mile’s 

concept and implementation. 

 

In response to Exhibit 68, Branding initiatives should be specific in nature. This is evident 

in recent discussions surrounding the new countywide economic development strategy, 

where the life science and health cluster will be separate from the information technology, 

communications, and electronic (ICE) cluster. Combining the two clusters muddle the 

economic message and require different promotion strategies for each cluster. 

Furthermore, typical technology and aerospace tenants who would be drawn to NASA 

Goddard Space Flight Center, the University of Maryland, College Park campus, Food 

and Drug Administration, and Beltsville Agricultural Research Center (BARC) are most 

likely already aware of their existence and proximity to the sector plan area.  

 

The major emphasis of the Medical Mile concept is to link land use, trail systems, park 

spaces, recreation and exercise facilities, and the proximity of numerous healthcare 

providers along Hanover Parkway (and Doctors Community Hospital on Good Luck 

Road) through an innovative and identifiable recreation amenity that builds on existing 

strengths and providers and can contribute to the overall level of health and wellness 

among residents. Secondarily, the “Medical Mile” concept will help brand the sector plan 

area and the businesses of East Greenbelt so residents and area medical providers become 

aware of the area’s potential and increase patronization as either a customer or provider of 

medical services.  
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technical and engineering firms doing 

business in the space science field as 

well. 

 

“We do not want the proposed 

designation of ‘Medical Mile’ to detract 

from the equally important technology 

field also found in Greenbelt East. For 

this reason, we propose that the plan 

evaluate a ‘Med-Tech’ corridor 

designation and develop strategies to 

strengthen physical and thematic ties to 

Doctor’s [sic] Hospital and NASA 

Goddard Space Flight Center.” 

 

Additional testimony is provided in the 

attachment of detailed comments from 

the City of Greenbelt as part of Exhibit 

58, which suggests concerns relating to 

the proposed branding of Hanover 

Parkway as a “Medical Mile” and how 

this “needs to be done in a manner that 

respects the various commercial 

industries that find the Hanover 

Parkway Corridor an appealing place to 

locate.” Greenbelt views its 

relationships to NASA Goddard and the 

Federal Courthouse as at least as 

important as that with Doctors 

Community Hospital. 

 

“…the City would welcome equal 

efforts to brand other areas of the city 

office market, or perhaps the entirety of 

the city as an office market with 

immediate locational association to 

 

Staff strongly believes the emphasis of the Medical Mile on health and wellness through 

the integration of land uses, park spaces, and trails will provide a unique amenity for 

existing and future residents of Greenbelt and neighboring jurisdictions and will be a 

successful initiative that contributes to an emerging and focused countywide emphasis on 

health and wellness. Furthermore, staff does not believe this concept will in any way 

detract from the technology field and businesses located in the area. 

 

Staff recognizes Greenbelt places importance on the presence of the Federal Courthouse 

on Cherrywood Lane and values its relationship with the courthouse, but staff does not 

view the Federal Courthouse as a particularly significant generator of spin-off jobs or 

economic branding and marketing opportunities. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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Doctor’s [sic] Hospital, NASA 

Goddard, and the Federal Courthouse.” 

 Topic: North College Park Health and 

Wellness 

 

“The current plan does not adequately 

consider impacts to health and wellness 

of residents in North College Park.” 

The testimony cites the 2010 Census 

figure of more than 9,000 residents in 

the two Census tracts in North College 

Park adjacent to Greenbelt Metro 

Station and that the preliminary sector 

plan does not adequately address the 

quality of life and potential negative 

impacts on the residents due to 

Greenbelt Metro development. 

Negative impacts such as increased 

noise, light pollution, and roadway 

congestion are cited as potential 

detriments to the health and wellness of 

North College Park residents.  

Exhibit 34, Christine 

Nagle 

Discussion: Policy 3 on page 94 reads: “(e)nsure that development does not aversely 

impact, but rather enhances, the neighboring residential community of North College 

Park.” Six strategies support the overall policy, with Strategies 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 explicitly 

focused on reducing negative impacts to North College Park. Furthermore, Policy 1 on 

page 145 in the Housing and Neighborhood Preservation section states: “(m)inimize and 

mitigate adverse impacts of new and infill development on surrounding residential 

communities.” This policy includes two additional strategies. North College Park will 

also benefit from the Community Health and Wellness element starting on page149 of the 

preliminary sector plan. 

 

Staff disagrees with the assertion that the preliminary sector plan does not adequately 

consider potential impacts to the residents of North College Park. However, additional 

attention to specific issues such as noise and light pollution and roadway congestion and 

noise are addressed elsewhere in this analysis of testimony. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
 Topic: Public Facilities Evaluation 

 

“In general any analysis or 

consideration of public facilities either 

ignores or fails to fully evaluate the 

municipal services as needed and 

provided. M-NCPPC has failed to 

address municipal facilities and services 

in its impact assessment and provision 

of needed facilities through the master 

plan process or any zoning or 

development plan. This continues 

through this plan. It would be a positive 

sign if this plan were to recognize the 

role of Greenbelt public facilities and 

services, and would attempt to identify 

and plan for future needs.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Please see the discussion on Topic: Municipal Control and Planning 

Authority in the General Comments section of this analysis of testimony. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: General Quality of Life 

Concerns/Observations 

 

Speaker V.4. and Exhibit 24 state: 

“(o)ne of our most serious concerns 

with this proposal is that it presents a 

plan for tremendous growth and change 

without specifically mentioning the 

needs of our community and how the 

services that create this quality of life 

will be met.” 

 

Speaker V.5. states: “(y)ou can’t, you 

know, improve the recreation facilities 

for the citizens of the town when you’re 

Speaker V.4, The 

Honorable Leta M. 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Speaker 

V.5., The Honorable 

Rodney M. Roberts, 

Council Member, 

City of Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 24, Leta 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Discussion: Staff assumes that portions of the testimony refer to the provision of 

amenities owned and operated by the City of Greenbelt. Please see the discussion on 

municipal control and planning authority in the General Comments section above for this 

perspective. As discussed elsewhere in this analysis of testimony, staff disagrees with the 

characterization of the proposed land use pattern recommended by the preliminary sector 

plan as “tremendous” or “over developed,” and the preliminary sector plan places much 

emphasis on addressing community needs and quality of life issues. 

 

The preliminary sector plan establishes recommendations that are intended to help 

preserve and protect the existing characteristics and communities within and adjacent to 

the sector plan area while also making recommendations for where and how future 

development will occur. Recreation spaces, both active and passive, are recommended in 

numerous locations. The Parks and Recreation element of the preliminary plan recognizes 

the need for new recreation fields and parkland featuring competitive-sized ballfields in 

Policy 1 on page 163, and simultaneously supports urban park and recreation 
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so grossly over development [sic] and 

you put so much density in so that it 

literally makes it impossible to provide 

recreation space, because we’ve been 

trying to do that in the Greenbelt West 

area for years. But the fact is there just 

is very little actual land to provide even 

active recreation space for the people 

that live there now.” 

opportunities in Policy 2 on page 164. Even in dense mixed-use, transit-oriented 

developments there are ample opportunities to provide for recreation space for the 

enjoyment of current and future residents, workers, and visitors, which the preliminary 

sector plan fully recognizes and supports. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 Topic: Public Schools 

 

Exhibit 34 requests a listing of the ten 

schools serving the sector plan area on 

page 157 or a reference to where the 

information can be found in the 

preliminary sector plan. 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 158, 159, Table 

32, Actual dwelling unit numbers 

should be provided so the reader can 

understand the underlying assumptions 

for the projections.” 

Exhibit 34, Christine 

Nagle; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: The ten schools serving the sector plan area are listed in the Public Schools 

Appendix on page A-9. A reference to this listing would be appropriate on page 157. 

 

As discussed above in the Sustainability: Land Use and Urban Design section of this 

analysis of testimony, staff proposes an addition to the existing transportation appendix to 

reflect the dwelling unit numbers used in staff’s analysis and the preparation of 

preliminary sector plan recommendations. Approximately 8,605 dwelling units currently 

exist within the Transportation Analysis Zones selected for this sector plan area. A 

maximum of 13,115 households (4,510 new households) was modeled, reflecting the 

baseline analysis of existing households plus approved development at Greenbelt Station 

and Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station. The alternate land use scenarios analyzed by staff 

both result in fewer, more evenly distributed households. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the first sentence under the “Background” subheading 

on page 157 to include a reference to the Public Schools Appendix following “…is served 

by ten schools….” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 Topic: Proposed North College Park 

PreK-8 Urban Model School 

 

Exhibit 28 questions why a new school, 

if needed, is placed in North College 

Park, and that the preliminary sector 

Speaker 10, 

Christine Nagle 

 

Exhibit 28, Diana 

Claburn; Exhibit 34, 

Christine Nagle 

Discussion: The school site referenced by the testimony was designated on July 1, 2010 

with the approval of the Central US 1 Corridor Sector Plan and Sectional Map 

Amendment. The PreK-8 Urban Model School, proposed on property owned by the Board 

of Education at the intersection of Huron Street and 51
st
 Avenue, is necessary to support 

future needs for College Park as identified by the 2010 Central US 1 Corridor Sector 

Plan. This proposed site was clearly identified and discussed during the planning process 
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plan “should include provisions for 

providing adequate schools for any new 

development to students in ‘Greenbelt.” 

The discussions to put a school over in 

North College Park for any students 

living in the South Core is an intrusion 

to the quiet neighborhood residents 

currently enjoy on and around Huron 

Street. We should not have to sacrifice 

our neighborhood.” 

 

Speaker 9 questions the proposed urban 

model school and provides Exhibit 34, 

which cites the text box on page 158 

which states that no new schools are 

needed to serve the sector plan area, but 

finds this contrary with Map 20: 

Existing and Proposed Public Facilities 

on page 160 which shows a school at 

the Huron Street site. This is seen as a 

contradiction that must be addressed 

prior to plan approval. 

 

Exhibit 34 goes on to state: “As a 

resident of North College Park, I object 

to our community hosting the school for 

a new development in Greenbelt. 

Greenbelt is currently excessing [sic] its 

former middle, a portion of which will 

become new community use. Either that 

site or a new site within the boundaries 

of the sector planning area needs to be 

identified to handle future student 

capacity generated by the Greenbelt 

Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor 

Sector Plan. 

of the 2010 Central US 1 Corridor Sector Plan. Members of the North College Park 

community opposed the proposed school at that time, but the site was upheld by the 

District Council. 

 

The school needs analysis (pupil yield analysis) conducted for the 2012 preliminary 

Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan does not indicate the need in and 

of itself for an additional elementary school. This is because the elementary school needs 

for both College Park and the Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan 

area (specifically including Greenbelt and Berwyn Heights) are satisfied by the PreK-8 

Urban Model School at Huron Street (and middle school needs—grades 6-8—are served 

by the new Greenbelt Middle School on Breezewood Drive), which is included in the 

baseline analysis of school needs. Map 20 is consistent with prior District Council action 

and there is no conflict to resolve between the map and the plan text pertaining to school 

needs. 

 

Staff notes that new school sites within sector planning areas inside the Developed Tier 

are exceedingly difficult to locate due to current Board of Education size criteria and the 

unavailability of adequate land for school sites within the tier. As a functional network 

element, public facilities, much like transportation and environmental infrastructure, must 

be evaluated on a somewhat broader scale than the area contained within sector plan 

boundaries. It is unrealistic and financially irresponsible to expect that each sector plan 

area be served by its own independent and unique set of schools that only serve the 

children who reside within sector plan boundaries. Additionally, school attendance areas 

are determined by the Board of Education. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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“The school board property at 51
st
 street 

and Huron street was not included 

within the boundaries of either 

Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 

Corridor Sector Plan or the Central US 

1 Corridor Sector Plan. The property 

should not be chosen by MNCPPC staff 

for a school by without consultation and 

discussion with the North College Park 

community. This location has been in 

the school board’s hands since the 

1960’s. The viability of a school at this 

location in 2012 has not been vetted. 

 

“Adopt a strategy to provide for 

adequate educational facilities within 

the boundary areas of the Greenbelt 

Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor 

Sector Plan. Adequate public facilities 

need to be fully discussed and 

documented within the plan.” 

 

 Topic: Existing and Proposed Public 

Facilities Map 20, Page 160 

 

Delete the Hollywood Elementary 

School from Map 20 “as it is outside 

the boundaries of the Greenbelt Metro 

Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan 

and it does not serve the students within 

the plan area.” Remove the PreK-8 

Urban Model School symbol from the 

site at Huron Street and 51
st
 Avenue. 

Exhibit 34, Christine 

Nagle 

Discussion: As a functional network element, public facilities, much like transportation 

and environmental infrastructure, must be evaluated on a somewhat broader scale than the 

area contained within sector plan boundaries. Since Map 20 depicts both existing and 

proposed public facilities, it is appropriate to retain both school symbols on this map. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 Topic: Libraries 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

Discussion: It should be remembered that the preliminary sector plan proposes a land use 

pattern and vision for the future that incorporates a timeframe extending to 30 years. 
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The testimony questions the need for 

satellite library facilities within the 

sector plan area given the struggle to 

fund current libraries. “The plan should 

strive to connect various services within 

the City through transit, rather than 

focus on building new facilities that 

will directly compete with existing 

services.” 

 

“P. 161, Are satellite libraries needed in 

Greenbelt. Where is the analysis? Does 

this make sense when county budgets 

have been trimming back library 

services?” 

of Greenbelt Funding levels for all services and public facilities are expected to change during this 

time, both up and down. Satellite library facilities were requested by residents and other 

stakeholders and presented as a possible plan recommendation to Director Tease of the 

county library system, who indicated that the library system is currently considering 

providing satellite libraries to meet more local needs, and seeks to work in partnership 

with community centers, schools, and other uses that may be supportive of or 

complementary to libraries. The library policy on page 161 is focused on consideration of 

satellite library facilities in keeping with community desire and the county library 

system’s plans for evolution in the e-book era.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: CPTED Review 

 

“P. 162, Strategy 1.1, All detailed site 

plans and specific design plans should 

be referred to the Greenbelt Police 

Department, since it is Greenbelt that 

provides police services.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: CB-29-2011 established a mandatory referral procedure for detailed site 

plans and specific site plans to be sent to the Prince George’s County Police Department 

“to ensure implementation of the principles of Crime Prevention Through Environmental 

Design (CPTED).” Similar provisions are not made for municipal police departments. 

The Greenbelt Police Department would be free to comment on CPTED issues, but such 

referrals would have to come through the city staff when Detailed Site Plans and other 

development review plans are referred to the municipalities impacted by specific 

development applications.  

 

Staff does not support mandating CPTED referrals to municipal police departments 

through the preliminary sector plan, and a sector plan is an inappropriate venue for such 

mandates. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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 Topic: Greenbelt Volunteer Fire 

Station 

 

The testimony expresses concern over 

the proposed placement of a floating 

fire station symbol on MD 193 

(Greenbelt Road) between the Capital 

Beltway (I-95/I-495) and Baltimore-

Washington Parkway, as Parcel G, 7010 

Greenbelt Road could potentially be 

flagged as the location of a future fire 

station. This could negatively impact 

the ability to develop the subject 

property, which holds a valid Detailed 

Site Plan for development of a 90-unit 

condominium building. 

 

The testimony requests relocation of the 

floating fire station symbol to the south 

side of MD 193 (Greenbelt Road). 

Speaker 14, Tom 

Haller 

 

Exhibit 27, Thomas 

Haller, Gibbs and 

Haller 

Discussion: The floating fire station symbol in the vicinity of MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) 

and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway does not indicate that a future fire station would 

be located on the property in question. Staff believes retaining the floating symbol in its 

current location provides flexibility for future siting of the relocated fire station and does 

not negatively impact the ability of the subject property to develop. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 Topic: General Parks and Recreation 

Comments 

 

“The section of Chapter V on Parks and 

Recreation includes provisions worth of 

support (on page 164). Policy 3, calling 

for ‘projects that increase tree canopy 

coverage, stabilize streams, improve 

water quality of runoff…’ will greatly 

support stormwater management 

efforts.” 

Exhibit 60, Vicky 

Hageman, CCRIC 

(Citizens to Conserve 

and Restore Indian 

Creek) 

Discussion: Comments noted. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 Topic: Parks and Recreation Authority 

 

“The plan needs to acknowledge that 

Greenbelt is not within the Metropolitan 

District. 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The Metropolitan District is discussed above in the Municipal Control and 

Planning Authority Topic in the General Comments section.  

 

Staff worked closely with City of Greenbelt Planning and Parks and Recreation staff in 

the preparation of the preliminary sector plan. Greenbelt’s staff provided input on the type 
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“P. 163, In general, the plan should be 

deferring to the city in determining the 

need, type, location of future parks and 

recreation spaces.” 

and location of future parks in the City of Greenbelt, which are reflected in the 

recommendations of the preliminary sector plan. Exhibit 58 does not provide specific 

details or recommendations which would suggest any change in the need, type, or 

location of future parks and recreation spaces.  

 

A the time of development review, applicants will work with both the Prince George’s 

County Department of Parks and Recreation and the city to determine specific park needs, 

types, and locations. 
 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Active Recreation Space 

 

The testimony from Speaker V.4 and 

Exhibit 24 express concern at how 

enough active recreation space can be 

provided in Greenbelt West “when all 

of the land suitable for such uses is 

being planned for office buildings, 

parking garages and new homes.” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 107, Strategy 1.4 

– PG Scrap offers one of the best 

opportunities for use as an active 

recreation site. This should have a park 

symbol and present a strategy for 

developing an active, including 

opportunities for passive recreation, 

park along Branchville Road. The park 

would be a valuable asset serving the 

City of Greenbelt, Berwyn Heights and 

College Park. We also believe that the 

Speaker V.4, The 

Honorable Leta M. 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 24, Leta 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

58, Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: It is not a fair or accurate description of the preliminary sector plan to state 

that all suitable land in the western portion of Greenbelt is being planned for 

development. As mentioned above, the preliminary sector plan contains robust 

recommendations for open spaces, parkland (active and passive), and urban forms of 

recreation, with emphasis on an active ballfield/recreation park in the western portion of 

the City of Greenbelt. 

 

With regard to the Prince George’s Scrap property, the preliminary sector plan envisions 

retaining industrial activity in the short- to medium-term and exploring opportunities and 

incentives for the business to relocate over the medium- to long-term in favor of low- to 

moderate-density, neighborhood-oriented office or retail uses and repurposing some of 

the property as open space or a woodland bank (see Strategies 1.3 and 1.4 on page 107).  

 

Staff does not support converting the Prince George’s Scrap site to an active recreation 

park in the short- to medium-term and does not support downzoning or other measures 

intended to drive the Prince George’s Scrap site out of business or out of the area without 

balancing the loss of its tax revenues to the Town of Berwyn Heights. The support and 

input of the Town of Berwyn Heights would be needed to support a change in use from 

industrial (and zoning from mixed-use) to open space uses and zoning. 

 

Regarding active recreation uses, the Prince George’s Scrap property is mostly within the 
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Branchville Road frontage is not an 

appropriate location for residential 

development.” 

100-year floodplain and is too narrow to support the development of competition-size 

athletic fields. Construction of active recreation uses within the 100-year floodplain 

would add to the cost of development, and acquisition of additional property would be 

necessary to develop competition-sized ballfields and provide for sufficient parking.  

 

Instead of this property, the preliminary sector plan envisions an active recreation park 

within the western portion of Greenbelt (see Policy 1 and Strategy 1.1 on page 163). The 

most appropriate location for competition-sized ballfields would be at one or more of the 

following sites: Springhill Lake Community Center/Springhill Lake Elementary School, 

west of the Greenbelt Federal Courthouse, or the Board of Education bus lot site. 

 

Staff also notes that any active recreation use on the Prince George’s Scrap would be 

within the Metropolitan District. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 

 
Topic: Urban Parks 

 

Delete strategy 2.3 under policy 2 on 

page 164 or add “in accordance with the 

City of Greenbelt Development 

Agreement which calls for the centrally 

located ½ acre retail land to be 

converted to a park if the retail is not 

economically viable” after “if the 

market for retail development is not 

realized.” Delete “on the retail 

dedicated land parcels by 2018.” 

 

Reference is made to the City of 

Greenbelt development agreement and 

concerns that the sector plan will 

Exhibit 61, Norman 

D. Rivera, Norman 

D. Rivera, LLC 

Discussion: Staff does not support memorializing municipal covenants with a developer 

in a county sector plan. Covenants between a municipality and a developer are legally 

enforceable by the municipality and are not in the purview of the county to control. 

Instead, the preliminary sector plan is generally supportive of the intent of the City of 

Greenbelt to acquire additional parkland in the South Core area should retail uses prove 

infeasible after being marketed for a period of time. 

 

Staff concurs that the specific reference to December 2018 in Strategy 2.3 should be 

deleted. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 2.3 to read: “Support acquisition or dedication 

of additional open space in South Core for recreation uses if the market for retail 

development is not realized. [on the retail-dedicated land parcels by December 2018.] 

 

Planning Board Action:  
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contradict the development agreement. 

 
District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Eastern Greenbelt Recreation 

Center 

 

Exhibit 34 notes the recommendation to 

build a recreation building and activity 

fields reflected in Policy 5 on page 165 

and action step PR7 on page 184 should 

be clarified in terms of the funding 

sources. Also, if a location has been 

determined, it should be shown on the 

appropriate map in the preliminary 

sector plan. “What is the associated 

amount of land (acreage) that will be 

needed for this project.” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 165, Policy 5, 

Where did the recommendation for a 

new recreation center in Greenbelt East 

come from?” 

Exhibit 34, Christine 

Nagle; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: With regard to funding sources for a future recreation building and activity 

fields to serve eastern Greenbelt, staff notes that funding sources cannot be identified at 

this point in time because this recommendation is slated for the short- to medium-term 

and is not yet programmed. Staff also notes that such a facility would be within the 

boundaries of the City of Greenbelt and therefore would be outside the Metropolitan 

District; funding would have to be provided by the City of Greenbelt and/or private 

sources, but may also include municipal bonds, developer contributions, municipal taxes, 

a State of Maryland bond, or Maryland Program Open Space funding. 

 

With regard to the source of this recommendation, M-NCPPC staff met with Julie 

McHale (Director, Recreation Department), Terri Hruby (Assistant Planning Director), 

and Greg Varda (Recreation Supervisor, Greenbelt Youth Center) on March 12, 2012 

specifically to discuss city park needs. City staff provided M-NCPPC staff with 

background on current programming and efforts such as futsal and a tutoring camp, 

Hispanic outreach, and information on free and reduced lunches at Springhill Lake 

Elementary School. Greenbelt West was discussed, particularly with regard to the new 

middle school and its two lighted ball fields and overlays, and that the Board of Education 

bus lot could provide fields and/or courts if relocated. 

 

A floating park symbol near Springhill Lake Elementary School for active recreation was 

discussed, perhaps including an artificial turf field, restroom facilities, and futsal courts, 

and Toaping Castle was identified as a possible location for conservation space. No 

changes were desired in the Belle Point community. 

 

The City of Greenbelt staff requested the addition of a community center to serve East 

Greenbelt, possibly on the Mandan Field site owned by the Board of Education. City staff 

recognized the existing diamond field with soccer overlay on the property and indicated it 

was a good property to develop for additional recreation uses including the recreation 

center recommended by the preliminary sector plan. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
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District Council Action: 

 Topic: General Historic Preservation 

Comments 

 

“Disagree that architectural elements 

from the historic community must be 

exported to new development outside of 

the historic district and not associated 

with the historic area (except by 

jurisdiction).” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Please refer also to the Chapter 3: Why Plan? section of this analysis of 

testimony for comments relating to the historic preservation background.  

 

Strategy 4.1 on page 168 recommends to “(i)ncorporate elements of walkability, 

sustainability, environmental preservation, and sense of community inherent in Old 

Greenbelt and historic Berwyn Heights in the design and construction of new 

development.” This may have been taken by the City of Greenbelt to suggest more than 

was intended. The preliminary sector plan does not advocate or support any kind of 

wholesale mimicry or “copy and pasting” of architectural elements inherent in the historic 

communities and apply them to the facades of new development. 

 

Instead, new development should be compatible to and respective of adjacent historic 

communities in terms of form and architectural design. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Historic Preservation Policies 

and Strategies 

 

“P. 168, Strategy 2.1 – Archeological 

resources/findings should be left 

undisturbed, not just undisturbed to the 

‘greatest extent possible.’ 

 

“P. 168, Strategy 4.1 – Historic 

Greenbelt, not old Greenbelt. 

 

“P. 170, Strategy 4.2 – This strategy 

conflicts with itself. Further, is Franklin 

Park an historic resource, and if so, 

shouldn’t the redevelopment 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Preservation-in-place of archeological sites with high interpretive value is 

encouraged by staff. However, like environmental features, preservation-in-place for 

archeological sites is not always possible.  

 

Staff concurs that Strategy 4.1 on page 168 should be changed to read “Historic 

Greenbelt” instead of “Old Greenbelt.” 

 

Franklin Park is not listed as a historic resource in the Prince George’s County Historic 

Sites and Districts Plan (July 2010). To conform to what is recommended on pages 97-98 

of the draft plan, Strategy 4.2 on page 170 should be modified as recommended below.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise Strategy 4.1 on page 168 to read: “Incorporate elements 

of walkability, sustainability, environmental preservation, and sense of community 

inherent in Historic Greenbelt and historic Berwyn Heights in the design and construction 

of new development.”  



Quality of Life: Public Facilities; Parks and Recreation; Historic Preservation 
 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

171 

recommendation be greatly tempered?”   

Revise Strategy 4.2 on page 170 to read: “Redevelopment of Franklin Park at Greenbelt 

Station should [reflect the intent and goals of the original Springhill Lake plan and] 

incorporate the design principles of [Old Greenbelt.] Historic Greenbelt, such as 

concentrating neighborhood-serving retail in the neighborhood’s core, incorporating 

numerous and interconnected open space areas and recreational amenities throughout the 

site, and providing a robust internal network of pedestrian and bicycle trails, paths, and 

alleys.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Greenbelt’s Historic Status 

 

Exhibit 58 notes: “Greenbelt is also a 

National Historic Landmark, which is a 

more prestigious designation than a 

[National] register district. The plan 

should recognize this designation. 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Greenbelt was designated a National Historic Landmark in 1997. Staff agrees 

that the last bulleted point on page 4 under the Quality of Life heading should be revised 

to reflect Greenbelt’s National Historic Landmark designation. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Change the last bulleted point on page four under the Quality of 

Life heading to read: “Restore and preserve the unique features of the Greenbelt National 

[Register Historic District] Historic Landmark.” 

 

Revise the first sentence of the discussion for SMA Zoning Change 6 on page 254 to read: 

“This parcel is part of the National [Register Historic District] Historic Landmark for 

[Old] Historic Greenbelt and contains the Walker Family Cemetery.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
 Topic: General Implementation 

Comments 

 

“This plan says many of the right things 

about providing for public safety, 

education, open space and housing. But 

writing about it in a plan, and actually 

demonstrating commitment to those 

goals with specific, meaningful and 

actionable strategies, is different. We do 

not believe this plan tells us how the 

things we need for the future, will 

actually be accomplished.” 

Speaker V.4, The 

Honorable Leta M. 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Exhibit 24, Leta 

Mach, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

 

Discussion: The preliminary sector plan lays out implementation action steps and 

revitalization and economic development tools in the Implementation element on pages 

171-192. The chapter includes Table 33, which clearly identifies the proposed action 

steps, potential parties involved, and the timeframe for implementation of the actions. 

 

Ongoing, committed effort from all stakeholders—particularly those identified in Table 

33—will be necessary after the approval of the sector plan to ensure the plan’s 

recommendations are fully implemented.       

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Transportation (TR) Actions 

 

“P. 172, Table 33, TR2, City of 

Greenbelt complete/green street 

standards would apply in the city 

 

“P. TR4, Where are these needed? 

 

“P. 172, TR5, Shouldn’t endorse 

recommendations of a plan that hasn’t 

been reviewed or adopted by City 

Council 

 

“P. 172, TR6, What does this mean? 

 

“P. 173, TR12, I s Greenbelt Station 

Parkway planned to be a four lane road 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Please see the discussion regarding complete and green street policies in the 

City of Greenbelt under the Topic: Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station in the 

Sustainability – Land Use and Urban Design section of this analysis of testimony. 

 

As Policy 2 and Strategies 2.1 and 2.2 on page 119 indicate, traffic calming measures 

should be applied within the sector plan area and adjacent communities. The 

identification of specific locations should be left to the local municipalities, DPW&T, and 

SHA as appropriate. Revise TR4 accordingly.  

 

Staff notes the comment regarding the current status of Greenbelt’s draft Pedestrian and 

Bicycle Plan and concurs that a minor clarification is appropriate. 

 

The purpose of TR6 on page 172 is to elevate the importance of those infrastructure 

improvements proposed in the preliminary plan to key implementing agencies to ensure 

the improvements are included in the county’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Staff 

does not propose any changes to this action. 
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north of Narragansett based approved to 

date [sic]? The alignment should be per 

approved plans 

 

“P. 174, TR16, Why? Based on what? 

 

“P. 174, TR17, Should be studied 

before being recommended 

 

“P. 174, TR18, Purpose, need, details 

need to be discussed before this 

becomes a recommendation 

 

“P. 174, TR 22, Needs to recognize that 

these are city streets and decisions will 

be made by the city 

 

“P. 174, TR 24, See TR 18  

 

“P. 174, TR 25, See TR 18 and 24 

 

“P. 175, TR 27 Reconstruct Hanover 

Parkway south of 193 into four lane 

divided facility – OPPOSE [emphasis 

in original] 

 

“P. 175, TR 29, Diverging diamond 

(timeframe, short to medium term) – 

Not supportable for reasons stated 

above within the transportation 

comments. 

 

“P. 175, TR 31, Do not see the 

justification for the necessary 

investment to reconstruct Ivy Lane into 

a two lane divided collector facility. 

Please see the discussion regarding Greenbelt Station Parkway in the Topic: Greenbelt 

Station Parkway in the Transportation (Safety, Connectivity, Access, and Mobility) 

section of this analysis of testimony. 

 
Staff concurs that additional clarification would be helpful in understanding TR16 on 

page 174. The overall intent of TR16 is to support Policy 7 and Strategy 7.1 on page 139 

to discourage through traffic and address unsafe traffic speeds. 

 

Proposed action step TR17 was studied during the analysis of the transportation network 

conducted by the consultant team and staff. Staff believes this improvement will facilitate 

safety for motorists trying to access southbound Baltimore-Washington Parkway and 

reduce the potential for vehicular conflicts along Southway. Additional study and 

engineering analysis will be necessary at the time this action step is implemented. 

 

Please see the discussion regarding the purpose, need and details of a transportation 

demand management district in the Topic: Transit and Roadways Policies and Strategies 

in the Transportation (Safety, Connectivity, Access, and Mobility) section of this analysis 

of testimony. Staff does not believe further clarification is needed for this action step. 

 

Regarding proposed action step TR22, staff recognizes that Cherrywood Lane, 

Breezewood Drive, and Edmonston Road are city roads and, for that reason, listed the 

City of Greenbelt as the first party responsible for this action’s implementation. Since 

implementation of green streets policies should be broadly coordinated with other parties 

in lieu of specific and approved city standards, it is appropriate to retain DER, DPW&T, 

and Prince George’s County as potential parties involved in the implementation of this 

step, but staff fully recognizes the city will take the lead and be responsible for 

implementation per city standards.  

 

Please see the discussion regarding the purpose, need and details of a priority investment 

district and a parking management district in the Topic: Transit and Roadways Policies 

and Strategies in the Transportation (Safety, Connectivity, Access, and Mobility) section 

of this analysis of testimony.  

 

Please see the discussion regarding the proposed widening of Hanover Parkway south of 

MD 193 in the Topic: Amendments to the 2009 Approved Master Plan of Transportation 

in the Transportation (Safety, Connectivity, Access, and Mobility) section of this analysis 
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“P. 175, TR 32, Why? 

 

“P. 175, TR 33, Do not support 

reconfiguring Edmonston Road as a 

one-way northbound roadway between 

193 and Breezewood Drive for the 

reasons stated above in the 

transportation comments. Strongly 

oppose. 

 

“P. 176, TR 35, Widening Kenilworth 

Avenue to a six-lane section throughout 

the sector plan – in conflict with the 

city’s position.” 

of testimony.  

 

Please see the discussion regarding the diverging diamond in the Topic: Amendments to 

the 2009 Approved Master Plan of Transportation in the Transportation (Safety, 

Connectivity, Access, and Mobility) section of this analysis of testimony. Staff does not 

propose any change to this action. 

 

Regarding proposed action step TR31 to reconstruct Ivy Lane as a two lane divided 

collector facility, staff notes Policy 4 on page 135 calls for improvements to facilitate 

access, improve safety for all users, and reduce conflicts. Dividing Ivy Lane with a 

median would also provide for an opportunity to add to the urban tree canopy by 

providing space for a boulevard or avenue-like design with a central planted median. 

 

The recommendation to reconstruct Branchville Road and Ballew Avenues as two-lane 

roadways with 12’ wide travel lanes in TR32 on page 175 reflects Strategy 4.11 on page 

138, and is in response to the current configuration of these roadways. Branchville Road 

is partially striped. Neither roadway is fully configured to clearly identify travel lanes. 

Improving these roadways—which would largely consist of paint—will help ensure 

safety along the streets. The preliminary sector plan does not propose any changes to the 

configuration of the streets, but rather more clearly defines the existing configuration. 

 

Please see the discussion regarding the reconfiguration of Edmonston Road in the Topic: 

Edmonston Road in the Transportation (Safety, Connectivity, Access, and Mobility) 

section of this analysis of testimony.  

 

Please see the discussion regarding the widening of Kenilworth Avenue in the Topic: 

Kenilworth Avenue (MD 201) in the Transportation (Safety, Connectivity, Access, and 

Mobility) section of this analysis of testimony. As stated in that section, staff concurs with 

testimony to retain Kenilworth Avenue in its current configuration throughout the sector 

plan area. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise TR 2 on page 172 to read: “Provide wider, complete 

sidewalks and other pedestrian safety amenities throughout the sector plan area in keeping 

with the Prince George’s County or City of Greenbelt’s future Complete Streets policies” 

 

Revise TR 3 on page 172 to delete the last sentence of the proposed action step addressing 
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the Toole Design Group work. 

 

Revise TR 4 on page 172 to read: “Provide traffic-calming measures where appropriate 

within the sector plan area and adjacent communities to discourage through traffic from 

using local residential streets” 

 

Revise TR 5 on page 172 to read: “[Support] Build upon the 2009 study recommendations 

and the resulting [implementation of the] Greenbelt [2012] Draft Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Master Plan”  

 

Revise TR 12 on page 173 to read: “Construct Greenbelt Station Parkway as a [four] two- 

to four-lane collector between MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) and Greenbelt Metro Access 

Drive, following an eastern alignment north of Narragansett Run”  

 

Revise TR 16 on page 174 to read: “Implement appropriate traffic calming measures 

within Berwyn Heights, Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station, and the Belle 

Point/Charlestowne/University Square area, and along Branchville Road and Ballew 

Avenue as needed to address through traffic and speeding.” 

 

Delete proposed action step TR 36 on page 176. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Economic Development, 

Marketing, and Branding (MB) 

Actions  
 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 177, MB7, This is 

another recommendation that wasn’t 

discussed in the plan, the need for 

which is not discussed, nor are 

implications, costs, etc… 

 

“P. 177, MB 11, See MB7.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

60, Vicky Hageman, 

CCRIC (Citizens to 

Conserve and 

Restore Indian 

Creek) 

Discussion: Staff believes the complexity and breadth of issues and opportunities 

associated with the redevelopment and revitalization of the sector plan area, the range of 

stakeholder interests, and the importance of the Greenbelt Metro Metropolitan Center to 

the municipalities, county, and region necessitate the establishment of an implementation 

policy group to advocate for the plan’s successful implementation in accordance with the 

community vision and plan recommendations. Staff acknowledges this action step was 

inadvertently omitted from Chapter V —Where Do We Go From Here and recommends a 

new strategy be added to the Economic Development section.  

 

Strategy 3.5 on page 143 recommends exploring opportunities to create a non-profit 

neighborhood business to promote businesses unique to the area, develop a buy local 



Implementation 
 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

176 

 

In Exhibit 60, CCRIC sees a potential 

role for the organization in Economic 

Development, Marketing, and Branding 

Objective 12 on page 177. CCRIC also 

believes additional language could be 

added to Objective 12 for the 

interpretive center in North Core. 

 

program, attract new services desired by the community, and represent business interests 

to local government. Staff believes this is the appropriate degree of detail for such a 

strategy and believes the potential parties involved in its implementation would be best 

positioned to ascertain the need for and the costs associated with its establishment. To that 

effect, staff recommends revising MB 11 on page 177 to better reflect the need to first 

“explore” the demand or need for a business alliance.  

 

While Exhibit 60 looks at MB Objective 12 on page 177 as a possible location to add 

language for the recommended interpretive center in North Core, Objective PF 8 on page 

183 already focuses on the construction of an archeological and historical interpretation 

center and museum as a major civic amenity at North Core. Since it appears CCRIC is 

supportive of playing an active role in the development and implementation of this civic 

amenity, it would be appropriate to add the organization to the potential parties involved 

for Objective PF 8. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new policy and strategy in the Economic Development 

section on page 144 to read: “Policy 8: Ensure the implementation of the long-term vision 

for the Greenbelt Metro Metropolitan Center and MD 193 Corridor remains a county 

priority. 

 

Strategy  

 

Establish a policy group to ensure the continued focus on plan implementation; lobby for 

county and state investment; and create a coordinated approach to proposed 

redevelopment and revitalization efforts.” 

 

Revise action step MB 11 on page 177 to read: “Explore the need for and costs associated 

with creating a [Create] non-profit neighborhood business alliance.”  

 

Revise the Potential Parties Involved list for Objective PF 8 on page 183 to read: 

“…Prince George’s County Historic Preservation Commission[,]; CCRIC; and local 

preservation groups” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 Topic: Environmental Sustainability 

(ES) Actions 

 

“P. 180, ES16, See previous comments 

re. city streets and city standards.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Please see the discussion regarding complete and green street policies in the 

City of Greenbelt under the Topic: Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station in the 

Sustainability – Land Use and Urban Design section of this analysis of testimony. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Planning and Urban Design 

(PD) Actions 

 

“P. 180, PD4, What is the justification 

for development an eco-community at 

North Core? 

 

“P. 180, PD5, What is the 

intent/meaning of establishing a 

development and implementation fund 

dedicated to the creation of a Medical 

Mile along Hanover Parkway and 

within Greenway Center and Maryland 

Trade Center? 

 

“P. 181, PD 11, Same comments about 

need, purpose, etc…for multiple 

redevelopment proposals contained in 

plan.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Please see the discussion regarding the justification for the development of 

an eco-community at North Core in the Topic: North Core in the Sustainability – Land 

Use and Urban Design section of this analysis of testimony.  

 

The purpose of a development and implementation fund is to assist with the 

implementation of the Medical Mile concept in close collaboration with key stakeholders, 

including Doctors Community Hospital, local businesses, and the City of Greenbelt. For 

further discussion of the background and purpose of the Medical Mile concept, please see 

the Medical Mile element of the preliminary sector plan on pages 153-156. 

 

The purpose of the Implementation element of the preliminary sector plan is to 

summarize and prioritize the action steps necessary to advance the vision, policies, and 

strategies proposed by the preliminary sector plan, as well as to identify the potential 

parties that may be best suited to implement the recommendations. The text box on page 

99 discusses the purpose of and recommendations for the proposed corridor nodes along 

MD 193. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Health and Wellness (HW) 

Actions 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff notes that Prince George’s County is increasingly focusing on the 

physical health and wellness of its citizens. Council Bill CB-41-2011 requires the Prince 

George’s County Health Department to conduct health impact assessments for all 
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“P. 181, HW 1, Goes way beyond the 

scope of the sector plan. 

 

“P. 182, HW4, See MB7, MB11.” 

conceptual site plan, detailed site plan, conceptual design plan and specific design plan 

applications and to review all master and sector plans. The county Health Department 

may provide comments to strengthen health and wellness recommendations in master 

plans and sector plans. Staff believes the health and wellness focus of the preliminary 

sector plan is quite appropriate.   

 

To ensure consistency with staff recommendations regarding the potential of a future 

wellness opportunity district, action step HW 4 on page 182 should be revised. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise action step HW 4 on page 182 to read: “Create a 

partnership for health and explore the feasibility of designating [designate] the 

municipalities of Greenbelt, Berwyn Heights, and College Park as a wellness opportunity 

district.  

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Public Facilities and Historic 

Preservation (PF) Actions 

 

“P. 182, PF1, Should reference 

Greenbelt Police. 

 

“P. 182, PF4, Why not everywhere? 

 

“P. 183 [Editor note—it seems the 

testimony refers to p. 182], PF1 – 

‘Coordinate with Prince George’s 

County Police Department to ensure 

CPTED principles are adequately 

addressed….” The city’s police 

department should be the lead in any 

issues relating to CPTED and/or public 

safety.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Please see the discussion regarding CPTED review in the Topic: CPTED 

Review in the Quality of Life: Public Facilities; Parks and Recreation; Historic 

Preservation section of this analysis of testimony. 

 

Staff concurs with the comment for PF 4 on page 182 and has proposed a new strategy to 

page 143 to encourage provision of state of the art infrastructure networks throughout the 

sector plan area. An addition to PF 4 is warranted. 

 

CB-29-2011 assigns the responsibility of reviewing select applications’ adherence to 

CPTED principles to the Prince George’s County Police Department. While the Greenbelt 

Police Department is welcome to comment on CPTED issues, such referrals would have 

to come through the city staff when development applications are referred to the 

municipality.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new sentence to action step PF 4 on page 182 to read: 

“Encourage expansion of modern infrastructure networks throughout the sector plan 

area.” 
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Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Parks and Recreation (PR) 

Actions  
 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 184, PR3, Use 

and programming of South Core open 

space will be determined by the city and 

the plan should recognize this. 

 

“P. 184, PR4, Oppose improved trails 

in the state preservation area. 

 

“P. 184, PR7, What is the justification 

for this recommendation?” 

 

Exhibit 61 indicates that for item PR8 

on page 184, align the proposed action 

step with any revisions made to strategy 

1.3 on page 100 and include the 

language “in accordance with the City 

of Greenbelt development agreement” 

at the end of the current sentence. 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

61, Norman D. 

Rivera, Norman D. 

Rivera, LLC 

Discussion: PR 3 on page 184 lists only two potential parties involved with this proposed 

action—the City of Greenbelt and developers. Staff believes this is adequate indication 

that the use and programming of open space at South Core is under the purview of the 

city.  

 

Staff interprets “improved” trails to mean paved trails. Please see the discussion regarding 

paved trails in the Indian Creek Steam Valley in the Topic: State Preservation Land 

Trails and in the Topic: Indian Creek Stream Valley in the Sustainability – Land Use and 

Urban Design section of this analysis of testimony.  

 

Please see the discussion regarding the construction of a recreation building and activity 

fields to serve the eastern sections of the City of Greenbelt in the Topic: Eastern 

Greenbelt Recreation Center in the Quality of Life: Public Facilities; Parks and 

Recreation; Historic Preservation section of this analysis of testimony.  

 

Staff assumes Exhibit 61 is referring to Strategy 1.4 and not Strategy 1.3 on page 100 

with regard to action step PR 8. Please see the discussions in the Topic: South Core and in 

the Topic: Urban Parks elsewhere in this analysis of testimony. Staff recommends 

revising the timeframe of PR 8 to align with the proposed amendments to Strategy 1.4 on 

page 100. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the timeframe of PR 8 on page 184 to read: 

“[Medium]Short-term”. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Housing and Neighborhood 

Conservation (HN) Actions 

 

Exhibit 34 indicates the Housing and 

Exhibit 34, Christine 

Nagle; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Discussion: The comment from Exhibit 34 is noted. However, no additional detail is 

provided as to why the Housing and Neighborhood (HN) actions are viewed as 

inadequate and no suggestions are made to strengthen the steps to better accommodate the 

desires expressed in Exhibit 34. 
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Neighborhood Conservation action 

steps on pages 185-186 are viewed as 

inadequate by Exhibit 34. 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P.185, HN7, Oppose 

recommendations for redevelopment of 

areas of sector plan based on the 

analysis within the sector plan. 

 

“P. 186, HN12, Why is this needed if 

everything is recommended to be 

rezoned MUI?” 

Greenbelt  

Regarding HN 7, please see the discussion regarding the provision of a mix of housing 

types within the sector plan area in the Topic: Housing Needs in the Housing and 

Neighborhood Preservation section of this analysis of testimony. Staff proposes no 

change to the plan. 

 

Staff offers the following points in response to the comment on HN 12. First, it is 

incorrect to state that all properties within the sector plan area are being rezoned to the  

M-U-I (Mixed-Use Infill) Zone. Only those properties included in Change Number 2, as 

indicated on pages 249-250, and as shown on Map 25 on page 246 are proposed for 

rezoning to this zone. Second, the M-U-I (Mixed-Use Infill) Zone does not contain a 

density bonus program nor does it make any provisions for the inclusion of affordable 

housing. Third, HN 12 directly supports Policy 4 on page 147. Fourth, it will help address 

the city’s concern, expressed in Exhibit 58, regarding the potential displacement of 

residents as redevelopment occurs. Finally, the major property adjacent to the Greenbelt 

Metro Station is actually in the M-X-T (Mixed Use – Transportation Oriented) Zone and 

is not recommended to be rezoned. 

 

While staff notes the M-U-I (Mixed-Use Infill) Zone may permit high density 

development when a mix of uses is incorporated in a project and the M-X-T (Mixed Use – 

Transportation Oriented) Zone includes a density bonus program pegged to the provision 

of specified public amenity benefits, neither approach is as effective as a countywide, 

comprehensive density bonus program could be to ensure density benefits are linked to 

amenities that make sense for each transit station area and community. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Development Regulations (DR) 

 

“P. 186, DR5 – Recommended future 

rezoning to an appropriate mixed-use 

for Greenway Center and the Maryland 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Please see the discussion regarding the future rezoning of the Greenway 

Center and Maryland Trade Center in the Topic: Greenway Center and the Commercial 

Properties Between Hanover Parkway and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway in the 

Sustainability – Land Use and Urban Design section of this analysis of testimony. Staff 

proposes no change to the plan. 
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Trade Center to implement 

recommendations of plan – While 

future rezoning may be appropriate, 

absent a development plan it is 

premature to indicate such support. 

OPPOSE.” 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
 Topic: Design Philosophy and DDOZ 

 

“…Standards used are similar or 

identical to Route 1 DDOZ standards. 

This is not really encouraging 

originality in new development. It is 

designing based on dictated standards.” 

 

Under the heading “boilerplate content 

and standards,” Exhibit 58 also states: 

 

“Throughout the plan the vague nature 

of the language, and in many areas the 

lack of context reflect the use of 

boilerplate concepts and language. This 

very [sic] evident in the Development 

District Standards (starting on page 

199). Standards and language are 

identical to the Route 1 Sector plan on 

the following pages: 

 

 “P.199, Intent 

 P. 201, Building form 

 P. 204, Building form, North Core 

(some differences) 

 P. 204, Building form, South Core  

(some differences) 

 P. 208, Building form, Franklin 

Park 

 P. 213, Building form, Massing 

 P. 214, Building form, Step back 

transitions 

Exhibit 58, Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: As previously discussed, the county and M-NCPPC staff have come to 

realize that one of the development challenges the county faces is the confusion of the 

development review process. More than 20 separate and unique sets of development 

district standards and transit district standards have been created and approved. The 

development of Subtitle 27A of the county code was the first significant attempt to 

address this issue. Consolidating and standardizing development standards continues the 

effort, and the upcoming comprehensive revision of the Zoning Ordinance and 

Subdivision Ordinance will have as a major goal to continue this work. 

 

Standardized urban design guidelines and especially development district standards set 

the stage for a design framework that ensures development will be high-quality in nature, 

allows for flexibility to respond to specific market conditions and circumstances, and 

incorporates best practices to implementing pedestrian- and transit-friendly mixed-use 

development. These guidelines and development district standards examine design 

features such as the form and placement of buildings on sites, relationships to the streets, 

presence and design of open spaces, and parking, landscaping, and street trees. 

 

Where there is a need to distinguish between different areas within the proposed DDOZ, 

standards are different—for example, building height is a very context-sensitive design 

element, and the proposed development district standards recognize this by providing for 

different building height ranges in different parts of the DDOZ.  

 

Exhibit 58 offers no compelling reason for why the identified development district 

standards should not be standardized. Staff opposes changes to the development district 

standards for the sake of change. The overall intent to facilitate placemaking and 

pedestrian- and transit-oriented mixed-use development is the important aspect 

underlying the development district standards, and there is no need to change standards 

that will help achieve these goals without compelling reasons to do so. 

 

Staff Recommendation:  

 

Planning Board Action:  
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 P. 215, Building form, Parking 

 P. 217, Building form, Parking 

access 

 P. 218, Building form, Parking 

lots… 

 P. 219, Building form, Structured 

parking 

 P. 220, Building form, Drive-

thru’s,… (note, drive-thru’s are 

discouraged) 

 P. 221, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 

227, 228, 229, Architectural 

elements 

 P. 230, 231, 232, 233, Sustainability 

and the Environment 

 P. 235, 236, 237, 238, Streets and 

open spaces 

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: DDOZ Boundaries 

 

The City of College Park supports 

rezoning the state-owned parcel to the 

R-O-S (Reserved Open Space) Zone but 

is unclear as to why the proposed SMA 

places the property in the DDOZ when 

no development (or design standards) 

are proposed for the property. The city 

requests removal of the Indian Creek 

Stream Valley from the DDOZ. 

 

Exhibit 56 is in opposition to the City 

of Greenbelt’s comments regarding the 

potential to include the Greenway 

Shopping Center in the DDOZ, citing a 

difference in character from the 

properties located in the proposed 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park; 

Exhibit 56, 

Lawrence N. Taub, 

O’Malley, Miles, 

Nylen & Gilmore, 

P.A.; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: The benefit of including the Indian Creek stream valley in the proposed 

DDOZ is that uses can be further controlled by restricting some of the uses otherwise 

allowed by right in the underlying R-O-S (Reserved Open Space) Zone. Retaining the 

state-owned parcel in the DDOZ facilitates the preliminary sector plan’s 

recommendations for preservation and restoration of the stream valley. 

 

Staff concurs that extending the proposed DDOZ to cover the Greenway Center and 

Maryland Trade Center properties is premature at this time. The preliminary sector plan 

envisions phased redevelopment and infill of these properties with emphasis on the 

Maryland Trade Center, but such redevelopment is not expected to begin in earnest in the 

short-term. Any extension of the proposed DDOZ to this part of the sector plan area 

should also incorporate the Golden Triangle office park to provide a more complete and 

comprehensive DDOZ boundary. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
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DDOZ, and the potential that a newly 

drawn DDOZ boundary would exclude 

property between the currently 

proposed location and Greenway 

Center, resulting in a “geographically 

illogical” boundary. 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 200, DDOZ 

boundary has been extended to include 

Capital Office Park, but otherwise 

remains unchanged from the 2001 plan. 

There was discussion of apply the 

DDOZ to Golden Triangle and 

Greeenway Shopping Center/Maryland 

Trade Center. If the plan continues to 

promote redevelopment of Greenway 

Shopping Center and Maryland Trade 

Center, the property must be within a 

DDOZ and DDS must be included in 

the SMA.” 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: DDOZ Applicability: General 

Comments 

 

The testimony expresses a lack of 

clarity as to the impact of the 

preliminary plan and proposed SMA 

requirements would have in light of 

zoning approvals granted since 2001. 

Exhibit 26, John 

Krouse, North 

College Park Citizens 

Association 

Discussion: Several development review approvals have occurred on the Greenbelt 

Station site and on a former nursing home property since 2001. Conditions of approval 

attached to these developments are still valid so long as the approved cases remain valid 

and if the property vests as development begins in earnest. Detailed site plans which 

obtained their approval under the 2001 sector plan and development district standards will 

be exempt from the 2012 proposed DDOZ so long as the detailed site plan remains valid.  

 

The first phase of the development of Greenbelt Station (South Core’s mixed residential 

and retail development) obtained detailed site plan approval and has vested, as 

infrastructure including the access bridge to MD 193 (Greenbelt Road), stormwater 

management facilities, utilities, and a partial roadway network has been constructed. The 

proposed development district standards will not be applicable to the townhouse and flex 

space/mixed-use portions of South Core. 

 

Future development proposals, including detailed site plans in the Greenbelt Station 

North Core area, will be subject to the 2012 proposed development district standards. 
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Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: DDOZ Applicability and 

Administration 

 

“P. 193, Applicability and 

Administration – Cannot find reference 

to the language in the 2001 plan that 

states, ‘All new development in the 

Greenbelt Metro Area DDOZ is subject 

to detailed site plan approved [sic]. 

Development in the core area and 

Springhill Lake subject [sic] to 

Conceptual Site Plan as well.’” 

[Emphasis in original]. 

Exhibit 58, Judith F. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Conceptual site plan approval is not a requirement of the DDOZ process. The 

only required development review application per Section 27-548.25 of the Zoning 

Ordinance is a detailed site plan “prior to issuance of any grading permit for undeveloped 

property or any building permit in a Development District.”  The Planning Department 

may require conceptual site plans for certain types of development based on the proposed 

use and the underlying zone as per the Zoning Ordinance, but staff opposes adding a 

mandated conceptual site plan to development within the proposed DDOZ area. 

 

Additional steps in the development review process add considerably to the costs and 

uncertainty to all parties, including the developer, municipalities, staff, and decision 

makers. Staff believes the preliminary sector plan and proposed development district 

standards are sufficiently detailed to guide future development without the mandate for a 

conceptual site plan review for all properties. Additionally, placing a requirement for 

conceptual site plan review on certain properties but not all properties raises issues of 

equity. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: DDOZ Applicability: 

Exemptions 

 

Exhibit 33 proposes the addition of a 

new exemption statement on page 195 

to read: “Public utility buildings, uses 

and structures. Notwithstanding any 

Exhibit 33, Timothy 

Dugan and Larry A. 

Gordon, Shulman, 

Rogers, Gandal, 

Pordy & Ecker, P.A. 

Discussion: Staff understands the concerns and logistics involved in this specialized 

public utility use and concurs with the testimony. However, staff believes if an existing 

public utility building, use, or structure exceeds the permitted threshold it should be fully 

subject to the development district standards. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new exemption clause to the development district 

standards on pages 194-196 to read: “Public utility buildings, uses, and structures. 
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other provision in the Exemptions 

portion of Chapter 6, an addition to a 

public utility building, use or structure 

(including privately owned buildings, 

uses or structures that provide the 

public with wire-transmitted 

telecommunications service) that was 

lawful and not nonconforming on the 

date of SMA approval is exempt from 

the development district standards and 

detailed site plan review, if the addition 

(and the accumulated sum of all 

additions since approval of the SMA) 

does not increase the GFA by more than 

33-1/3 percent or 12,500 feet, 

whichever is less. If and when the D-D-

O Zone provisions and procedures 

apply, the public utility expansion shall 

only be required to be harmonious with 

the overall character and design of the 

D-D-O Zone.” 

 

The concern is that the current Central 

Information Facility (CIF) building 

owned and maintained by Verizon at 

6315 Greenbelt Road, which is 

classified as a public utility use or 

structure today, may not be able to 

adequately expand to ensure full 

telecommunications service to the 

county’s residents and businesses 

within a 3-5 mile radius of the site if the 

current exemption language limiting 

expansions to 15 percent or 5,000 

square feet (whichever is less) applies 

to the subject site.  

Notwithstanding any other provisions above, additions to a public utility building, use, or 

structure (including privately-owned buildings, uses, or structures that provide the public 

with wire-transmitted telecommunications service) that was lawful and not 

nonconforming on the date of SMA approval is exempt from the development district 

standards and detailed site plan review, if the addition (and the accumulated sum of all 

additions since approval of the SMA) does not increase the GFA by more than 33 1/3 

percent or 12,500 square feet, whichever is less.”  

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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The existing structure is a 3-story (plus 

basement) primarily brick building 

containing 36,406 square feet and 

telecom equipment necessary for an 

automated telephone switching facility. 

The use is manned by 6 employees and 

is a key part of Verizon’s integrated 

service network. 

 

Finally, the testimony references a 

similar circumstance that impacted the 

review and approval of the 2010 

Subregion 4 Master Plan, and how the 

District Council recognized the need for 

public utility uses or structures as a 

matter of right. The requested threshold 

for exemptions to the development 

district standards are less than the 50 

percent threshold approved in the 

Subregion 4 plan. 

 Topic: DDOZ Applicability: 

Exemptions 

 

Exhibit 32 opposes any exemptions of 

Beltway Plaza from the development 

district standards. The testimony does 

not see a justification to exempt 

Beltway Plaza from the development 

district standards “even with the 

constraints as listed.” A search of the 

Planning Department website reveals 

the purpose of the DDOZ as “intended 

to ensure the development in a 

designated district meets the goals 

established in a Master Plan, Master 

Exhibit 32, Ruth E. 

Kastner; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

 

Discussion: Staff believes the flexibility to allow for some level of exemption from 

development district standards is appropriate for the Beltway Plaza property to promote 

and permit the ability to implement minor site improvements and small-scale 

redevelopment/expansions to maintain financial viability until the time a more 

comprehensive redevelopment is feasible and can be financed by lenders. Staff firmly 

believes that imposing the entirety of the site to development district standards without 

permitting some flexibility pertaining to the existing development will lead to blight and 

decline, and the property will likely not redevelop. 

 

Staff notes the proposed exemption of not more than 10 percent of existing gross floor 

area (GFA) and the sum of all expansions following the approval of the SMA impacts the 

existing integrated shopping center only. Development of new pad sites, residential 

development, or improvements that exceed 10 percent of GFA will be subject to the 

development district standards and detailed site plan review. This change from the 2001 

development district exemption clause constitutes a balanced approach that is intended to 
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Plan Amendment or Sector Plan” and 

suggests that exempting Beltway Plaza 

would remove safeguards. “Shouldn’t 

this shopping center meet the goals 

established? If not, what goals are being 

abandoned and why?” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “(i)n addition, the 

Development District Standards in the 

plan for Beltway Plaza do not address 

detailed phasing requirements and do 

not adequately address, with specificity, 

urban design standards. 

 

“We want to see Beltway Plaza 

improved not only from a visual 

perspective, but also in the way the 

property physically relates to itself 

internally and how it relates to 

surrounding properties. However, we 

cannot support a plan with rezoning that 

subsequently exempts this property 

from the very standards we argue are 

necessary to protect the community. 

 

“P. 195, Existing Shopping Centers – 

The Plan exempts Beltway Way [sic] 

Plaza shopping center from the 

development district standards and 

detailed site plan review process, if the 

addition (and accumulated sum of all 

additions since the approval of the 

SMA) does not involve pad sites and/or 

residential development and does not 

increase the GFA by more than 10 

percent of the total GFA for the 

permit the property owner some level of improvement while ensuring stronger design 

controls are in place for certain developments. 

 

While the preliminary sector plan outlines one possible approach to the phased 

redevelopment of the Beltway Plaza site over time and provides strategies to guide the 

future phasing, the development district standards are not an appropriate tool to impose 

phasing programs. Instead, phasing should be established at the time of site plan review 

when specific discussions can be had with the applicant, the City of Greenbelt, Town of 

Berwyn Heights, and other stakeholders regarding the specific development program 

envisioned by the property owner and the financial feasibility of phasing given the 

economic conditions as may exist at that time. 

 

The level of detail provided in the development district standards are more than sufficient 

to control the development character of the site as it redevelops over time by providing 

for critical items pertaining to form and design, including building height, lot coverage, 

build-to lines and setbacks, parking provision and location, design features, materials, 

signage, and more. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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shopping center as it existing [sic] in 

October 2011. While the deletion of the 

removal of pad sites being exempt from 

the Development District Standards 

(DDS) is a move in the right direction, 

the exemption remaining on the larger 

shopping center is unacceptable.” 

 Topic: DDOZ Applicability: 

Exemptions 

 

The testimony takes issue with and 

opposes the revision to a pre-existing 

DDOZ exemption statement from the 

2001 Greenbelt Metro Area Sector Plan 

and SMA—the proposed DDOZ 

reduces the exemption threshold for 

detailed site plan review from 20 

percent of an existing integrated 

shopping center in excess of 750,000 

square feet to 10 percent. The testimony 

also opposes detailed site plan review 

requirements for pad sites as DSP 

review may discourage potential tenant 

and result in lengthy vacancies along 

the MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) frontage 

of the site. 

 

The testimony requests the existing 

threshold of 20 percent remain in place, 

to include all pad sites. Economic 

difficulties and impediments to compete 

with other centers in the area 

(increasing economic difficulties 

associated with the current uses of the 

property) are cited by Mr. Kang and 

Mr. Kapastin. 

Exhibit 44, Regina 

Bethea, Laugh Out 

Loud Stations; 

Exhibit 52, Santinder 

Singh Bakshi, El 

Taco Rico; Exhibit 

54, Lawrence N. 

Taub, O’Malley, 

Miles, Nylen & 

Gilmore, P.A.; 

Exhibit 59, Soo Y. 

Kang and Marc 

“Kap” Kapastin, GB 

Mall Limited 

Partnership FMS II, 

LLC; Cherrywood, 

LLC; West End 

Limited Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership  

Discussion: Please refer to the discussion immediately above regarding the proposed 

exemption statement for the Beltway Plaza property. Staff believes 10 percent is a 

reasonable limit for improvements that can be made to the center before triggering 

detailed site plan review in accordance with the proposed development district standards. 

This figure equates to more than 75,000 square feet, as the existing integrated shopping 

center exceeds 750,000 square feet in size. 

 

With regard to existing pad sites, staff notes that changes in ownership and permits for 

alteration or rehabilitation (with no increase in existing GFA) are exempt from the 

development district standards and detailed site plan review, which should provide 

sufficient flexibility for new tenants of these existing sites. Staff believes new 

development on new pad sites should be subject to both detailed site plan review and the 

development district standards to ensure high-quality development. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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 Topic: DDOZ Applicability: 

Exemptions 

 

The testimony requests additional 

clarification and language in the 

preliminary sector plan and proposed 

SMA to reflect the entitlements for 

South Core. 

 

The testimony requests a new sentence 

be added to the exemption statement for 

valid Detailed Site Plans on page 196 to 

read: “In addition to the above, any 

property that has an approved 

infrastructure Detailed Site Plan, 

infrastructure installed, and an approved 

Conceptual Site Plan and Record Plat, 

may also be developed in accordance 

with the 2001 Greenbelt Area Sector 

Plan DDOZ.” 

Exhibit 61, Norman 

D. Rivera, Norman 

D. Rivera, LLC 

Discussion: Staff notes that the entitlements to South Core are considered vested because 

of the prior construction of infrastructure improvements on the site. There are also 

concerns pertaining to the suggested wording and how unintended consequences may 

arise. Additional language is unnecessary in the development district standards 

applicability section. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Using the Development District 

Standards 

 

Under the intent section, add clear 

language to state: “The Development 

District Standards Section is not 

intended to modify or limit the 

provisions of any of the existing 

approvals for the South Core nor any 

future modifications thereto, 

notwithstanding any other language in 

this section nor any other portion of this 

Sector Plan.” 

 

The testimony refers to existing 

approvals and that “(w)hile the Staff 

Exhibit 61, Norman 

D. Rivera, Norman 

D. Rivera, LLC 

Discussion: Staff does not believe this language is necessary. The construction of 

infrastructure on the South Core site vests that portion of the Greenbelt Station 

development. The suggested location in the intent section would not fully protect the 

rights of the South Core development; a more appropriate location would be with the 

DDOZ applicability section. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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has assured the South Core owners 

numerous times during the process of 

drafting this plan that these existing, 

vested approvals would not be affected 

by this plan, the clear, concise 

statement above is the only way to 

ensure that this commitment is endorsed 

by the District Council and Planning 

Board, in order to protect this TOD 

development project that provides 

substantial benefits to the Cities of 

Greenbelt, College Park, and Berwyn 

Heights, as well as the County at large. 

A open ended provision which allows 

modifications to existing approvals or 

the possibility to make someone rip out 

approved, installed infrastructure 

improvements like roads and sewers 

makes the project un-financeable.”  

 Topic: Development District Standards 

– General Comments 

 

“The plan does not appear to set 

minimum mixed use requirements 

(percent by land use), and should 

respect the land use categories defined 

in the 2001 Sector Plan. 

 

“The 2001 plan had civic land use 

requirements for the North and South 

Core, and these should be included in 

the new plan.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff does not support establishing minimum percentages or thresholds of 

mixed-use development by type or land use. Limitations on the mix of uses permissible 

within the DDOZ may limit or prohibit new and creative approaches for 

developing/redevelopment different locations in the future as economic market conditions 

and the needs of the local municipalities, Prince George’s County, and the region evolve 

over time. 

 

For example, a limitation on the percentage of office space permitted at North Core may 

prevent the construction of a major employment campus if such an opportunity were to 

arise. Additionally, staff notes that phasing conditions of approval for numerous 

development review cases in the mid-2000s often limited the ability to build residential 

units until a certain square footage of commercial development were completed. In 

today’s economic market, this kind of limitation would compromise the ability of any 

developer to construct a project, and this also has impacts on local jurisdictions in terms 

of desired development patterns, tax revenues, and public services. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 
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Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Building Form – Orientation 

 

Page 16 of the attachment of detailed 

comments from Exhibit 58 discusses 

street block limitations “per required 

development agreements” and provides 

some details of the agreements—

namely, that block lengths shall not 

exceed “400 feet in length, unless the 

curb line and/or building frontage is 

interrupted by an offset sufficient in 

size and design to create a functional 

public space. This applies to both the 

North and South Core.” 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: The testimony contains the only comments pertaining to block size under 

what Exhibit 58 labels as the “Sectional Map Amendment” on page 16 of the detailed 

comments attachment. The proposed development district standards do not establish 

block size requirements. It is unclear what the City of Greenbelt desires, if anything, with 

this comment. 

 

Staff notes that development agreements are only valid between a given municipality and 

a given developer and would not be applicable if a new development team were to come 

on board at the North Core site. Staff anticipates the recently approved development 

agreements between the South Core development team and the City of Greenbelt will 

remain intact (and are enforceable by the City of Greenbelt), but in general opposes 

memorializing municipal development agreements in the form of development district 

standards. Such action may be overly restrictive with regard to future actions and 

developers. 

 

Strategy 4.3 on page 96 provides appropriate guidance at the sector plan level of detail for 

development at North Core, stating: “Ensure block lengths are scaled for the pedestrian. A 

general rule of thumb is that blocks should not exceed 300 feet by 600 feet in size.” 

Regulating block sizes for North Core in the development district standards may lead to 

situations where, due to site conditions or other factors, the mandated block sizes cannot 

be met and must be amended through the detailed site plan process, adding additional 

time, cost, and uncertainty to the development review process. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Building Form – General 

Height 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Discussion: While staff believes building height in feet is much less important than the 

story height (as construction practices, building code, and financial considerations provide 
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The City of College Park requests 

defining the building height in terms of 

feet in addition to stories and stating 

that height “be measured from the 

lowest ground level elevation (street 

grade) on a site to address changes in 

topography.” 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 203, Height, 

Building heights should be stated in 

both maximum height in stories and 

maximum height in feet.” 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park; 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

for finite heights in terms of each floor of a building, and stories more clearly impact the 

individual’s perception of the height of a building where a 5 or 10 foot difference cannot 

be detected by the majority of people), staff concurs that story height in feet may help 

clarify the scale of new buildings at the time of development review. 

 

Staff opposes redefining the nature or measurement of building height in the sector plan 

and DDOZ. Where such definitions do not exist, the definitions of the Zoning Ordinance 

will prevail. 

 

In determining building height maximums in terms of feet, staff recommends the 

following assumptions: 25 feet for ground floor retail/lobby spaces, and 15 feet for each 

story above the ground floor to reflect market shifts toward taller ceilings. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the Building Form standards on height on pages 203 

through 213 to add building height in terms of feet per the staff recommended 

assumptions of 25 feet for ground floors and 15 feet for each additional story. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Building Form – North Core 

 

Speaker V.6. states: “(f)irst of all, the 

building form, 20 stories in the center 

and just 250 feet from the Greenbelt 

Metro station, that’s about a half a 

block from some of the residents in 

North College Park. And those 

residents, as a result of that – we saw 

those shadow studies. Those residents 

will not see the sunrise over the trees 

off in the distance anymore. They will 

see the sun come up as much as an hour 

and a half later over buildings that are 

towering over their homes. 

Speaker V.6., The 

Honorable Patrick L. 

Wojahn, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park; 

Speaker V.8., The 

Honorable Fazlul 

Kabir, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park; 

Speaker 7, Marcia 

Booth; Speaker 11, 

Cheryl Molinatto; 

Speaker 15, Mihaela  

20, Terry Schum, 

Discussion: Staff believes the option (which staff notes only applies to buildings 

constructed as part of a major employment or GSA campus) for buildings up to 20 stories 

in height maximizes flexibility in design, may assist in environmental remediation of the 

North Core site (currently occupied by a large complex of parking lots and access drives) 

and allow for more open space, and allows for a more marketable and creative 

development solution to accommodate a possible major private employment or GSA 

tenant. This flexibility also could help maximize transit use and serve as a major visual 

and physical focal point for the area.  

 

Staff believes the preliminary sector plan emphasizes neighborhood preservation and 

makes a number of recommendations specifically intended to reduce potential negative 

impacts on existing residential neighborhoods. Additional discussion is found elsewhere 

in this analysis of testimony. Staff notes that the specific impacts of new development can 

only be determined when an actual development proposal is brought forward.  
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“We want to see not just the maximum 

of 12 stories in that central height area. 

We want to see strategies taken to 

reduce the impact of noise and light as 

they reflect from the train, as they 

reflect from the sun so that the, so that 

we don’t have glaring light and blaring 

noise coming into our communities.” 

 

Speaker V.8. states: “(w)e want to see 

the maximum building height of this 

north core be limited to 12 stories 

without an exception. And I was really 

shocked to see the Plan limiting lot 

coverage of the major employer to only 

25 percent. This would only serve to 

drive the height of the buildings up and 

that’s unnecessarily [sic].” 

 

Speaker 7 is concerned about 20-story 

buildings within ½ mile of existing 

homes, which “will be overshadowed 

by those buildings.” Additional impacts 

of noise pollution/noise amplification 

from reflection off buildings is also 

cited as a concern. 

 

Speaker 11 is concerned about building 

heights and that children may be 

walking to school in the darkness of 

shadows cast by tall buildings in the 

mornings. 

 

Speaker 15 is also concerned about tall 

buildings in North Core, suggesting that 

AICP, Planning 

Director, City of 

College Park; 

Exhibit 26, John 

Krouse, North 

College Park Citizens 

Association; Exhibit 

53, Jacqueline Pearce 

Garrett and Jerry 

Garrett 

 

The lot coverage maximum of 25 percent (which, again, only applies to a major 

employment or GSA campus) was intended to accommodate any necessary security 

requirements while simultaneously providing for a more naturalized site with 75 percent 

open space that the preliminary sector plan envisions could be restored in part to the 

natural state to increase habitat, contribute to urban tree canopy coverage, and increase the 

environmental network at North Core.  

 

Upon reflection, staff concurs that 25 percent maximum lot coverage is too restrictive, 

and recommends instead a maximum lot coverage of 70 percent for a major employment 

or GSA campus. Staff believes this lot coverage level will still facilitate the sector plan 

recommendations to restore portions of the natural environment and to weave open space 

into the overall site plan. 

 

The intent of the parking placement diagrams on pages 204-212 is to reinforce the 

building form standards for parking lots and structures on pages 218-219 and indicate that 

surface parking shall not be located within the first 20 feet of the build-to line for a 

building and that parking structures shall be set back at least 50 feet. Staff concurs that the 

parking placement diagrams are confusing in context, particularly since the standards on 

pages 218-219 are sufficient to guide parking placement, and recommends deletion of 

these diagrams. 

 

The build-to line standards are measured differently in the existing and proposed 

development district standards. The set approved in 2001 measures build-to lines from the 

back of the curb. The 2012 proposed development district standards measure build-to 

lines from the right-of-way, which time and experience have shown to be a much more 

appropriate measure. In this context, the proposed build-to lines are appropriate. 

  

Staff Recommendation: Revise the first sentence in the text box in the second column on 

page 203 to read: “The minimum net lot coverage for buildings within an employment or 

GSA campus shall be [25]70 percent.” 

 

Delete the parking placement diagrams from pages 204, 206, 208, 209, 211, and 212. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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the North College Park community will 

be in shadow much of the morning and 

that sun is needed to deal with rainfall 

accumulation in the area. 

 

Exhibit 20 states: “(t)he City [of 

College Park] opposes allowing 20-

story buildings to be constructed in the 

North Core under any circumstances 

because of the negative impact on the 

North College Park community. 

Whether the market will support height 

is not a relevant consideration. Limiting 

a major employer’s lot coverage to 25% 

will only serve to drive the height of 

buildings up unnecessarily.” 

 

The City of College Park recommends 

retaining the maximum building height 

at North Core at 12 stories without 

exception and deleting bullet 3 on page 

203.” 

 

The City of College Park also requests 

eliminating the 25 percent lot coverage 

maximum for a major employer or GSA 

campus and either clarifying the 

parking placement diagram on page 204 

or removing it from the DDOZ. 

 

Testimony included in Exhibit 26 

indicates the preliminary sector plan 

“does not provide adequate guidance 

regarding the height transition zone 

from the Metro Station and railroad 

tracks. NCPCA continues to have 
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concerns about the height of these 

buildings and their distance from homes 

in College Park.” 

 

Exhibit 53 also opposes “the 

construction of tall buildings as close to 

the metro as is proposed....” 

Furthermore, the testimony states that 

buildings “(u)p to 18 [sic] stories high 

(in the case of a large government 

leasee) is unacceptable…” for reasons 

including darkness in the morning due 

to shadow-casting, the concern that 

taller buildings will ruin a “quiet, tree-

filled skyline” important to the 

homeowners, and noise and light 

pollution may be reflected into the 

community.  

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 203, Height – If 

GSA site, building height is proposed to 

range from 4 to 20 stories. The 

approved CSP allows for a maximum 

height of 12 stories, with a maximum 

height of 165 feet. The plan should 

retain the building height standards 

found in the 2001 Sector Plan. 

 

“P. 203, Orientation, Built to Lines and 

Yards, the plan revises the 

recommendations of the 2001 plan and 

reduces the front principle [sic] build to 

line between 0 to 15 feet, from 14 to 20 

feet. Question the appropriateness of a 0 

front to build line [sic] in the North 

Core.” 
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 Topic: North Core Height Transition 

Zone 

 

With regard to the height transition 

diagrams in the DDOZ, the City of 

College Park recommends revision to 

show: “a) the required setback from the 

train tracks; b) a 4- to 8-story height 

zone measured 250 feet from the 

required setback from the train tracks; 

c) a 4- to 12-story height zone requiring 

a building stepback after 8 stories.” 

 

Exhibit 26 states: “Although the 

building height transition zone of p. 204 

shows a maximum building height of 

12 stories, the text on the same page 

indicates that 250 ft east of the Metro 

Station the maximum height could be 

20 stories. The text on p. 203 

prominently states ‘Building heights 

outside the 250-foot height transition 

zone may range from 4 to 20 stories.’ 

 

“North College Park residents are 

concerned that buildings up to the 8-

floor maximum within the 250-foot 

building height transition zone as well 

as the 20 story maximum outside the 

transition zone would tower over our 

neighborhood and reduce access to light 

in the morning. 

 

“Building heights and step-backs from 

the Metro Station and railroad tracks 

have been a major concern of College 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park; 

Exhibit 26, John 

Krouse, North 

College Park Citizens 

Association; Exhibit 

53, Jacqueline Pearce 

Garrett and Jerry 

Garrett 

 

Discussion: The City of College Park planning staff has previously made comments 

regarding the belief a minimum building setback from CSX and Metro lines exists. Staff 

has to date been unable to verify any such building setback requirement. WMATA 

indicates individual jurisdictions are the entities that would establish any building 

setbacks from WMATA rail lines for various uses. No such requirements exist in the 

county’s Zoning or Subdivision Ordinances. The closest Prince George’s County comes 

to a required setback from rail lines is a required residential lot depth of 300 feet when 

residential property adjoins rail lines. Numerous attempts have been made to work with 

CSX to determine any of their requirements, but staff has not yet been successful in this 

pursuit. Staff is unaware of any State of Maryland required setbacks. 

 

Staff concurs with the general intent of the testimony that the proposed height transition 

zone for North Core could be more clearly defined. A larger map with clearer indications 

of the setback distances and measurement points would be appropriate. However, staff 

believes the proposed height limits and distances for the height transition zone and 

stepbacks are appropriate to facilitate transit-oriented development at North Core. 

 

Staff notes the 20 story maximum building height outside the height transition zone only 

applies to a major employment or GSA campus. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the height transition zone on page 204 to a) enlarge the 

map, and b) more clearly indicate the measurement points for the transition zone to clarify 

the transition zone starts on the easternmost point of the WMATA right-of-way. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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Park residents and the previously 

communicated priorities of NCPCA. 

These concerns have not been 

adequately addressed in the 2012 Plan.” 

 

Exhibit 53 calls for smaller building 

heights with “a more thoughtful 

transition of those building heights 

from 3-4 stories within 250-500 feet 

and 4-8 stories 500-1000 feet back from 

the metro station, given the close 

proximity of more than 130 homes in 

College Park.”  

 Topic: Building Form – Step-back 

Transitions 

 

The City of College Park requests 

revision of the step-back transitions 

standards to further clarify how they 

work and where they are applicable. 

 

“The intent and application of this 

standard needs to be clarified especially 

the location of the existing residential 

neighborhoods that are being addressed. 

Paragraph 3 on page 214 is particularly 

confusing.” 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park 

 

Discussion: Staff concurs with the testimony. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the second paragraph on page 214 to read: “Where 

properties within the sector plan area are across the street from or share a rear property 

line with an existing residential neighborhood in Berwyn Heights or Greenbelt, a stepback 

transition and/or a landscape strip shall be required for all new development within the 

Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor development district. Existing residential 

neighborhoods in North College Park are protected by existing uses between residential 

homes and the railroad lines (generally south of Huron Street) and by the height transition 

zone imposed by these development district standards in the North Core area. 

 

Revise the first sentence of the third paragraph on page 214 to read: “Where a block that 

fronts a major street such as MD 193 or Greenbelt Station Parkway is across the street [or 

a Metrorail right-of-way] from an existing residential block….” 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Building Form -- General 

 

Exhibit 59 states: “(b)eltway plaza 

should not be disadvantaged vis-à-vis 

Exhibit 59, Soo Y. 

Kang and Marc 

“Kap” Kapastin, GB 

Mall Limited 

Discussion: The existing and proposed character of the North Core and Beltway Plaza 

areas are quite different. The North Core adjoins and incorporates a major heavy rail 

transit station in Greenbelt Metro Station and has enormous potential for the highest 

intensities of mixed-use, transit-oriented development. Beltway Plaza, on the other hand, 
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the North Core” and suggest that both 

North Core and Beltway Plaza have the 

same lot coverage and height 

limitations of 85% lot coverage and 12-

20 stories of height. 

Partnership FMS II, 

LLC; Cherrywood, 

LLC; West End 

Limited Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership 

is part of the MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) Corridor and is beyond a typical walkable 

distance of ½ mile from the Metro station. It is, and should remain, oriented to the 

corridor and be subject to development district standards that better ensure transitions in 

density and intensity through the site from the corridor toward Franklin Park at Greenbelt 

Station. 

 

Staff does not support granting additional height or lot coverage to Beltway Plaza beyond 

the levels proposed in the development district standards. North Core and the Greenbelt 

Metropolitan Center should remain the focal point of the highest levels of density and 

intensity in the sector plan area to leverage the presence of the Metro station. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Building Form – Parking 

 

Exhibit 20 states: “It is not clear 

whether parking garages need to 

comply with the building height 

standards and how close they may be 

located to the train tracks.” The City of 

College Park requests consideration of a 

specific height limit on the size of 

public and private, above-ground 

parking structures. 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “P. 215, Parking 

requirement – The plan should require a 

certain percent of parking be structured 

parking. For example, the 2001 plan 

required 75 percent of the provided 

parking be structured parking in the 

North Core. 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park; 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

 

Discussion: While staff intended for future parking structures to be fully compliant with 

proposed building height standards, staff concurs this is not as clear as it should be and 

that an additional standard on page 219 would be appropriate to clarify this issue. 

 

Staff does not agree with testimony to require a certain amount of parking to be 

structured, particularly with phased redevelopment projects. Structured parking requires 

significant attention to financing measures (and/or significant public sector investment), 

and may not always be financially supportable. The flexibility to convert surface parking 

areas to structured parking over time and as property values increase must be one of the 

tools available to developers to permit financially-sustainable redevelopment projects and 

phasing. 

 

Staff expects, however, that most future parking on major development sites including 

North Core, Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station, Beltway Plaza, and the Maryland Trade 

Center will likely consist of structured parking, particularly at North Core where land is 

scarce and land values will likely be highest. 

 

The preliminary sector plan proposes a reduction of up to 50 percent of the required 

parking spaces for Beltway Plaza and the MD 193 Corridor to encourage new approaches 
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“P. 215, Parking requirements – Given 

the distance of Beltway Plaza and the 

193 Corridor from Greenbelt Metro 

Station, it is concerning that the plan 

provides for a 50% reduction of 

required parking spaces. The 2001 Plan 

provided no reduction in parking for 

these areas, without further evaluation.” 

to multimodal access, increase transit use, and decrease seas of impervious parking areas 

that, particularly in the case of Beltway Plaza, do not see full occupancy at any point 

during the year. For these areas, the reduction to 50 percent is based on bus transit 

availability and environmental considerations. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Building Form – Parking  

 

The testimony requests reconsideration 

of the bicycle parking requirements of 1 

bicycle space for every three parking 

spaces, indicating a potential 

redevelopment of Beltway Plaza may 

result in 3,500 parking spaces and 1,166 

bicycle parking spaces. 

 

“With respect to curb cuts at Beltway 

Plaza from MD 193, language should 

be added to permit the relocation of the 

number of existing curb cuts.” 

Exhibit 59, Soo Y. 

Kang and Marc 

“Kap” Kapastin, GB 

Mall Limited 

Partnership FMS II, 

LLC; Cherrywood, 

LLC; West End 

Limited Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership 

Discussion: Staff concurs with the testimony regarding bicycle requirements.  

 

Staff does not agree with testimony to add language to the preliminary sector plan or the 

proposed DDOZ to permit the relocation of existing curb cuts. The intent of the 

preliminary sector plan with regard to curb cuts is to reduce and consolidate the number 

of entry points to properties to facilitate pedestrian, bicyclist, and motorist safety along 

major roadways. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the first sentence of the first bullet on page 216 (bicycle 

parking requirements) to read: “A minimum of one bicycle parking space shall be 

provided within the public or private frontage for every [3 vehicular spaces] 10,000 gross 

square feet of retail space.” 

 

Relocate the second sentence of the first bullet on page 216 to a new bullet to follow 

bicycle parking provision standards, and revise the sentence to read: “Bicycle racks shall 

be placed in highly visible areas along the street or within parking garages as appropriate. 

Dedicated bicycle storage rooms may also be used to accommodate required bicycle 

parking spaces.” 

 

Add new bullets following the existing bullet on bicycle parking requirements as follows: 

 

“•  A minimum of one bicycle parking space shall be provided for every two 

multifamily dwelling units. 

 

•  A minimum of 4 bicycle parking spaces shall be provided for every 50 anticipated 
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or actual employees of an office, mixed-use, civic/recreation, or retail use or 

combination of uses.”   

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Architectural Elements—

General Comments on Design 

 

The testimony indicates the preliminary 

sector plan and development district 

standards do “not provide sufficient 

guidance to promote attractive 

development facing College Park 

residents at the Greenbelt Metro, and 

[do] not adequately address direct 

visual and shading impacts, or impacts 

caused by noise and light reflection into 

homes.” 

 

“It is also unclear how the security 

requirements of a major GSA tenant 

would be incorporated into the 

development, given the public uses of 

the Greenbelt Metro Station and the 

proximity of nearby homes. College 

Park residents have consistently raised 

concerns about these issues, including 

concerns about the proximity and 

design of Metro parking garages.” The 

preliminary plan does not provide 

adequate guidance and strategies to 

address these concerns. 

Exhibit 26, John 

Krouse, North 

College Park Citizens 

Association 

Discussion: Staff believes the proposed development district standards do provide 

sufficient guidance to promote attractive, high-quality development at the Greenbelt 

Metro/North Core site. The preliminary sector plan emphasizes consideration and 

reduction of potential negative impacts, including noise and light impacts (e.g. Policy 3 

on page 94, Policy 6 on page 113, Policy 8 on page 114, and Policy 1 on page 145). 

 

Without knowing which GSA tenants may locate at North Core (if any), it is impossible 

to fully plan for and implement security measures deemed necessary by GSA and the 

tenant. However, the proposed development district standards are designed to be flexible 

enough to accommodate a range of potential security measures, particularly with regard to 

some of the standards enclosed in the double-lined boxes (standards which are only 

applicable to a major employment or GSA campus). The specific details of the security 

requirements, building design, and site design will need to be worked out at the time of 

development review. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan.  

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Architectural Elements – 

Materials 

Speaker V.8., The 

Honorable Fazlul 

Discussion: Staff believes a standard addressing reflectivity of noise and light may be 

appropriate to address some of the concerns of new development, particularly at North 



Development District Overlay Zone 
 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

202 

 

Speaker V.8 and Exhibit 20 support 

additional guidance on building 

materials to minimize noise and light 

impacts on North College Park. Exhibit 

20 states: “(a)dd a standard to page 227 

that calls for development facing North 

College Park to minimize the use of 

building materials that will reflect noise 

and light into the community. 

 

Exhibit 26 is concerned with the 

potential for up to 100 percent glass 

fenestration of wall area for a major 

employer or GSA campus development 

at North Core. 

Kabir, Council 

Member, City of 

College Park 

 

Exhibit 20, Terry 

Schum, AICP, 

Planning Director, 

City of College Park; 

Exhibit 26, John 

Krouse, North 

College Park Citizens 

Association  

 

Core.  

 

With regard to the standard for up to 100 percent glass fenestration, the testimony refers 

to the text box on page 222. Staff believes allowing for increases to the fenestration 

percentage (which, again, would only apply to a major employment or GSA campus) will 

enhance the ability of the developer team to exercise unique and interesting architectural 

expressions that could contribute to the successful implementation of a major 

employment center at North Core. Staff also notes that building facades and forms can be 

implemented that would simultaneously reduce direct and obtrusive glare and light 

impacts while distributing appropriate and even levels of natural light to the area.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Add a new subsection to page 227 (Architectural Elements | 

Materials) as follows: 

 

“Reflectivity 

 

Material selection should take into account the potential impacts light and noise 

reflectivity may have on adjacent residential neighborhoods.”  

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Architectural Elements – 

Signage 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “(t)he total 

prohibition of freestanding signs would 

seem to be too restrictive. The plan 

should retain the sign standards contain 

[sic] in the 2001 Sector Plan.” 

 

Exhibit 59 requests retaining the current 

signage standards for the Beltway Plaza 

property and that the site should be 

permitted to retain all of its existing 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

59, Soo Y. Kang and 

Marc “Kap” 

Kapastin, GB Mall 

Limited Partnership 

FMS II, LLC; 

Cherrywood, LLC; 

West End Limited 

Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership 

Discussion: The body of urban design theory and execution regarding signage in 

pedestrian- and transit-oriented mixed-use communities has evolved significantly since 

the approval of the 2001 development district standards. Large pole-mounted signs or 

prolific numbers of monument-style freestanding signs detract from the overall visual 

quality of the built environment. Building-mounted signs—flush to the building face, 

perpendicular hanging signs, awning signs, window signs, etc.—contribute to a sense of 

place and help create a unique identity for shopping and mixed-use areas. 

 

However, staff recognizes that there is still a need for some modest level of freestanding 

signs, particularly along a major transportation corridor, for commercial and mixed-use 

development to help with branding and identification. Additionally, some freestanding 

signs—if quality is ensured—may be helpful in establishing community identity for 

residential development. 
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rights to freestanding signs. The 

proposed development district standards 

to eliminate freestanding signs and 

restrict signage area to 10% of the 

commercial portion of a façade is seen 

as restrictive to attracting national 

tenants. 

 

Staff notes that existing freestanding signs are exempt from the development district 

standards and need not be removed; the standards only apply to new or replacement 

signage. While the build-to lines and other design standards will bring buildings closer to 

the street and help ensure legibility of building-mounted signage, the signage standards on 

page 229 should be amended to permit freestanding signs under specific circumstances.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the first sentence of the first bullet on page 229 to read: 

“[All n]New signs shall be attached to the façade.” 

 

Delete the last sentence of the first bullet on page 229. 

 

Add new second, third, and fourth bullets on page 229 to read:  

 

“•  A maximum of one freestanding or monument sign shall be permitted for each 

commercial shopping center, office park, or mixed-use development exceeding 

100,000 square feet in size. 

 

“• A maximum of one freestanding or monument sign shall be permitted for each 

residential development exceeding 200 dwelling units. 

 

“• Freestanding and monument signs shall not exceed eight feet in height and the 

maximum area of any single freestanding or monument sign shall not exceed 80 

square feet. Freestanding and monument signs shall be constructed of durable, 

high-quality materials such as, but not limited to, decorative masonry, wrought 

iron, or weatherized decorative metals.” 

 

Revise the first sentence of the fourth bullet on page 229 to read: “The maximum gross 

area of building-mounted signage shall not exceed ten percent of the façade area of the 

commercial portion of the building.” 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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 Topic: Sustainability and the 

Environment 

 

“P. 230, Sustainability and the 

environment – The requirement for 

LEED certified development should be 

expanded beyond just North Core 

development.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: As discussed elsewhere in this analysis of testimony, the preliminary sector 

plan encourages LEED® certification (or an equivalent rating program) for all new 

development and requires a minimum certification at the LEED® Silver level for all new 

development at North Core. Staff does not support mandating LEED® or equivalent 

certification for all new development in the entire DDOZ at this time. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
1 Topic: SMA Boundaries 

 

Requests either the relocation of the 

DDOZ and SMA boundaries to 

incorporate Lots 25 and 26, Block 38 at 

the southwest corner of 62nd Street and 

Seminole Avenue to include the 

properties within the DDOZ or that the 

sector plan recommend the inclusion of 

these lots within the DDOZ and the 

rezoning of the lots to the C-S-C 

(Commercial Shopping Center) Zone 

within the DDOZ. 

 

The subject lots are currently in the R-

55 (One-Family Detached Residential) 

Zone, are part of the parking lot for the 

Staples business, and are under 

common ownership. 

Exhibit 55, 

Lawrence N. Taub, 

O’Malley, Miles, 

Nylen & Gilmore, 

P.A. 

Discussion: While staff recognizes that Lots 25 and 26 include portions of the parking lot 

for the Staples building, they are currently outside the boundaries of the sector plan area 

(and sectional map amendment area). The boundaries were set by the District Council 

during the initiation of the sector plan and concurrent sectional map amendment by CR-

40-2011, and cannot be amended short of re-initiation of the entire sector plan and 

sectional map amendment. 

 

Staff notes that the property owner can request the extension of the Development District 

Overlay Zone boundaries during the Conceptual or Detailed Site Plan process in 

accordance with Section 27-548.26 when the property owner seeks to redevelop the 

property. The preliminary sector plan supports land consolidation and future rezoning to 

facilitate redevelopment along the Berwyn Heights frontage of MD 193 (Greenbelt 

Road); this support extends to future expansion of the DDOZ boundaries to the northern 

side of Seminole Street where necessary and appropriate (see Strategy 1.4 on page 105). 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Comprehensive Rezoning 

Policies 

 

The testimony requests additional 

language under the last paragraph in the 

“Mixed-Use Zoning 

Recommendations” section on page 242 

to read: “Prior to placing building 

permits on hold a study would be 

required to support the economic 

viability of the retail or commercial use. 

Exhibit 61, Norman 

D. Rivera, Norman 

D. Rivera, LLC 

Discussion: Additional language is unnecessary on page 242 because the wording of the 

last paragraph under the Mixed-Use Zoning Recommendations subheading is advisory in 

nature, providing an example of how future consideration of development within the 

sector plan area may be phased and linked to certain thresholds. It is not a mandate. 

 

The paragraph in question reads:  

 

“Development should also be phased so that certain levels trigger requirements 

meant to ensure conformance to the sector plan. For example, once a given 

number of dwelling units have been approved, there could be a focus on retail or 

commercial space, and residential building permits could be placed on hold until 
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If retail or commercial is not a viable 

use in that particular location the 

residential development would 

proceed.” 

specific levels of office or retail space have been achieved.” 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: SMA Support 

 

The company Mowing & More operates 

on property in the I-1 (Light Industrial) 

Zone adjacent to Lake Artemesia and 

expresses concern for any potential 

changes to zoning or permitted uses, as 

changes from the I-1 (Light Industrial) 

Zone could force the company to cease 

operations at the current location or put 

them out of business.  

 

Exhibit 56 supports retaining the 

Greenway Center holdings in the C-S-C 

(Commercial Shopping Center) Zone. 

 

 

Exhibit 29, Chad 

Stern, Mowing & 

More, Inc.; Exhibit 

56, Lawrence N. 

Taub, O’Malley, 

Miles, Nylen & 

Gilmore, P.A. 

Discussion: Comments noted. The I-1 (Light Industrial) zoned properties within the 

Berwyn Heights Industrial Area are outside the boundaries of the proposed development 

district, and are therefore unaffected by changes to permitted uses associated with a 

Development District Overlay Zone. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: SMA Change Number 1 

 

The City of Greenbelt “fully supports” 

the proposed rezoning of the Indian 

Creek Stream Valley to the R-O-S 

(Reserved Open Space) Zone, and 

requests expansion of the rezoning to 

encompass the entire “environmental 

envelope” area as defined in the 2001 

Greenbelt Metro Area Sector Plan. 

 

Exhibit 23, Konrad 

Herling, Council 

Member, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

58, Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

60, Vicky Hageman, 

CCRIC (Citizens to 

Conserve and 

Restore Indian 

Discussion: Comments in support of SMA Change Number 1 are noted. With regard to 

the requests to expand the area of the rezoning to incorporate a portion of or all of Parcel 

84 (owned by Greenbelt Metropark LLC), several considerations come into play. 

 

First and foremost, the environmental envelope as outlined in the 2001 Greenbelt Metro 

Area Sector Plan is a conceptual idea without formally defined boundaries. Please refer to 

the discussion of the Indian Creek Stream Valley in the Sustainability – Land Use and 

Urban Design section of this analysis of testimony for additional discussion of the 

environmental envelope. The level of detail regarding the environmental envelope as 

defined in the 2001 sector plan is insufficient to base zoning decisions upon. 
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Exhibit 58 states: “P. 249, Support the 

rezoning of the state owned property to 

R-O-S from M-X-T, and request it be 

expanded to include the entire 

‘environmental envelope.’” 

 

Exhibit 60 states: “CCRIC supports the 

preliminary sector plan’s proposal to 

downzone the 75-acre state-owned 

parcel to Reserved Open 

Space….However, this downzoning to 

Reserved Open Space should include 

the entire area defined in the approved 

2001 sector plan as the Environmental 

Envelope.” The testimony recognizes 

the 2001 plan left the exact boundaries 

of the environmental envelope to be 

determined in the future. Since Maps 14 

and 15 (existing and proposed land 

uses) depict Parcel 84 in the same lane 

uses as the preservation parcel, “CCRIC 

advocates that all of Tax Parcel 84 also 

be downzoned to Reserved Open 

Space.” 

Creek) Second, the approval of CSP-01008/01 places a condition of approval on the Greenbelt 

Station development to establish a conservation easement on environmentally sensitive 

areas at the time of Final Plat that will be effective in limiting development within these 

lands without the need for downzoning. 

 

Third, Parcel 84 is not fully covered by wetlands or other environmentally sensitive 

features (though staff notes the 2005 Green Infrastructure Plan defines a significant 

portion of the Greenbelt Station site in the Regulated Area, which is much larger than the 

2001 environmental envelope in this location). It is also part of the approved preliminary 

plan of subdivision 4-01026, which would reconfigure Parcel 84 if and when it goes to 

Final Plat. Rezoning Parcel 84 in light of this approved preliminary subdivision is 

premature. 

 

Finally, to rezone property in this vicinity for environmental protection, additional 

analysis would be necessary at a much greater detail than what is available today through 

the 2001 sector plan and the Conceptual Site Plan. At minimum, a full environmental 

survey (as with the condition of approval requiring a conservation area) would be 

necessary to establish the full extent of sensitive environmental features, and a metes and 

bounds survey would be necessary to identify the area of land most suitable for 

downzoning to either the O-S (Open Space) or R-O-S (Reserved Open Space) Zone. 

 

While staff and the preliminary sector plan are fully supportive of preserving and 

restoring sensitive environmental areas, rezoning Parcel 84 or the 2001 environmental 

envelope is premature. 

 

Staff Recommendation:  Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: SMA Change Number 2 

 

Exhibit 32 opposes rezoning the 

Beltway Plaza properties to the M-U-I 

(Mixed-Use Infill) Zone. 

Exhibit 32, Ruth E. 

Kastner; Exhibit 36, 

Siamak Ravantab, 

Like on TV; Exhibit 

37, Hilda Celine 

Discussion: The proposed rezoning of the Beltway Plaza properties in SMA Change 

Number 2 on page 249 of the proposed sectional map amendment is intended to “allow 

for a mix of uses to support the sector plan’s recommendations for the phased, 

comprehensive development of the site over time into a pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use 

development.” Given the physical and economic challenges involved with the phased 



Sectional Map Amendment 
 

        

Digest of Testimony, Preliminary Greenbelt Metro Area and MD 193 Corridor Sector Plan  

and Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (Joint Public Hearing October 2, 2012)  

208 

 

Exhibits 36-52 consist of letters in 

support of rezoning to the M-U-I 

(Mixed-Use Infill) Zone, phased 

redevelopment, a wide array of 

permitted uses, and flexibility to add 

new uses. 

 

Exhibits 54 and 59 support rezoning the 

Beltway Plaza properties to the M-U-I 

(Mixed-Use Infill) Zone.  

 

Exhibit 54 notes a currently pending 

application for a Conceptual Site Plan 

[editor note: the exhibit misstated the 

case number, which actually is CSP-

05007] seeks rezoning of the rear 

portion of the main mall site, 

approximately 16 acres, to the M-U-I 

(Mixed-Use Infill) Zone for the 

development of 700 multifamily 

dwellings and 22,000 square feet of 

retail, and that staff recommended 

approval of the application while the 

Planning Board took no position. 

 

Exhibit 58 indicates the City of 

Greenbelt “does not support the 

rezoning to M-U-I at this time, but 

rather advocates for rezoning to occur 

through the conceptual site plan process 

where phasing and urban design 

standards can be carefully defined, and 

agreed to, by the city.” 

 

Exhibit 58 also states: “P. 249, Propose 

Gomes, Fabulous 

Food; Exhibit 38, 

K.J. Soni and Kiran 

Soni, Luggage ‘N 

Things; Exhbit 39, 

Parvezo Ibrahim 

Lalani, Bling; 

Exhibit 40, Peter 

Repole, Three 

Brothers; Exhibit 41, 

Harold Wiggins, Gift 

World; Exhibit 42, 

Mohammad “Mike” 

Hasnain, Gold Plaza; 

Exhibit 43, Ramesh 

B. Patel, Kurly’s 

Mens & Boys 

Clothing; Exhibit 44, 

Regina Bethea, 

Laugh Out Loud 

Stations; Exhibit 45, 

Kenneth Victor 

Agwa, Ken’s Photo 

Imaging; Exhibit 46, 

Juan McNeely, 

Academy Theaters, 

LLC; Exhibit 47, 

Barry K. Blechman, 

Beltway Plaza 

Hardware; Exhibit 

48, Richard E. 

Harkness, Beltway 

Aquarium; Exhibit 

49, Edurdo Hidalego, 

Dominican 

Restaurante; Exhibit 

redevelopment of the site, staff strongly believes that rezoning at the time the preliminary 

sector plan and proposed sectional map amendment are approved will benefit both the 

property and the impacted municipalities of Greenbelt and Berwyn Heights. 

 

Delaying the rezoning of the site (rezoning will be necessary to accommodate the 

preliminary sector plan’s recommendations for mixed-use development including a 

residential component) may contribute to blight and run counter to the City of Greenbelt’s 

expressed desires for housing to meet identified needs. One of the needs Greenbelt 

identifies is senior housing. As Exhibit 54 correctly notes, a pending conceptual site plan 

(CSP-05007) is focused on providing housing and neighborhood-scale retail on the rear 

portion of the Beltway Plaza site. A significant portion of the proposed 700 housing units 

are intended for senior housing opportunities.  

 

The uncertainty involved in the conceptual site plan process and the time it takes to 

process and approve these applications adds uncertainty at all levels of involvement—

developer, financers, property owner, municipal, M-NCPPC staff, the Planning Board, 

and the District Council, and could add significantly to project costs and, more 

importantly, time. Banks and lenders may walk away from projects that could have 

benefitted the community and met part of the identified housing needs given this time and 

uncertainty. If redevelopment proposals are unable to be financed, the challenges facing 

Beltway Plaza in terms of leasing and competition may result in further decline of the 

center and blight in the form of vacancies and possible neglect over time.  

 

It is noted that the initial submittal of the conceptual site plan took place in August 2006, 

and the resubmittal with a revised plan focused on the rear portion of the site took place 

early in 2010, and is still pending. 

 

Staff is confident that preliminary plan guidance provides sufficient discussion and points 

of negotiation between all parties to ensure the site redevelops with a goal of a phased 

program over a period of time, allowing for short-term residential and small-scale retail 

development to meet current needs, reduce existing impervious surfaces and sub-standard 

stormwater management, and provide property equity to help finance future phases of 

development. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 
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rezoning Beltway Plaza from C-S-C to 

M-U-I. Not supportable without 

detailed design standards, detailed 

phasing plan and concept plan.” 

 

50, Jing Jum 

“Jimmy” Zheng, 

Wings; Exhibit 51, 

Mumtaz Z. Zaida, 

MSP 

Communications, 

Inc.; Exhibit 52, 

Santinder Singh 

Bakshi, El Taco 

Rico; Exhibit 54, 

Lawrence N. Taub, 

O’Malley, Miles, 

Nylen & Gilmore, 

P.A.; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt; Exhibit 

59, Soo Y. Kang and 

Marc “Kap” 

Kapastin, GB Mall 

Limited Partnership 

FMS II, LLC; 

Cherrywood, LLC; 

West End Limited 

Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership; 

Exhibit 54, 

Lawrence N. Taub, 

O’Malley, Miles, 

Nylen & Gilmore, 

P.A. 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: SMA Change Number 6 

 

“P. 254, Support rezoning of Walker 

Historic Cemetery from C-O to O-S.” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Comment noted. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 
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Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: SMA Change Number 7 

 

“P. 255, Rezone Martin’s Crosswinds 

and parking from C-M, C-O to C-S-C – 

Need to consider this and review 

covenants. Have property the owners 

[sic] been consulted on this proposal?” 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: While staff made several attempts to involve the property owners in the 

sector planning process, contact efforts were unsuccessful. Staff has not discussed the 

proposed rezoning of the Martins Crosswinds property but has also not heard opposition 

from the property owner.  

 

Staff notes the existing use is still permitted in the C-S-C (Commercial Shopping Center) 

Zone, and that the C-M (Commercial Miscellaneous) Zone is primarily an auto-oriented 

commercial zone that is inappropriate for this location in light of the recommendations of 

the preliminary sector plan for the phased redevelopment of the Greenway Shopping 

Center and Maryland Trade Center areas into a pedestrian-friendly, commercial mixed-

use development (see Policy 2 on page 107). 

 

City covenants would remain in place and enforceable by the City of Greenbelt. Local 

covenants between a municipality and a specific property owner have no bearing on 

decisions by Prince George’s County to rezone real property within the county. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Other Suggested Zoning 

Changes 
 

The testimony requests rezoning of the 

Elinor Jones Property located at 7101 

Greenbelt Road from the R-R (Rural 

Residential) Zone to the M-X-T (Mixed 

Use – Transportation Oriented) Zone. 

The location of this residential parcel 

between the Capital Beltway, 

Exhibit 57, Matthew 

C. Tedesco, Esq., 

McNamee, Hosea, 

Jernigan, Kim, 

Greenan & Lynch, 

P.A.; Exhibit 58, 

Judith A. Davis, 

Mayor, City of 

Greenbelt 

Discussion: The Elinor Jones Property at 7101 Greenbelt Road, also known as Parcels 5 

and 30, Tax Map 34, Grid E-1, adjoins the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, which was 

listed in the National Register of Historic Places in 1991. The subject property is also near 

Greenbelt National Park. The parkway was built as a major scenic artery and as a formal 

entrance to Washington, DC. The proximity of a mixed-use development at this location 

would render it highly visible from the parkway and would detract from its park-like 

setting. Tall buildings on this site may also be visible from Greenbelt National Park. 

Greenway Center, located across the Baltimore-Washington Parkway from this property, 

was zoned C-S-C, C-M, and C-O prior to the National Register designation of the 

parkway.  
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Baltimore-Washington Parkway, and 

MD 193 (Greenbelt Road) is cited as a 

significant barrier to development of a 

future small residential lot subdivision.  

 

Consideration should also be given to 

rezoning the adjacent church property 

to the M-X-T (Mixed Use – 

Transportation Oriented) Zone to 

facilitate comprehensive redevelopment 

and to ensure site access is coordinated. 

 

Exhibit 58 states: “(t)he SMA should 

propose the SHL Elementary School 

site to be rezoned to O-S, from M-U-I 

consistent with County policy.” 

 

Efforts have been made in Prince George’s County to reduce the visibility of new 

development adjoining the parkway. The small size of this site may not allow for 

appropriate buffering of new development from the viewshed of the parkway. For similar 

reasons, staff opposes rezoning the adjacent church property. 

 

With regard to Springhill Lake Elementary School, the plan recommends the possible 

relocation of the school in the short- to medium-term (see page 159) and calls for 

consideration of adaptive reuse and the possibility for a park and/or active recreation 

fields, and consideration of the O-S (Open Space) Zone would indeed be consistent with 

the public land policy outlined on page 240.  

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
1 Topic: Tables of Uses Permitted 

 

Mr. Taub supports the testimony from 

Soo Y. Kang and Marc “Kap” Kapastin 

(Exhibit 59) to revise the Tables of 

Uses Permitted for the M-U-I (Mixed-

Use Infill) Zone. 

 

Exhibit 54, 

Lawrence N. Taub, 

O’Malley, Miles, 

Nylen & Gilmore, 

P.A. 

Discussion: Comment noted. Please see below for discussion. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Make no change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

2 Topic: Tables of Uses Permitted 

 

The testimony suggests “artificially 

limiting the uses available to Beltway 

Plaza can only obstruct both the 

economic potential of Beltway Plaza 

and the burnishing of a more distinct 

identity.” and suggests amendments to 

the Table of Uses Permitted for the M-

U-I (Mixed-Use Infill) Zone. 

 

The following uses are requested as 

uses to be permitted by right to allow 

the shopping center to remain 

competitive in the future and “achive its 

full economic and recognition 

potential.” 

 

Bulk retailing (with dispensing of 

gasoline) 

Child care (as a use or an ancillary use) 

Indoor amusement park 

Ice skating rink, bowling alley, 

Miniature golf course 

Exhibit 59, Soo Y. 

Kang and Marc 

“Kap” Kapastin, GB 

Mall Limited 

Partnership FMS II, 

LLC; Cherrywood, 

LLC; West End 

Limited Partnership; 

Greenbelt Retail 

Limited Partnership 

Discussion: The uses permitted in the M-U-I (Mixed-Use Infill) Zone as amended by the 

proposed development district are intended to facilitate the recommendations of the 

preliminary sector plan, particularly with regard to supporting a more transit-oriented 

environment that de-emphasizes reliance on, and use of, single-occupancy automobiles. 

High-quality design is encouraged by the preliminary sector plan, as is a departure from 

uses and building forms that may be detrimental to the pedestrian environment and 

sustainable environments advocated by the preliminary sector plan. Strategy 1.3 on page 

101 calls for a mix of pedestrian-oriented uses as the Beltway Plaza property redevelops, 

and Strategy 1.5 on the same page reinforces the need for urban design standards to 

ensure high-quality development. 

 

Page 102 provides guidance for any future phasing plan that may be adopted by the 

owners of the Beltway Plaza property. This guidance recognizes the need for flexibility to 

respond to market demands but simultaneously emphasizes quality, sustainability, and 

compatibility. 

 

With regard to the specific uses desired by Exhibit 59, many of the uses are oriented to 

the automobile and would be counter to the plan vision and goals. Some uses are 

inappropriate for property incorporating a proposed corridor node identified as a desirable 

and appropriate location for transit-oriented, mixed-use development at medium to high 

densities and intensities (see page 78). Other uses, such as certain office uses (within an 

integrated shopping center, and not exceeding 10 percent of the gross floor area of the 

center, for example) are prohibited by the underlying M-U-I (Mixed-Use Infill) Zone and 

cannot be made permitted uses through the Development District Overlay Zone. 
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Hotels 

Home improvement stores or 

department or variety stores 

Churches 

Libraries 

Educational institutions, philanthropic 

institutions 

Public buildings 

Hospital, medical facilities, and 

emergency care facilities 

Office 

Radio and TV stations 

Public storage 

New care sales 

Vehicle storage (screened) 

Flea market 

Farmer’s market 

Temporary sales from vehicle or tractor 

trailer and temporary sales from tents 

 

More specifically, the testimony 

requests the following uses be permitted 

as essential for the site: 

 

Private school or educational institution 

Church or other place of worship 

Car wash 

Gas station 

Vehicle lubrication or tune-up facility 

Vehicle repair or service station 

Vehicle parts or tire store with 

installation facilities 

Laundromat (accessory to an allowed 

use) 

Physical therapy/massage establishment 

Printing shop in excess of 2,000 square 

 

Section 27-548.22(b) states (emphasis added):    

 

(b) Development District Standards may limit land uses or general use types 

allowed in the underlying zone where the uses are incompatible with, or 

detrimental to, the goals of the Development District and purposes of the D-

D-O Zone.  Development District Standards may not allow uses 

prohibited in the underlying zone, with the exception of Development 

District Standards of the Prince George’s County Gateway Arts District D-

D-O Zone, where the uses are compatible with the goals of the Prince 

George’s County Gateway Arts District and purposes of the D-D-O Zone. 

 

Still other requested uses are already permitted by the proposed development district in 

the M-U-I (Mixed-Use Infill) Zone, such as churches and libraries.  

 

Review of this testimony led to the identification of an errata item not previously 

identified by staff. Page 360 lacks a subheading in the table of uses permitted for the 

commercial zones for the “(2) Institutional/Educational” category of uses. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the table of uses permitted on page 360 to add the 

subheading “(2) Institutional/Educational” prior to the use “Adult day care center.” Make 

no other change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 
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feet of gross floor area 

Household appliance or furniture store 

exceeding 50,000 square feet of gross 

floor area 

Pawnshop 

Hospital 

Collection of recyclable materials as a 

temporary use 

Wholesaling of products not produced 

on the premises 

Wholesaling of products incidental to 

retail sales 

Consolidated storage 

Sign (other than billboard) 

Sign shop 

Amusement arcade in excess of 2,500 

square feet 

Amusement park not within a wholly 

enclosed shopping mall 

Rental business: motor vehicles, boats, 

any other merchandise sold in zone 

Temporary shelter for commercial, 

display, sale or service 

Storage 

Bowling Alley 

Auditorium 

Billiard or pool hall 

Apartment hotel 

Dwelling unit within building 

containing commercial uses 

Multifamily dwellings restricted to one 

bedroom and efficiency units 

Multifamily dwellings higher than 110 

feet 

 

Furthermore, the testimony believes the 
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following uses, permitted in the 

proposed M-X-T (Mixed Use – 

Transportation Oriented) Zone in the 

DDOZ should be permitted to be 

located at Beltway Plaza by right, citing 

competitive disadvantage with similar 

centers “which is neither fair nor 

reasonable.” 

 

Adult day care center 

Child day care center 

Small group child care center 

Family day care 

Eleemosynary or philanthropic 

institution 

Modular classroom (as a temporary use) 

Convention center 

Exhibition halls and facilities 

Park or playground “or other outdoor 

recreation area” 

Recreational or entertainment 

establishment of a commercial nature 

Skating rink 

Private club or service organization 

Recital hall 

Outdoor exhibition, displays, 

entertainment, performance 

Country inn, 

Dwellings, all types (except mobile 

homes) 

Tourist homes 

Passenger transportation station or 

depot 
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 TESTIMONY SPEAKER 

EXHIBIT 

NUMBER 

PLAN RECOMMENDATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION 
1  

 
Topic: Technical Corrections to the 

Plan and SMA 

 

Speaker 12 requests the maps be 

updated to reflect the main channel of 

Indian Creek. 

 

Exhibit 58 notes the lack of the main 

channel of Indian Creek and supports 

showing it on Map 7 and “all figures 

and maps in the plan.” 

 

Exhibit 60 notes the lack of the main 

stream channel on maps 7 and 17, and 

further suggests maps 18, 19, and 

figures 5, 10, 11, and 12 also reflect the 

Indian Creek stream channel. The 

testimony suggests the lack of correctly 

showing the stream channel may have 

impacted other sector plan 

recommendations regarding “the 

definition of the natural preservation 

area within the Indian Creek stream 

valley…and in recommending an 

unacceptable eastern alignment for 

Greenbelt Station Parkway….” 

 

A correction is needed on page 176 in 

Objective MB4 to reflect the true name 

for CCRIC as Citizens to Conserve and 

Restore Indian Creek. 

Speaker 12, Ben 

Fischler 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt; Exhibit 

60, Vicky Hageman, 

CCRIC (Citizens to 

Conserve and 

Restore Indian 

Creek) 

Discussion: As Exhibit 60 notes, the staff presentation during the Joint Public Hearing on 

Tuesday, October 2, 2012 noted the lack of the main channel of Indian Creek and other 

waterways and indicated that maps 7 and 17 will need to be corrected. This has been 

reflected in the amended plan errata sheet submitted to the record (Exhibit 5). 

 

Maps 18 and 19 deal with the existing and proposed transportation network, and map 18 

in particular is difficult to read already due to the variety of trails reflected on the map. 

The decision was made to focus on the main topics of these maps and exclude mapping 

layers that are not directly related to the map topic. 

 

Figure 5 is a composite illustrative map of key stakeholder concerns and ideas. The state 

preservation parcel within the Indian Creek stream valley reflects both the desire for 

increased connectivity and identifies the site as an environmental asset—which extends to 

the entirety of the Indian Creek stream valley channel. Figure 10 is the vision concept 

illustrative map, which is oriented more to a conceptual visualization of the community’s 

vision for the future of the area. Figure 11 and Figure 12 are locational diagrams. None of 

these figures should include the Indian Creek stream valley channel or other waterways. 

 

The missing stream channel indicators for Indian Creek and other waterways did not 

impact the other plan recommendations referenced by the testimony. These elements are 

discussed in more detail above. 

 

It is not appropriate to reflect the Indian Creek stream channel on “all figures and maps in 

the plan” because many of them have different purposes, and including the waterways 

layer on each map and figure would be more confusing for the reader to interpret. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Revise maps 7 and 17 in accordance with Exhibit 5 to depict 

major stream channels. 

 

Revise the potential parties involved list for Objective MB4 on page 176 to read: “…and 

[Concerned Citizens for the Restoration of Indian Creek] Citizens to Conserve and 

Restore Indian Creek (CCRIC)” 
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Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Technical Corrections to the 

Plan and SMA 

 

“The maps should label the B-W 

Parkway with the MD Route 295 shield 

– without it, it seems to get lost in the 

background of the maps, rather than 

highlighted as a main thoroughfare (and 

divider/barrier).” 

 

Exhibit 58 states “Baltimore 

Washington Parkway” in Strategy 3.1 

on page 133 should be hyphenated. 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: None of the portion of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway within the sector 

plan area is owned or maintained by the State Highway Administration (SHA). Rather, it 

is owned and maintained by the National Capital Region of the National Park Service. 

North of a point just south of MD 175 in Anne Arundel County, the Baltimore-

Washington Parkway is designated Maryland Route 295 and is maintained by SHA. To 

the south of the Maryland line adjoining Washington, D.C., the roadway is DC Route 

295. The National Park Service allows signage that indicates “To MD 295” and “To DC 

295” but does not allow for the route markers on their portion of the roadway. It is, 

therefore, technically incorrect to refer to the portion of the Baltimore-Washington 

Parkway in Prince George’s County as MD 295. 

 

Staff concurs with the misspelling (missing hyphen) on page 133. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Correct the spelling of Baltimore-Washington Parkway in 

Strategy 3.1 on page 133. Make no other change to the plan. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Technical Corrections to the 

Plan and SMA 

 

Exhibit 58 states that page 33 indicates 

different numbers for the unit count in 

Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station from 

page 63. The correct count is 2,899.  

 

Exhibit 58 also states the reference to 

the map on page 242 is incorrect. 

 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff concurs with the need to revise the unit count for Franklin Park at 

Greenbelt Station. 

 

With regard to the map reference on page 242 and references to MD 193 on page 201, 

staff has previously identified these errors in the errata sheet (Exhibit 5), so they will be 

corrected with the adoption and approval of the preliminary sector plan and proposed 

SMA. 

 

Staff concurs that the map legend on page 247 needs to be corrected. 
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“P. 247, Map legend needs to be 

reformatted. 

 

“P. 201, Primary and Secondary Streets 

– Reference should be made to 

Greenbelt Road (MD 193), not 

University Boulevard (MD 193).” 

Staff Recommendation: Revise the first sentence on the top right text box on page 63 to 

read: “Franklin Park at Greenbelt Station is the third largest apartment complex on the 

East Cost with [2,877]2,899 units ranging from….” 

 

Correct the legend for Map 26 on page 247 so that text is not cut off or obscured. 

 

Planning Board Action:  
 

District Council Action: 

 

 Topic: Typos 

 

There is a typo in the caption on page 

48. 

Exhibit 58, Judith A. 

Davis, Mayor, City 

of Greenbelt 

Discussion: Staff concurs with correcting all identified typos. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Correct the spelling of “understand” in the second line of the 

caption on page 48. 

 

Planning Board Action:  

 

District Council Action: 

 

 


