LAND USE PETITION IN THE BOWIE PLANNING AREA

Md.-National Capital Park and Planning Commission ID: Detailed Site Plan #07031
Melford Phase I, Pod 6

Bowie Advisory Planning Board # 08-07 Date: March 13, 2008

INTRODUCTORY NOTE: The proposed application is a request for approval:

(a) of a zoning type case involving the specific use of land;

(b) of a conceptual site plan;

(c) to subdivide property into building lots and obtain adequate public facilities approval;
(d) of a site plan for building and parking design, landscaping, architecture, etc.

under the development regulations of Prince George’s County. The application has been referred to the City for
our review and recommendation. The position of the Bowie Advisory Planning Board in this matter is advisory to
the City Council. The City Council will also conduct a public hearing on this application and their vote will
become the final City recommendation. Persons wishing to participate in these hearings must submit written
testimony or sign up to speak at each public hearing. Each person wishing to speak at the City’s hearings will be
given up to three (3) minutes. To participate in the County’s hearings, you must make a separate, written request
to become a person of record.

GENERAL DATA:

Nature of Petition: Detailed Site Plan

Petitioner: St. John Properties, Inc.

Represented by: Ms. Megan Bramble, Esq.

Location of Petitioned Property: Southeast Melford Boulevard and Curie Drive
Proposed use of Petitioned Property: Office and Research and Development (Flex)
Size/Zone of Petitioned Property: 38.56 acres/zoned M-X-T (Mixed Use Transportation Oriented)
Date of hearing before BAPB: Tuesday, March 11, 2008 at 7:00 p.m.

Date of hearing before City Council: Monday, March 17, 2008 at 8:00 p.m.

Date of hearing before County Planning Board: to be determined

10 Date of hearing before Hearing Examiner: N/A

11. Date of hearing before District Council: ---

CONORWN

NOTICES/LEGALS DATE Number of Mailing/Signs
Notice sent to Adj. Properties: 2/26/08 72

Notice sent to Parties of Record n/a

Date Signs Posted: 2/26/08 1

Date Legal Sent: NA ‘

Date Legal Appeared: NA

RECOMMENDATIONS:

12. Department of Planning & Economic Development Recommendation:

The Department of Planning & Economic Development staff recommends APPROVAL of Detailed Site Plan
#4-07031 with conditions as stated in the staff report.

13. Bowie Advisory Planning Board Recommendation:

The Bowie Advisory Planning Board recommends APPROVAL of Detailed Site Plan #4-07031 with conditions
as amended in the staff report.




City of Bowie

2614 Kenhill Drive
Bowie, Maryland 20715

MEMORANDUM

TO: City Council

FROM: Mr. Toussaint Gaskins, Chairman
Bowie Advisory Planning Board

SUBJECT: Detailed Site Plan #0703 1
Melford Phase 11, Pod 6

DATE: March 13,2008

The Bowie Advisory Planning Board (BAPB) met on Tuesday, March 11, 2008, to
review an application for a Detailed Site Plan (#07031). The applicant, St. John Properties, Inc.,
is proposing to build 381,340 sq. ft. of commercial space in 12 buildings and 1,137 parking
spaces in Pod 6 of the Melford development. The property is zoned M-X-T (Mixed-Use-
Transportation Oriented) and is located in the southeast quadrant of Melford Boulevard and Curie
Drive.

Staff Presentation

Senior Planner Elizabeth Chaisson gave a powerpoint of the project noting that the plan
was part of Phase 11 of the Melford project, which the BAPB had just recommended approval of
with conditions. She stated that technically this detailed site plan can only be approved after the
preliminary plan for Phase 11 has been approved. Ms. Chaisson noted that between the time staff
issued the report and tonight’s meeting, the staff had been presented with new evidence from the
applicant that showed that the plans could be recommended for approval with conditions and had
prepared the attached memo recommending approval with conditions as recommended in the
body of the staff report. Ms. Chaisson stated that the detailed site plan may be approved by the
County Planning Board if the Board finds that the plan represents a reasonable alternative for
satisfying the site design guidelines and is in general conformance with approved CSP #06002.

Ms. Chaisson reviewed where most of staff’s recommendations could be found in the
staff report and noted that the conditions were staff>s best attempt to write conditions late this
afternoon before tonight’s meeting. She apologized for any confusion it may cause. Ms.
Chaisson said that staff would like the opportunity to review the conditions again and ensure that
no recommendations were inadvertently omitted prior to finalizing the City Council staff report.
Planning Director Joseph Meinert reiterated that he was certain that most of the conditions
accurately reflected what was recommended in the staff report but asked that the Board allow
staff to amend the conditions as needed before finalizing the City Council staff report.

MAYOR G. Frederick Robinson MAYOR PRO TEM Tadd M. Turner
COUNCIL Dennis Brady ¢ James L. Marcos ¢ Dianc M. Polangin ¢ [saac C. Trouth ¢ Geraldine Valentino-Smith CITY MANAGIER David J. Deutsch
City Hall  (301) 262 6200 FAX (301) 809-2302 TDD (301) 262-5013 WEB www.cityofbowie.org




BAPB Report 2 Detailed Site Plan #07031
March 11, 2008 Meeting Melford Phase 11, Pod 6

Ms. Chaisson stated that the applicant would discuss revisions to the plans, which would
address previous staff concerns regarding the architectural details of roofs of the 1-story office
buildings and the absence of detailed public space amenities for the site. These revisions are
what caused staff to agree that the plans were ready to be approved with conditions.

Applicant Presentation

Ms. Megan Bramble, attorney for the applicant, gave a brief presentation noting that the
applicant agreed with all of staff’s recently recommended conditions for the project, particularly
Condition 1.j. addressing public amenity spaces, as written in the attached March 11, 2008 staff
memo. She introduced Mr. Reed Fulton, landscape architect for the applicant, and asked him to
discuss the public amenity spaces that were recently included in the plans. Mr. Fulton presented a
large scale drawing of the entire Pod 6 and noted where 16-foot shelter ‘Pavilion’ features would
be located throughout Pod 6. The details of these ‘Pavilions’ had not yet been designed, but he
assured the Board that there would be at least four (4) of them throughout the site and that they
would be amenities accessible to the future workers and visitors of Pod 6. Mr. Fulton noted that
the applicant anticipated locating these ‘Pavilions’ in Phase I areas of the Melford development
that were already built out.

Citizen Participation

Mr. Bruce Pletsch of 16520 Abbey Drive, representing Sherwood Manor Civic
Association, spoke in opposition to the project. He questioned the sea of asphalt and warehouse
spaces proposed for the project noting that this type of development did not appear to minimize
impervious surface area.

Ms. Martha Ainsworth of 16500 Abbey Drive, also representing Sherwood Manor
Civic Association, spoke in opposition to the project. She submitted a memo to the Board from
the association that recommended disapproval of the project for several reasons. Ms. Ainsworth
emphasized the Condition #20.a of the CSP regarding the minimization of impervious surface
area and Condition #24 regarding flex space had not been met. She referred the Board to the
association’s letter and discussed the allowable flex space noting that the association’s
calculations showed that only 115,828 sq. fi. of flex space should be allowed in this plan because
the plan shouldn’t include square footage that has not yet been proposed. Ms. Ainsworth also
noted that a Stakeholder Meeting had not been held for the detailed site plan.

Mr. Boyd Campbell of 16211 Cambridge Court, spoke in support of the project. He
noted that the pavilions should have seating for eating and that bicycle racks should be
incorporated into the project. Mr. Ramon Benitez, the applicant, stated that these features would
be included in the project where possible because all of the office buildings have showers and
gyms encouraging exercise and biking.

Questions by BAPB Members:

e Mr. Ronald Skotz asked if staff was sure that all of the conditions recommended in
the staff report had been included in the attached staff memo dated 3/11/08. He
wanted to ensure that there was continuity between the report and the proposed
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conditions. Mr. Meinert responded that staff would like the opportunity to amend the
conditions as needed.

Ms. Chris Hedman wanted to know if street lighting had been included in the
project. The project will have street lighting along Melford Boulevard extended, which
will be a public street, as well as lighting within the parking lots of each building.

Mr. Ray Loftin asked whether the landscape architect was in agreement with all of
the recommended landscaping conditions. Mr. Fulton responded affirmatively, but
noted that they usually plant smaller trees with better survival rates rather than larger
trees that do not always survive.

Mr. Jarnot Troyer inquired about the view of the development from U.S. 50. It was
noted that the approved CSP included a condition that requires a 30-foot landscaped
buffer between U.S. 50 and the development. The Tree Conservation Plan includes
proposed afforestation in this area and, when combined with the proposed site
landscaping, views into the site from U.S. 50. will be filtered by the vegetation.

Ms. Deidre Trass asked about bike paths and whether they would be included in the
plans. Mr. Benitez stated that while they wanted to reduce impervious surface area by
having only one travel lane, they would leave room for bike lanes. They also plan to
modify Curie Drive such that it has less paving.

Mr. Skotz noted that the applicant should address future conversion of flex space to
office space. Mr. Benitez stated that Melford would always have a maximum of 10%
flex space to accommodate the users of the office buildings. Ms. Chaisson noted that
Condition #24 recognized that flex space was a temporary use and that these less
expensive buildings would be redeveloped with some office in the future as rents
increased and market conditions permitted the applicant to replace flex with office space.
Mr. Meinert added that 2.5 million square feet of development is the long term build-out
for this project and that 10% of 2.5 million allows a maximum of 250,000 square feet of
additional flex space, which the developer has proposed.

Chairman Toussaint Gaskins wanted to know more about the applicant’s
commitment to “green technology” at Melford. Mr. Fulton noted that the applicant
plans to add aquatic native plants to the stormwater management ponds on the property.
Mr. Benitez noted that “green” has to be economically feasible. He stated that the
applicant planned to upgrade the HVAC system beyond the minimum required by the
State, to use a water reduction system in the buildings, and to utilize pervious pavement,
high energy-efficient roofing, and bioretention areas on the site. Ms. Chaisson added that
the applicant always intended to build out as much of the lot as possible with buildings
and parking. She stated that the CSP condition to “minimize impervious surface area”
could be interpreted in many ways. For instance, utilizing green technology, the
applicant could fully build out the site in an environmentally sensitive way. That is,
green roofs that improved water quality and reduced stormwater runoff from the site
could replace asphalt roofs, pervious paving that allowed water to infiltrate into the
ground could replace standard asphalt paving, and native landscaping and meadows could
replace lawns which are 85% impervious.
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e  Ms. Trass asked whether residential uses were still envisioned for Melford. Ms.
Chaisson noted that the final resolution approved in September 2007 for the project did
not allow residential and that the certified CSP was being revised to reflect the approved
resolution.

e Ms. Hedman asked who was responsible for clearing snow from the parking lot and

sidewalks in the development. Mr. Benitez stated that the applicant was responsible
and this was written into the lease agreements with the users of the park.

BAPB Motion:

Ms. Hedman made a motion to approve the Detailed Site Plan #07031 with the conditions
as written in the staff memo of 3/11/08 with the provision that the conditions be amended by staff
as needed. Mr. Skotz seconded the motion and it passed 6-1 (Troyer opposed).

Attachments



City of Bowie

2614 Kenhill Drive
Bowie, Maryland 20715
MEMORANDUM
TO: Bowie Advisory Planning Board
FROM: Joseph M. Meinert, AICP

Director of Planning and Economic Development
SUBJECT: DSP #07031, Melford Pod 6

DATE: March 11, 2008

Staff originally recommended DISAPPROVAL of DSP #07031 for Melford because
the applicant had not provided sufficient details regarding architectural treatment of the
rooftops on the proposed one-story buildings, which staff believed would be highly visible.
On Friday, March 7, 2008 staff met with the applicant and received a copy of a viewshed
analysis that shows that the rooftops will be effectively screened with architecturally
compatible "baffles". Staff has reviewed the drawing and concurs that the architectural
treatment proposed by the applicant will be acceptable. In addition, staff concurs that trees
planted within the development, as well as variations in the final site topography, will help to
mitigate direct views into the rooftops from adjacent taller buildings or sites higher in
elevation than Pod 6. The applicant has also provided details for improving public space
within Pod 6 to address the need for amenities recommended by the site design guidelines of
the Prince George's County Zoning Ordinance. The attached condition #1.j addresses this
issue.

Based on the new information provided by the applicant, staff recommends
APPROVAL of DSP #0703 1, with the attached conditions, which were discussed in the
original staff report.

Attachment

MAYOR G. Frederick Robinson  MAYOR PRO TEM Todd M. Turner
COUNCIL Dennis Brady ¢ James L. Marcos ¢ Dianc M. Polangin ¢ Isaac C. Trouth ¢ Geraldine Valentino-Smith CFTY MANAGER David 1. Deutsch
City Hall  (301) 262-6200 FAX (301) 809-2302 TDD (301) 262-5013 WEB www.cityofbowie.org



MELFORD
DSP-07031

City Staff Recommended Conditions

1. Prior to certification of Detailed Site Plan #0703 1, the applicant shall complete the
following;:

a.

Revise the DSP such that the grades and design will allow an eastern access
point from Pod 6 to Nash Drive.

Indicate the Landscape Manual’s minimum height of 12° to 14 for shade
trees (8’ to 10° height is acceptable for minor shade trees) on the Landscape
Plans.

Include native groundcover in the Landscape Plans such that 50% of the
groundcover is non-invasive, native or native hybrid.

Revise the Landscape Plans to show a 30-foot landscaped buffer between
U.S. 50 and the proposed adjacent flex buildings.

Add a note to the plans that all lighting shall have timing devices and be
more energy efficient. Provide the details of the timing device.

Revise the plans to provide decorative crosswalks at the six (6) entrances to
the site.

Revise the plans to provide continuous sidewalk connectivity between all of
the buildings on the site and the adjoining public street sidewalks.

. Calculate the total percentage of impervious surface area and offset the

impervious surface area by utilizing low-impact development techniques
such as bioretention areas, pervious pavement, etc. The applicant shall
revise the plans to include:
i. Pervious pavement equal to at least 10% of the area of parking
spaces,
ii. Bioretention areas distributed within the site plan in a manner as to
improve visual appeal and provide a public amenity; and,
iii. Minimal use of lawn and lawn type products in favor of utilizing
native plants, where possible.

Revise the plans such that there are no more than 15 parking spaces without
an island.



j- Revise the DSP to include at least (3) public amenity spaces as presented at
the Bowie Advisory Planning Board meeting March 11, 2008, including the
following;:

i. Decorative paving and lighting (no more than 16 feet high) shall be
provided at the entrances to the two office buildings on Melford
Boulevard and Melford Circle creating a more pedestrian-friendly
atmosphere between the street and the building entrances.

ii. Accent lighting that is low-wattage so as to not cause off-site glare
shall be provided on the building elevations along Melford
Boulevard and Melford Circle.

iii. Provide an enhanced sidewalk and streetscape along Melford
Boulevard in front of the office buildings. This streetscape
shall include standard five-foot sidewalks with decorative
pavers to the office entry way. Other improvements may
include: pedestrian sitting areas, pedestrian amenities,
walkways, and other appropriate improvements along Melford
Boulevard.

k. Revise the plans such that the dumpster adjacent to the eastern end of
Melford Boulevard shall be heavily landscaped to shield its view from
Melford Boulevard. Dumpster fencing and gates shall be eight (8) feet high
and be of natural materials.

1. Place a note on the plans that all decorative banners and signs shall be
prohibited from the site other than one (1) standard size American flag.

m. Address signage such that the square footage of all of the signage and the
height of the monument sign is in conformance with SDP-0204.

n. Revise the plans to include a Tracking Table that shows how much square
footage has been permitted for each use and how much has been approved
for the entire Melford development and how much is proposed for this site.

0.

2. Prior to issuance of any new sign permits for the Melford development, the
applicant shall:

a. Survey the overall development for all existing and approved signage and




b. Submit a unified CSP for signage for the entire Melford development that
complies with the approved CDP and the recently approved CSP. The
signage program should show consistency between previously approved
signage and proposed signage in terms of size (height), location (setback),
square footage, materials, logos, colors and lighting.

3. Prior to approval of the DSP by the County Planning Board, the applicant shall
specify what other “green building techniques™ and “alternative energy sources”
are utilized as recommended on page 37 of the 2006 Bowie and Vicinity Master
Plan.




March 11, 2008

City of Bowie

Bowie Advisory Planning Board
2614 Kenhill Drive

Bowie, MD 20715

Dear Chairman & Board Members,
RE: Melford/MSTC Phase 11

Detailed Site Plan #07031 — Block 6, Lots 1 — 6
&
Preliminary Subdivision Plan #4-0755— Pods 1, 5, 6, 7, 7b & P2

The Sherwood Manor Civic Association (SMCA) recommends
disapproval of DSP-07031 and PSP4-0755 for the following reasons.

PSP #4-0755
1)  site plan drawings for #4-0755 show subdivision of areas not
approved for any type of use by the Conceptual Site Plan (CSP)-
06002
2)  lot subdivisions demonstrate numbers of lots consistent with
residential development, a use approved neither by the current CSP-
06002 nor the Bowie City Covenants

DSP-07031
3) site plans contain no calculation of impervious surface and fail to
conform to condition 20A of the CSP-06002 * shall show
minimization of impervious surface through all phases of the project
4)  flex space proposed is in excess of that allowed by the CSP
[see attachment #1 ]
5)  drawings list a proposed use as “warehouse”, a use not allowed in a
M-X-T zone (sec. 27-548) or by the Bowie City Covenants
6)  proposed are excessive loading dock areas consistent only with a
“warehouse” building use, not “research and development
[ see attachment #2 ]



We feel both plans need to be reworked, both for the reasons stated by staff
and for those items listed above. Issues of conformance with the Conceptual
Site Plan, Bowie City covenants, and matters of detail addressed by staff
should be resolved before this stage of development moves ahead if we
expect to see the high level of quality we’re all expecting.

Sincerely,

é—,m—
Bruce D. Pletsch

President
Sherwood Manor Civic Association




DSP-07031 proposes flex space in excess of that allowed by the CSP

Submitted by Sherwood Manor Civic Association, March 11, 2008

Condition 24: "Detailed site plans for new research and development "flex space” shall not exceed 10 percent
of total space (excluding existing research and development) within the M-X-T zone."

A. Existing or approved buildings -- this applicant

Of which,
Location Total sf total flex Total non-flex Source
Block 2, Lot 2 40,800 0 40,800 SDP-0203/1
Block 2, Lot 3 40,800 0 40,800 SDP-0203/1
Block 2, Lot 4 30,450 0 30,450 SDP-0103
Block 3, Lot 1 150,000 0 150,000 SDP-0104
Block 3, Lot 2 150,000 0 150,000 SDP-0104
Block 4, Lot 1 61,680 61,680 0 SDP-0103
Block 4, Lot 2 61,120 61,120 0 SDP-0103
Block 4, Lot 3 83,680 83,680 0 SDP-0201
Block 4, Lot 5 67,966 67,966 0 SDP-0402
Total 536,496 252 446 412,050

B. Existing uses within the M-X-T zone owned by others

Building Comm/office Trg/dormitory  Total sf
Institute for

Defense Analysis 117,000 117,000
US Bureau of

Census 123,000 123,000
int' Masonry Inst. 125,000 109,000 234,000
Total 365,000 109,000 474,000

C. Other buildings pending approval

Location Total sf Source

Block 2, Lot 1

(Marriott Hotels) 247,855 DSP-06096

Block 3,Lot2 (3

small retail bldgs) 24,375 DSP-07072

Total 272,230

SUMMARY

1. Total non-flex in existence excluding pending approvals: 886,050
Of which 10% can be approved for fflex' space: 88,605

2. Total non-flex in existence including pending approvals: 1,158,280
Of which 10% can be approved for flex' space: 115,828

Total Flex Space in this Application: 248,820

FINDING:

The current application proposes more than twice the amount of permittable flex space, even if
one includes buildings pending approval, and nearly three times more if one does not.
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City of Bowie

2614 Kenhill Drive
Bowie, Maryland 20715

MEMORANDUM

TO: City Council

FROM: David Deutsch E
City Manager

SUBJECT: Detailed Site Plan (DSP) #07031
Melford Phase 11, Pod 6, Block A

DATE: March 13, 2008

I. General Information

Applicant/Owner: St. John Properties, Inc.

Project Name: Melford Phase 1, Pod 6, Block A, Lots 1-6

Location: Southeast quadrant of Melford Boulevard and Curie Drive (see Attachment #1)
‘ Acreage/Zoning: 38.56 acres/M-X-T (Mixed-Use-Transportation Oriented)

Existing Land Use: Undeveloped portion of the 432 acre Melford (aka Maryland Science and
Technology Center) site

Proposed Land Use: A Stormwater Management (SWM) Pond on Lot 6 and 381,340 sq. ft. of

| commercial space in 12 buildings on five (5) other lots: one (1) three-
story office building on Melford Circle with 40,040 sq. ft.; four (4) one-
story office buildings with 20,400 to 25,840 sq. ft.; and seven (7) one-

| story flex buildings with 32,040 to 40,800 sq. ft (see Attachment #2)

Adjacent Land Uses/Zoning: North: Undeveloped land and a tributary, zoned M-X-T and R-
O-S (Reserved Open Space).
South: Natural woodland and US 50, zoned R-A (Rural
Agricultural).
East: Park land adjacent to the Patuxent River, zoned R-O-S.
West: Research & Development and Office Buildings on Block
| 4, Lots 3 & 5, zoned M-X-T (see Attachment #2).

Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan: Portions of the site are located in the Countywide
Green Infrastructure Network (see Attachment #3).

MAYOR G. Frederick Robinson - MAYOR PRO TEM Todd M. Turner
COUNCIL. Dennis Brady 4 James L. Marcos ¢ Dianc M. Polangin ¢ Isaac C. Trouth ¢ Geraldine Valentino-Smith. CITY MANAGER  David I. Deutsch
City Hall (301) 262-6200 FAX (301) 809 2302 TDD (301) 262-5013 WEB www.cityofbowic.org




Melford Phase 11, Pod 6 2
Detailed Site Plan (DSP) #07031

Master Plan: The 2006 Bowie and Vicinity Master Plan identifies the area as part of the
Developing Tier for mixed uses.

Sectional Map Amendment: The 2006 Bowie and Vicinity Sectional Map Amendment rezoned
the Melford property from the E-I-A zone to the M-X-T and R-O-S zones.

I1. Background/Proposal

The property was recently rezoned from the E-I-A zone to the M-X-T and R-O-S zones
in the 2006 Bowie and Vicinity Sectional Map Amendment and development of the property is
governed by the approved Conceptual Site Plan (CSP #06002). The applicant has submitted a
separate Preliminary Plan for Phase II of the Melford project to subdivide two (2) existing parcels
on the former Maryland Science and Technology Center (MSTC) property now known as
Melford into Pods 1, 5, 6 and 7.

This Detailed Site Plan (DSP) application (#0703 1) can only be approved after the
Preliminary Plan has been approved for Phase 11 of the Melford development. DSP #07031 is for
381,340 sq. ft. of commercial space in 12 buildings and 1,137 parking spaces to be located in Pod
6. The 38.56 acre site is located in the southeast quadrant of Melford Boulevard and Curie Drive
on the eastern portion of the 432-acre Melford property. The site is bounded by Telsa Drive on
the west and Melford Boulevard extended on the north. There will be one access point to the site
via Telsa Drive and four (4) access points via Melford Boulevard extended.

Buildings: Proposed
Size Height # of Stories

(1) Melford Circle Office Bldg 40,040 s.f. 59’ max. 3
(2) Melford Blvd Office Bldgs 25,840 s.f. 15" max. 1
(2) Melford Blvd Office Bldgs 20,400 s.f 15’ max. 1
(5) Bldgs 132,520 s.f.
(2) Flex Buildings, Zone 1 Elev 40,080 s.f.  18°-8” max. 1
(2) Flex Buildings, Zone 1 Elev 35,040 s.f.  18°-8” max. 1
(1) Flex Buildings, Zone 3 Elev 30,420 s.f.  18°-8” max. 1
(1) Flex Building, Zone 3 Elev 32,040 s.f.  18’-8” max. 1
(1) Flex Building, Zone 3 Elev 36,120 s.f. 18’-8” max. 1
(7) Bldgs 248,820 s.f.

TOTAL: (12) Bldgs 381,340 s.f.

Total Area of Block 3 38.56 acres

Total GFA (gross floor area) of all buildings on site:

Building Footprints Proposed:

Paved Asphalt Parking Area Proposed:

381,340 sq. ft.
8.75 acres or 22.7%

354,646 sq. ft.
8.14 acres or 21.1%
372,986 sq. ft.




Melford Phase I1, Pod 6 3
Detailed Site Plan (DSP) #07031

8.56 acres or 22.2%

Interior Parking Lot Planting Provided: 28,503 sq. ft.
0.65 acres or 7.6%

The site plan shows parking for 1,137 cars (see Attachment #2). There is no required
parking ratio for the site as per Section 27-568(a) and 27-574(a) of the Zoning Ordinance, since it
is in the M-X-T zone. Instead, the applicant has determined that the peak period parking for the
site is 803 parking spaces, or 334 fewer parking spaces than proposed. The site is currently a
mixture of open field and some trees with adjacent woods on the northwesterly portion. Except
for the office building on Melford Circle, all of the other 11 buildings will be one (1) story (see
Attachment #4).

Most of the parking areas have been interrupted by landscaped islands with native shade
trees and there are groups of native birch trees located at the publicly visible ends of the 3-story
office building. Shade trees line Melford Boulevard with some additional accent shrubs in front
of the office and flex buildings. Thirty-foot high poles are proposed within the parking
compound and all outdoor lighting is fully shielded, full cut-off.

The architectural facades for the project will have brick facing similar to the previously
approved flex buildings in adjacent Pod 4 to the west, however, the color of the brick will be
different to distinguish the groupings from each other. The 3-story office building on Melford
Circle will have cherry colored brick facing with a cream colored brick on the first floor facing
the parking lot. The roof on this building will be standing seam metal with an aged, green copper
color. As shown on the elevations, the flex buildings in Zones 1 and 3 will have flat rooftops
with parapets. The color of the flat roofs has not been specified. In addition, the color of the
rooftop for the 1-story office buildings has not been specified though gray toned roof baffles will
conceal the rooftop mechanical equipment from the adjacent 3-story office building (see
Attachment #4).

III. Analysis

A DSP may be approved in accordance with Section 27-285(b)(1) if the County Planning
Board finds that the plan: (A) is in general conformance with the approved Conceptual Site Plan
(CSP #06002) and (B) “represents a reasonable alternative for satisfying the site design
guidelines...” in accordance with Section 27-274 of the Zoning Ordinance.

In addition, staff has reviewed and evaluated the DSP for conformance with the proposed
Preliminary Subdivision Plan #4-07055, the approved 2006 Bowie and Vicinity Master Plan, the
Bowie Development Review Guidelines and City covenants.

A. CSP #06002 Conformance

In order to approve the DSP, the County Planning Board must find that the plan is in
general conformance with the recently approved CSP, which shows office and office/warehouse
(flex) uses located on this site. Staff notes that the proposed arrangement of the buildings is
slightly different from that which was shown on the CSP, which is still awaiting certification




Melford Phase 11, Pod 6 4
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from M-NCPPC. The 1-story office buildings along Melford Boulevard extended now form a
quadrangle and without the benefit of seeing the new arrangement of buildings across the street in
Pod 5, it is difficult to ascertain whether the buildings in each Pod will complement each other
particularly since the buildings in Pod 6 along Melford Boulevard are all one-story and the
buildings in Pod 5 may be taller and have views of the rooftops in Pod 6. The applicant has
proposed a tree-lined street along Melford Boulevard, which will eventually shield the views of
the rooftops from any future tall buildings on Pod 5. The access points are generally the same
though there is no longer any access to proposed Nash Drive to the east (see Attachment # 5).

Comment: Staff finds that the current layout generally conforms to the approved CSP with
the exception of the missing eastern access points to Nash Drive. Staff recommends that the
site be graded and designed such that these access points may be reintroduced to the plan at
a later date. This would allow vehicles from Pod 7 to have a second means of egress and
would allow pedestrians to walk to and from Pod 6 and future Pod 7.

In addition to the above comments, staff finds that there are a few issues relating to
historic resources that need to be addressed by the applicant in accordance with the approved
Conceptual Site Plan (CSP #06002) conditions:

#8. ...The restoration of Melford and outbuildings shall be completed
prior to the issuance of use and occupancy permits for any future
hotel or office uses.

#9. Prior to approval of any preliminary plan or detailed site plan
applications, the Historic Preservation Section shall certify that all
quarterly reports have been received in a timely manner and that
the Melford site is being properly maintained.

Comment: The applicant needs to conform to the historic resource conditions of approval
for the CSP prior to approval and certification of this DSP. Since these are conditions of
the CSP, they do not need to be conditions of the DSP. Condition #8 has been complied
with due to the submission of a Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP#45-07) that addresses
the exterior rehabilitation of the historic site. Staff notes that quarterly reports have been
received and the Melford site is being properly maintained and restored at this time.

In addition, the following needs to be addressed by the applicant in accordance with the
approved Conceptual Site Plan (CSP #06002) condition:

#24.  Detailed site plans for new research and development “flex space” shall not
exceed 10 percent of total space (excluding existing research and
development) within the M-X-T Zone. Generally this flex space is intended
as an interim use, which shall be redeveloped predominantly with office use,
as market conditions permit. When an area is initially developed as
research/development, flex space or warehouses, that area should be the first
considered for redevelopment, when market conditions permit new office
development. The applicant shall demonstrate that its long-term goal is to
have all flex space uses converted to commercial office, with supporting
retail (including a main street) and hotel uses, within a reasonable time
period.
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Comment: The applicant has proposed a total of 2,500,059 sq. ft. of development for the
entire Melford project of which 248,820 sq. ft., or 10% of the entire square footage, has
been proposed as flex for this DSP. In order to further meet this condition, staff
recommends that a Tracking Table be included on the plans that shows how much square
footage has been permitted for each use and how much has been approved for the entire
Melford development and how much is proposed for this site.

B. Site Design Guideline Conformance

In order to approve the DSP, the County must find that the plan is a reasonable
alternative for satisfying the site design guidelines found in Section 27-274 of the Zoning
Ordinance. There are a number of areas where staff believes the objectives of the guidelines have
not been observed. Therefore, in order to meet this finding, the applicant will need to make some
minor revisions to the plans as stated below.

1. Architecture/Green Building

The 12 buildings proposed for this site have brick facing similar to what has been built in
Pod 4 to the west. While the color of the brick keeps changing from one group of buildings to the
next, the architecture is conservative and the development lacks an overall theme that would
distinguish it from other office parks in Prince George’s County. The roofs of the proposed 1-
story office buildings on the site will be highly visible from the proposed 3-story office building
on Melford Circle and possibly be visible from future buildings to be developed on Pod 5 across
Melford Boulevard. Although the applicant has proposed gray roof ‘baffles’ along the parapet for
the 1-story office buildings, these baffles only shield the view from the 3-story office building on
Melford Circle. The applicant has proposed lining Melford Boulevard with trees, which will
shield future 3-story or higher buildings in Pod 5 from the view of the 1-story office rooftops in
Pod 6.

As per the Bowie Development Review Guidelines, all projects “are encouraged to
incorporate Green Building concepts and demonstrate sustainable and responsible land use
practices.” “Buildings should consist of environmentally conscious, regionally available,
building materials and construction waste should be minimized and recycled to the fullest extent
possible. Energy efficiency should be maximized and water consumption minimized.” The
approved 2006 Bowie and Vicinity Master Plan states that overall energy consumption should be
reduced and environmentally sensitive building techniques should be implemented. The Master
Plan includes the following guideline: “New building designs should strive to incorporate the
latest environmental technologies in project buildings and site design.”(pg. 37)

Comment: Staff recommends that the applicant specify what other “green building
techniques” and “alternative energy sources” have been utilized as per page 37 of the 2006
Bowie and Vicinity Master Plan prior to approval of the DSP by the County Planning Board.
In addition, staff finds that there are no specifications given for the proposed roofing
materials of the seven (7) flat roofed flex buildings and the applicant has not addressed the
view of the roofs of the four (4) 1-story office buildings from possible taller future buildings
in Pod 5. Because the roofs of these 1-story buildings will be highly visible from the
proposed 3-story office building on Melford Circle and possibly be visible from future |
buildings to be developed on Pod 5 across Melford Boulevard, the details of the roofs should
be finalized before the DSP is certifed. Staff recommends that the applicant utilize high
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energy reflective roofing material and group the mechanical equipment on the rooftops in a
more aesthetically pleasing arrangement. (As an example, please see the aerial view of
adjacent Pod 4, Attachment #2 of the letter from Sherwood Manor dated 3/11/08, of the
Census Bureau’s aesthetically pleasing, white rooftop.) In addition, because the Council
recently recommended a Consideration for the adjacent Melford Retail and Hotel sites
requesting the applicant to consider applying green building techniques to the site such as a
green roof, staff recommends that there be a similar Consideration proposed for this site.

2. Landscaping

Section 27-282(e) of the Zoning Ordinance states that the submittal requirements for a
DSP must include a landscape plan prepared “in accordance with the provisions of the Landscape
Manual.” The Manual requires a total of 640 trees and shrubs on this site and the applicant has
submitted a plan that includes more than (1,330) the required amount of landscaping. More than
50% of the shrubs and trees are native (see Attachment #5). However, there are only non-native
ground covers proposed. As per the Bowie Development Review Guidelines, commercial sites
should include a minimum of 50% non-invasive, native or native hybrid plants in their plant
schedule. In accordance with the approved 2006 Bowie and Vicinity Master Plan, “conservation
landscaping techniques that reduce water consumption and the need for fertilizers or chemical
applications” (pg. 37) should be encouraged. Shade trees have generally been evenly spread
throughout the parking lot to help counter the heat island effect though there are some areas of the
parking lot that could use more landscaped islands with shade trees. In accordance with the
approved Conceptual Site Plan (CSP #06002) condition:

#28. Detailed site plans shall provide a minimum 30-foot wide landscape
buffer between the development and US 50, if research and
development flex space is proposed. The buffer shall be measured
from the public utility easement.

Comment: The applicant has submitted a landscape plan with a minimum of 50% non-
invasive, native or native hybrid trees and shrubs but staff recommends that a native
groundcover be introduced such that 50% of the groundcover is non-invasive, native or
native hybrid in accordance with the 2006 Bowie and Vicinity Master Plan and the Bowie
Development Review Guidelines. In addition, staff reccommends that the applicant revise the
plans to provide shade trees that are a minimum height of 12° to 14’ as per the prior
approved site plans for this project (SDP #0104). Staff also notes that a 30-foot wide
landscape buffer has NOT been shown between the development and U.S. 50 even though
research and development flex space has been proposed here. On a recently submitted Tree
Conservation Plan for the entire Melford site, approximately 2.19 acres of afforestation is
shown between the flex buildings on Pod 4 and U.S. 50. Therefore, staff also recommends
that the landscape plans be revised to show the 30-foot buffer with additional landscaping
and/or afforestation between U.S. 50 and the proposed flex buildings.

3. Lighting

Section 27-274(a)(3)(A) of the site design guidelines requires that adequate illumination
be provided for uses permitting nighttime activities. In order to fulfill this goal, “(iii) The pattern
of light pooling should be directed on-site”. As per the Bowie Development Review Guidelines,
all outdoor lighting, including ornamental fixtures, should be efficient but not excessive and,
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wherever possible, reduce glare and minimize light pollution and light trespass. Outdoor lights
should be fully shielded, full cut-off with timing devices. The applicant has proposed one (1)
type of full cut-off light fixture for the parking lot with a maximum height of 30 feet. A
photometric plan of the site indicates that there is no excessive light spillover from the site. No
accent or decorative lighting has been proposed. In accordance with the approved Conceptual
Site Plan (CSP #060002) condition:

#26.  Prior to the approval of a detailed site plan, the following issues shall
be addressed:
c. The proposed lighting system shall use full cut-off lighting
systems with limited light spill over.

Comment: The applicant has submitted details of the one (1) proposed outdoor lighting
fixture, which is full cut-off, but has NOT provided a note on the site plan that lighting shall
have timing devices. Staff recommends that some accent lighting that is low-wattage so as
to not cause off-site glare be provided on the building elevation along Melford Boulevard
and Melford Circle to create a more pedestrian-friendly atmosphere between the street and
the building entrances. In addition, there should be some decorative lighting
(approximately 12 to 16 feet high) at the entrances to the office buildings on Melford
Boulevard and Melford Circle. Also, a note should be added to the site plan that all lighting
shall have timing devices to be more energy efficient.

4. Parking, Loading, Circulation

Section 27-274(a)(2)(C) of the site design guidelines requires that “vehicular and
pedestrian access on a site should be safe, efficient and convenient...while minimizing the visual
impact of cars.”

In order to fulfill this goal, “(viii) Pedestrian access should be provided into the site and
through parking lots to the major destinations on the site” and “(x) Crosswalks for pedestrians
that span vehicular lanes should be identified by the use of signs, stripes on the pavement, change
of paving material, or similar techniques.” As per the Bowie Development Review Guidelines,
the use of decorative paving is encouraged at pedestrian crossings. In accordance with the
approved Conceptual Site Plan (CSP #06002) conditions:

#10. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of
all internal roads, in keeping with guideline 3 of CR-11-2006. In
areas of high pedestrian activity, wide sidewalks shall be required.
The project shall be pedestrian friendly, with keen detail for a
walkable community.

Comment: The applicant has provided continuous standard sidewalks along both sides of
Telsa Drive, Melford Circle, and Melford Boulevard. Staff recommends that decorative
crosswalks be provided at the six (6) entrances to the site to promote safe pedestrian
crossing. The applicant should also provide continuous sidewalk connectivity between all of
the buildings on the site and the adjoining public street sidewalks. In addition, the
applicant should provide decorative paving at the entrances to the office buildings on
Melford Boulevard extended and Melford Circle to create a more pedestrian-friendly
atmosphere between the street and the building entrances.
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In order to further fulfill the goal of Section 27-274(a)(2)(A), “(iv) Large, uninterrupted
expanses of pavement should be avoided or substantially mitigated by the location of green space
and plant materials within the parking lot...” As per the Bowie Development Review Guidelines,
landscaping should be provided in sufficient quantities and distribution to visually break parking
row masses and achieve adequate tree canopy coverage (increase shade) to minimize the “heat
island effect”. In addition, Low Impact Development (LI1D) techniques should be incorporated
into parking areas to reduce stormwater runoff and non-point source pollution. Alternative
paving materials are encouraged to reduce the area of impervious surface and promote natural
infiltration. In accordance with the approved 2006 Bowie and Vicinity Master Plan, LID
techniques should be employed “to the extent possible” (pg. 37) and the number of parking
spaces should be minimized and “alternative parking methods that reduce the area of impervious
surfaces” (pg. 37) should be provided. Tree plantings should be established adjacent to and
within areas of impervious surfaces” to ensure “an even distribution of tree planting to provide
shade to the maximum amount of impervious areas possible.” (pg. 37) In addition, in accordance
with the approved Conceptual Site Plan (CSP #06002) conditions:

#20.  Prior to the approval of a preliminary plan or detailed site plan, the
applicant shall demonstrate:
a. Development plans shall show minimization of impervious
surfaces, through all phases of the project. Structured
parking should be used to the maximum extent possible.

Comment: Staff recommends that the applicant calculate the total percentage of
impervious surface area on the site and offset the impervious surface area by utilizing low-
impact development techniques such as bioretention areas, pervious pavement, etc. prior to
approval of the DSP. In addition, staff recommends that the applicant revise the plan such
that there are no more than 15 parking spaces without an island in several portions of the
site where there are currently as many as 28 spaces without an island.

5. Public Space Amenities, Green Areas and Scenic Views

Section 27-274(a)(4), (5), (6) and (9) of the site design guidelines requires that buildings
should be organized to create public spaces, that scenic views should be emphasized from any
public areas and that there should be green areas on-site. As per the Bowie Development Review
Guidelines, large commercial developments should provide public plazas or greens as amenities.
In addition, in accordance with the approved Conceptual Site Plan (CSP #06002) conditions:

#29.  Recreation Facilities Conditions:
a. The applicant shall provide private recreational facilities as
determined appropriate at the time of review of the detailed

site plan (DSP)...

Comment: The applicant has NOT designed any public spaces, green areas sitting areas, or
amenities on the site or provided any private recreational facilities such as pocket parks.
For example, a public space could be designed in the quadrangle formed between the four
(4) office buildings, but will require the elimination of some of the parking. The applicant
has recently suggested that the three (3) bioretention areas on the site contain public
amenities, but staff is not in receipt of the details of these amenities, therefore, staff
recommends that the applicant include at least three (3) public amenity spaces as follows:
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a. A ‘Viewing Area’ adjacent to the Wet Pond located south of the most easterly
flex building on the site that has interpretative signage describing the native
plants and wildlife in the Wet Pond, the reasons for utilizing native plants, and
the advantages to the Chesapeake Bay.

b. A ‘Boulevard’ streetscape along Melford Circle and Melford Boulevard in front
of the two (2) office buildings that has an enhanced sidewalk with decorative
pavers at the office building entrances with decorative lighting no greater than 16
feet high, tree grates, outdoor seating, accent lighting on the building street
elevations that is low-wattage so as to not cause off-site glare, bicycle racks, and
plantings to create a pedestrian-friendly atmosphere between the office buildings
and Melford Boulevard.

¢. A minimum of three (3) ‘Pavilion’ features spread throughout the site that are
designed as respite areas for pedestrians and on-site workers that are accessible,
safe, and comfortable and have decorative paving, decorative lighting and some
benches and/or eating surfaces that create a sense of place between the parking
areas and the buildings.

6. Service Areas

Section 27-274(a)(8)(A) of the site design guidelines requires that service areas should be
accessible, but unobtrusive and (iii) “should be effectively screened or enclosed with materials
compatible with the primary structure.” The applicant has surrounded the dumpster areas with
metal fencing of variable height.

Comment: There is one (1) dumpster area that is visible from the eastern end of Melford
Boulevard. Staff recommends that this dumpster be relocated to the rear of the site or
shielded from view with heavy landscaping. As per the Bowie Development Review
Guidelines, fencing and gates should be eight (8) feet high and be of natural materials,
therefore, staff recommends that the applicant revise the plans.

7. Signage

As per Section 27-544(8)(1) of the Zoning Ordinance, a Conceptual Site Plan (CSP) for
Signage must be approved prior to the release of any sign permits for office and retail uses. The
CSP should create a signage package for all office and retail tenants and owners addressing size,
location, square footage, materials, logos, colors and lighting. In addition, the Bowie
Development Review Guidelines states that only the minimum signage necessary should be
supported (pg. 9). In accordance with the approved 2006 Bowie and Vicinity Master Plan, high-
quality signage that is compatible with its use and purpose should be provided for. Signage
placement, size, and design should be “consistent within projects and compatible with adjacent
development.”’(pg. 33) The “feasibility of a unified signage program throughout the Regional
Centers or within each subarea” should be explored.

Comment: This criterion has NOT been met since a signage package for the development
was never approved and the previously approved CDP regulations for signs have been
superseded by the recently approved CSP for the development, which does not address sign
specifications. Therefore, staff recommends that the applicant submit a separate detailed



