City of College Park
Virtual Meeting Instructions

This will be a Zoom virtual meeting. The link is:
https://zoom.us/j/92398574069?pwd=MlU3dFB3OG9TZnBQT242R1lsK3RNQT09
Zoom Webinar ID: 923 9857 4069
Zoom Webinar Password: CPjoinMCM

A few minutes before the meeting begins
1.

To join the meeting by computer or mobile device:
• Click on the Zoom link above
• If this is the first time you have joined a Zoom meeting and you do not get the prompt to
“Open Zoom Meetings”, you will need to click the download & run Zoom link on the page
you were taken to. Clicking the link will allow you to install the Zoom app on your device.
• If you get the prompt to “Open Zoom Meetings”, click it to join the webinar.

2.

To join the meeting by telephone:
• Dial 301-715-8592
• Enter Meeting ID: 923 9857 4069, then press #
• There is no Participant ID. Just press #
• Enter Meeting Password: 419048, then press #

As an Attendee
Joining a College Park Zoom webinar as an attendee will allow you to watch and listen to the
webinar. Attendees can also use the Raise Hand button when the meeting is open for public
comment. If the Host unmutes an attendee, that attendee will be able to speak to the webinar
until they are muted again.
As an attendee, you will not have access to any other functions.

On the next screen, enter your email address and name, then click the “Join Webinar” button.
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Uncheck the box next to “Remember my name for future meetings” if you do not want to
automatically join subsequent Zoom meetings using the same information.

If the webinar is in the pre-meeting “Practice” mode and has not started to broadcast, you will
get the following screen.

Once the webinar starts broadcasting, you will be taken into the webinar (see the next
screenshot below.)
Note the “Raise Hand” Control in the lower part of the Zoom window.
If the controls are not showing, hover your mouse pointer over the Zoom window and the
controls will immediately appear.
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When the webinar is opened for public comment, you can click the “Raise Hand” control so that
the Host will know that you would like to speak.

When it’s your turn to speak, you will be called upon to speak and you will get the following
prompt:

Click the Unmute button to speak to the webinar and all the participants will be able to hear you.
While you are granted the option to speak, notice the microphone control that will appear at the
lower-left corner of your Zoom window. Clicking that control will allow you to unmute and mute
yourself.

After the Host has stopped the option to speak, the microphone control will disappear and you
will not be able to speak to the webinar.
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Guidelines and Best Practices for participation
1. Please keep yourself on “mute” to eliminate background noise.
2. A high-speed, wired internet connection will provide the best results.
3. We recommend that you close other applications on your device to preserve bandwidth.
4. If you will be speaking, we suggest using a headset with microphone for best results.
5. For public comment portions of the meeting, please unmute yourself when prompted by the
Mayor, and remember to re-mute yourself when you are finished. Please eliminate as much
background noise as possible when you are speaking.
6. Please state your name and whether you are a College Park resident when you begin your
testimony. Speakers are given 3 minutes.
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TUESDAY, JULY 13, 2021
CITY OF COLLEGE PARK
*VIRTUAL MEETING*
Please check meeting notice and City calendar for participant information
WORKSESSION AGENDA
7:00 P.M. – NOTE EARLY START TIME
(There will be a Closed Session following the meeting.)
COLLEGE PARK MISSION
We provide excellent services, transparent and inclusive governance, and advocate for our
residents to enhance the quality of life for our diverse community.

Time

Item

Staff/Council

Call To Order

7:30

City Manager’s Report
Amendments To And Approval Of The Agenda

7:40

1

Discussion of the City’s options to reduce noise from cars
(20)

Bob Ryan,
Director of Public
Services
Kiaisha Barber,
Director of Youth,
Family and Senior
Services

8:00

2

Presentation from the Literacy Lab (30)

8:30

3

Presentation of conceptual design options for Duvall Field
(40)

Terry Schum,
Director of Planning

9:10

4

Discussion of the Urban Tree Canopy Protection Ordinance
(30)

Brenda Alexander,
Assistant Director
Public Works,
and
Suellen Ferguson,
City Attorney

9:40

5

Discussion on use of ARPA funds (20)

Gary Fields,
Director of Finance
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10:00

6

Agenda items for the July 28 Four Cities meeting hosted by
Berwyn Heights

Mayor and Council

10:05

7

Requests for/Status of Future Agenda Items

Mayor and Council

10:10

8

Mayor and Councilmember Comments

Mayor and Council

10:15

9

City Manager's Comments

Bill Gardiner,
Interim City Manager

Adjourn
Closed Session After The Meeting
Pursuant to the statutory authority of the Maryland Annotated Code, General Provisions
Art. § 3-305(b), the Mayor and Council of the City of College Park are providing notice
that they will meet in a closed session after the Worksession to discuss the appointment,
employment, assignment, promotion, discipline, demotion, compensation, removal,
resignation, or performance evaluation of appointees, employees, or officials over whom
this public body has jurisdiction; any other personnel matter that affects one or more
specific individuals. The Mayor and Council will discuss the City Attorney’s evaluation.
The Mayor and Council will not return to public session after the closed session ends.
In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance, please
contact the City Clerk’s Office and describe the assistance that is necessary.
This agenda is subject to change. Agenda times are estimates only. For the most current
information, please contact the City Clerk at 240-487-3501.
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1
DISCUSSION
Options to Reduce
Noise from Cars
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CITY OF COLLEGE PARK, MARYLAND
WORKSESSION AGENDA ITEM
Prepared By:

Robert W. Ryan
Public Services Director

Meeting Date: 07/13/2021

Presented By:

Robert W. Ryan
Proposed Consent: N/A
Public Services Director,
Maj. Keleti & Maj. Holland or Capt. Bowling, PGPD

Originating Department:

Public Services

Issue Before Council:

Discussion of the City’s options to reduce noise from cars.

Strategic Plan Objective:

#4: Enhance safety and quality of enforcement to advance our reputation
as a safe City.

Background/Justification:
City Staff, Mayor, and Council continue to receive resident complaints about loud vehicles on streets and
roads throughout the City. These complaints are mostly for moving vehicles which have loud modified
exhausts. There have been various locations in the City where drivers of these vehicles will rally and drive
from place to place demonstrating their loud exhaust.
The City Code, Chapter 138, Noise, does not apply to moving vehicles. This Chapter, however, does and
has been applied to noise generated by vehicles on an identifiable property. Under these conditions, a
property owner is held responsible for noise from any source which violates the code limits, including loud
vehicles on that property. The Noise Control Board (NCB) has found one such property owner responsible
for a noise violation. The NCB helped mediate a solution that seems to be working. The property owner now
hires off duty Police to provide security at the property when employees are not present.
City Code Enforcement Officers are not authorized to cite moving vehicles for noise. Only Police Officers are
authorized to stop and cite moving vehicles under State law. Police will issue equipment repair orders when
they stop a vehicle with a modified exhaust. These orders require restoration of vehicle exhaust systems to
factory specifications.
Police also issue citations for speeding, which often occurs simultaneously when drivers are demonstrating
loud exhausts. City automated speed enforcement cameras issue speeding citations, but do not record
sound levels. Our Contract Police also use a mobile speed camera in areas authorized by the Council in
response to reported speeding on roads, such as Greenbelt Road. There is no current State law enabling
local jurisdictions to measure noise from passing vehicles and issue citations. Stationary equipment to take
these measurements is not currently available.
City Contract Police will continue to conduct high visibility premise checks at known rallying locations for
modified vehicle groups within the City. PGPD COPS Officers assigned to the City will also conduct site
visits. When information about planned car club gatherings is obtained by Police, an increased presence is
maintained to discourage loud gatherings.
Residents are urged to report gatherings immediately to 9-1-1 so that police can respond when residents
observe loud vehicle groups or racing loud vehicles. Residents may also call the City 24/7 Hotline, 240-4873588, where noise from properties and chronic noise issues may be reported.
PGPD, including our Contract Police, is the primary agency having jurisdiction throughout the City. However,
joint efforts are made to respond to certain incidents, and information is shared by PGPD with all agencies
having some concurrent jurisdiction in the City such as UMPD, MSP, Metro PD, Park Police, and
neighboring municipal Police.
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At this time, our best resources for minimizing loud vehicle nuisances are the combined use of our Code
Enforcement Officers and Noise Control Board for noise from a specific property, and our Police patrols for
moving violations. Staff will develop public service messaging to highlight these recommendations to our
residents.
Fiscal Impact:
City Contract Police issue equipment repair orders and speeding tickets as part of their assigned duties.
Code Enforcement Officers investigate and measure noise complaints and issue municipal infractions when
they are on duty.
Potential fiscal impact – monies collected from fines issued by Code Enforcement Officers for confirmed
violations at any property in the City. The Noise Control Board receives a stipend for each hearing held in
response to complaints filed as specified in the Code.
Council Options:
1. Discuss the information provided above with police representatives at the Worksession.
2. Request further research or make additional recommendations to address the issue.
Staff Recommendation:
Staff will take direction from the Council.
Recommended Motion:
N/A
Attachments:
None.
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PRESENTATION
Literacy Lab
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CITY OF COLLEGE PARK, MARYLAND
WORKSESSION AGENDA ITEM
Prepared By: Kiaisha Barber
Meeting Date: 7/13/2021
Director, Youth, Family and Senior Services
Presented By: Jax Chaudry, DC Regional Director of The Literacy Lab
Proposed Consent: N/A
Originating Department:

Youth, Family and Senior Services

Issue Before Council:

Presentation by The Literacy Lab

Strategic Plan Objective:

OKR #9 Advocate for improving the quality of education and learning
opportunities for our residents and community's future.

Background/Justification:
The Literacy Lab Program uses literacy science to assess students and design interventions to help achieve
grade level literacy and beyond. This program presented information to the Education Advisory Committee
(EAC) in March 2021. The EAC did not make a recommendation at that time. The DC Regional Director, Jax
Chaudry, will present program information to Council and explain how The Literacy Lab program is implemented
in schools and the costs associated with program implementation.
The Literacy Lab has been in contact with Hollywood Elementary School in College Park to discuss piloting a
program at this school. 65% of students (278) attending Hollywood Elementary reside in the City of College
Park, the most for any school serving College Park residents.
The Education Advisory Committee will meet on 7/19/2021 to review the Literacy Lab information and develop a
recommendation to Council regarding financially supporting a pilot program of The Literacy Lab at Hollywood
Elementary.
Fiscal Impact:
None at this time. The Council added $40,000 to the approved FY22 budget for potentially funding literacy
programs for local students.
Council Options:
N/A - This is an informational presentation only.
Staff Recommendation:
N/A
Recommended Motion:
N/A
Attachments:
1. Flyer from The Literacy Lab
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THE PROBLEM

74%

of 3rd graders who read below grade level will
continue to struggle through high school and beyond

Learn to read
Age 3

THE SOLUTION

Read to learn
Grade 3

The Literacy Lab: Blending literacy science with service

100%

of school principals would
recommend The Literacy Lab
to their colleagues

SITES
SEE OUR
012IMPACT

*All data from Metro DC
SY 2018-19

SERVING THOUSANDS OF STUDENTS EACH DAY

1,702

2,083,939

Students served
TUTOR
SUCCESS

91%

Minutes of tutoring
fidelity to interventions
on average

PRE-K STUDENTS

K-3 STUDENTS

Ready for Kindergarten

Foundational Reading Success

Mastering Early Literacy Skills

100%

Kindergarten
readiness
increased by

F

of Pre-K students made
growth on important
literacy skills

Building Critical Literacy Skills
Kindergarten
students are

50%

S

45%

from fall to
spring

of K-3 students
exceeded target
growth

Students in
3rd grade are

2x

2x

more likely than
peers to exceed
weekly target
growth

more likely than
peers to exceed
grade-level
targets

SITE AND COMMUNITY IMPACT

90% 77%

of teachers feel positively about
having their students participate in
Literacy Lab tutoring

of Literacy Lab alumni go on to
work in education after
their service
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3
PRESENTATION
Conceptual Design
Options for Duvall
Field
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CITY OF COLLEGE PARK, MARYLAND
WORKSESSION AGENDA ITEM
Prepared By:

Terry Schum
Planning Director

Presented By:

Terry Schum

Meeting Date: 07/13/2021
Proposed Consent: No

Originating Department:

Planning and Community Development

Issue Before Council:

Selection of a Preferred Design Option for Duvall Field Improvements

Strategic Plan Objective:

OKR #8: Foster and sustain an affordable City for individuals and families to
live, work, play and retire here.

Background/Justification:
On June 16, 2021, a community meeting was held to present preliminary conceptual design alternatives and
obtain public input for future improvements at Duvall Field. The City’s consultants, KCI Technologies, reviewed
design options, program elements, precedent images, building materials and themes. The next step is for City
Council to provide direction on the preferred concept for design development.
Based on the extensive comments made at the community meeting and in emails that followed, there seems to
be consensus that Option 3 is the preferred design. All schemes presented retain the existing concession
building and plaza, provide natural turf/modified soil playing fields, retain the current number of parking spaces
(76), and include bioretention, a walking trail with exercise stations throughout the park, an event stage with
lawn seating (amphitheater), a timber guard rail and hedge along Rhode Island Avenue, and park signage. The
primary differences between the options are the locations for the playground, volleyball court, basketball court,
and cricket pitch. Option 3 keeps the playground on the north side of the park under the trees, converts a
portion of existing parking to a Volleyball Court and locates the basketball court and cricket pitch between the
concession building and playing fields. The PowerPoint presentation of the options can be found at this link on
the City’s website: www.collegeparkmd.gov/duvallfieldproject.
Some divergence of opinion emerged around whether to include the following facilities: volleyball court,
basketball court and amphitheater. Comments leaned towards eliminating the volleyball court in favor of
cornhole, table tennis or other multi-use options. Other activities mentioned included pickleball, a splash pad or
water feature, bounce wall, and batting cage. Pickleball is growing in popularity and can be played by all age
groups and might be a good substitute. More support than not appears to exist for the basketball court
especially if it is painted for other games or in an artistic manner. Concerns about the amphitheater centered
around sound spilling out into the neighborhood, crowd control/lack of parking, and the elimination of playing
field area. According to the City’s Event Planner, an amphitheater-type facility would enable regular Citybranded events such as concerts and movie nights to be held without having to rent County space and facilities.
In her opinion, this would be an extremely valuable asset for the City.
Other comments received were about operational issues such as expanded use of the concession stand,
opening of the restrooms, security protocols, and maintenance.
Fiscal Impact: The budget for the project is $5.8 million funded in the City’s Capital Improvement Program
(CIP). State bond bills and Program Open Space funding are being utilized for the project. The conceptual
budget estimate includes $2.5 – 3.0 million for site work and $2.8 – 3.3 million for site furnishings and
amenities.
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Council Options:
1. Select Option 3 for design development and provide direction on specific uses.
2. Select another option and provide direction on specific uses.
3. Direct consultant to provide additional options.
Staff Recommendation:
#1
Recommended Motion:
N/A
Attachments:
1. Conceptual Design Option 3
2. Minutes & Feedback from June 16 Community Meeting
3. Email Comments Received after the Community Meeting
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MINUTES
DATE: June 16 2021
SUBJECT: Duvall Field Park – Community Meeting

1. Attendees
a. Terry Schum, Director of Planning, City of College Park
b. Katie Hart, Community Development Coordinator, City of College Park
c. City of College Park Residents via Zoom
d. Steve Jerrick, Project Manager/Civil Engineer, KCI
e. Rick Hoehn, Landscape Architect, KCI
f. Wisa Kompayak, Landscape Architect, KCI
2. Agenda and Presentation (7‐8 pm)
a. Introductions
b. Project Goals
c. Visioning Study
d. Existing Conditions Plan/Review of work to date.
e. Concept #1
f. Concept #2
g. Concept #3
h. Precedent Images, Options, Materials and Themes
i. Open Discussion/Community Input
3. Community Feedback (8‐9 pm)
a. Chat Questions
i. Requested clarification on parking areas and count.
ii. Will there be a water feature? Water feature is not planned at this time.
iii. Will mulch be plastic? Mulch likely to be shredded hardwood within planting areas
and engineered wood fiber in playground. This is dependent on whether a natural
look playground or contemporary looking play area is preferred/selected.
b. Resident #1
i. Option #3 is preferred.
ii. A sound wall is suggested behind the amphitheater area to help with sound
projection into the site.
iii. There are cricket leagues in the area and Hollywood Elementary has a cricket
team.
c. Resident #2
i. Placement of existing banners along Rhode Island Avenue is a concern
ii. Request for a bulletin board/electronic sign along Rhode Island Avenue to
display upcoming events and community information.
d. Resident #3
i. Option #3 is preferred option.
ii. Keeping as many trees as possible.
iii. Likes mass timber pavilion ideas. Explore alternative geometries to make it look
more contemporary. See Hollywood Gateway Park for precedent.
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Community Meeting – June 16, 2021
Page 2 of 3

e.

f.

g.

h.

i.

j.

k.

iv. Does not think frisbee golf will be utilized at this park, especially with the limited
space as shown.
v. Likes sand for volleyball court.
vi. Does not like stormwater behind Amphitheater stage area.
vii. Likes walking path and exercise station areas.
viii. Expressed concerns with splinters and weathering of wood play structure.
Resident #4
i. What about security ‐ e.g., lighting. There has been 3–8‐foot billboards this year
and a 6‐foot billboard blocking view from the road and groups gathering late at
night in the children's area.
ii. Concerns with security and drainage with amphitheater being set at a low
elevation.
iii. Concern with the amount of use that frisbee golf and/or cricket.
Resident #5
i. Concerns with safety. There are too many trees on the site.
ii. Requested clarification on where the soccer field will be located.
iii. Concerns with lighting controls and bleed out into neighborhood.
iv. Requested update on usage of concession stand and bathroom.
Resident #6
i. Likes option #3
ii. Concern with amphitheater location and layout. Restricts open space usage
during events on field. Portable stage is suggested.
iii. Security is a concern at this field. High walls are not suggested as they may
provide cover for late night activities.
iv. Likes walking path and exercise stations.
v. Likes benches with backs.
Resident #7
i. Concerns with existing use of concession stand and restrooms.
ii. Question on schedule for completion. Design 6‐9 months. Construction
duration, 9‐12 months.
iii. Question on budget/funding. Project is fully funded through City 5‐year Capital
Improvement budget.
Resident #8
i. Questions on use/operations for concession stand and restrooms.
ii. Will City consider food trucks on‐site?
Resident #9
i. Likes option #3. Consideration of tree cover and natural buffer is preferred.
ii. Likes natural play area.
iii. Security is a concern, could this be addressed with lighting or security camera?
iv. Lighting on athletic field. Likes the pleasant color temperature of current
lighting.
v. Doesn’t think covered shade structure is appropriate for this space.
Resident #10
i. Likes option #3. Consideration for existing trees and shading.
ii. Volleyball court may be used as a sandbox for kids.
iii. Likes walking path and separate exercise stations.
iv. Concerns with amphitheater restricting open green space. Suggests portable
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Community Meeting – June 16, 2021
Page 3 of 3

l.

stage.
v. Would like existing bleachers/stands to be removed and replaced.
Supplemental Chat Comments
i. Is there room for a "rebound" wall anywhere, where kids can throw lacrosse
balls or kick soccer balls?
ii. I also wanted to note, the grassy areas in the amphitheater are no trouble. My
husband’s college had a grassy amphitheater where they had their graduation
every year and it was both comfortable and attractive. It was the garden wall
with capstone design.
iii. I downvote for Disc golf. We already have a beautiful disc golf course nearby.
iv. The disc golf course on Campus Drive is gorgeous. No need for another one!!
v. I’ve been watching our volleyball court here in Greenbelt near the Field. It is
even more active than I thought when I was in previous sessions.
vi. As a physically challenged female my Question is, will there be any ramps added
for those in wheelchairs. What other accommodations is the city looking to
accommodate people with disabilities and senior citizens?
vii. Our family really agrees with this point about having access to more sports area.
And a lower amphitheater stage could have a security issue.
viii. I also agree the concession stand has no purpose and takes up precious space.
ix. I do think an amphitheater is a needed addition in College Park. Although, I
haven’t had a chance to try and use the Hollywood Gateway yet! :)
x. I'm looking forward to using the basketball court myself.
xi. having political signs DOES create liability to be sued to allow opposing sign
views at the same College Park expense (IMO we do not want that).
xii. CPAE would be interested in providing some sorts of arts activities for little ones
when their older siblings are practicing sports. The most basic thing would be to
provide art materials for them to work with, that could be stored there.
xiii. Can chips and packaged food be sold?
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Terry Schum
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jude Simon • • • • • • • • • •
Wednesday, June 16, 2021 9:26 PM
Terry Schum; Patrick L. Wojahn; Fazlul Kabir; Kate Kennedy
Re: Duvall design

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

We like design option 3 best, because of the preservation of large, healthy trees and the benefit of shade on the
playground.
We like the natural playground structures. (Indian Creek playground is a favorite of our children, and one ofthe images
looked similar to this) We are curious if an enclosed playground is being considered. As parents of two young children,
we are drawn to play spaces where our children cannot run into roads.
We live very close to the field and we have no security concerns at all. Our children play there regularly and we walk our
dog in the area daily. We feel very safe and have never seen any activity that makes us even the slightest bit
uncomfortable. (What did make us uncomfortable was the not so subtle racism we heard in the meeting. Also
somebody said in the meeting that there were too many trees in the park. I don't think there are ever too many trees in
a park.)
We think that parks should be for everybody, not just kids on playgrounds or soccer fields- our teens and young adults
need places to gather and play too; we support basketball courts, and these can be multi-use spaces for our little ones
too- riding scooters, sidewalk chalk, art activities, and maybe some wall ball- a short or half wall to limit some of the
security concerns.
We appreciate the intentionality around storm water management and the incorporation of rain gardens and
permeable surfaces to reduce run off. Please be sure to incorporate and prioritize native plants that have long-term
success in rain features. Wear~ excited to have a walking path that does not regularly flood and hold standing water,
like it currently does on the asphalt path south of the intersection with Cherokee Lane.
The city needs to be prepared to have a maintenance plan for their trees and this park. We are reminded of this daily as
we walk past several dead and dying trees that are located along the sidewalk that passes by the concession stand.
At first we were concerned about how much use a cricket pitch would get, but we very much appreciated the comments
that one community member shared about active cricket leagues in our community and our local elementary school- it
made me excited to learn more about cricket! I think it would be good to know how much the Hollywood ES cricket club
would actually use this court. If it feels critical to their ability to play and host matches, then we are all the more for it.
We also like the other multi-use options. (corn hole/ping pong; painted surface I game space on the basketball courts)
In terms of lighting, in the winter when there are no leaves on the trees, we do get some light pollution in our yard and
house from the lights in the parking lot. It's not a huge issue, we know we aren't living in a rural area, but as you
consider lighting options, we appreciate awareness ofthe types of lighting, the angle of the lighting, and the color ofthe
lighting.
Thanks for the meeting and the opportunity to learn and provide feedback,
Jude Simon and Wendy Guyton
5005 Erie Street
1
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Terry Schum
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Mary Ann Hartnett • • • • • • • • •
Friday, June 18, 2021 12:40 PM
Terry Schum; llatetra Brown Esters; Fazlul Kabir
Duvall field comments

Ms. Schum
Both my husband and I vote for concept 3 for redevelopment at Duvall Field. We like the shady
playground space that this design provides. Also, the playground is away from the active sports
fields and main entrance.
Areas of concern:
1. Parking - Is the new Duvall considered a destination point for entertainment/exercise - a Ia
Lake Artemesia, a small version of Watkins Regional Park or just a large version of a
neighborhood park people walk to? If a destination for City residents and visitors, considering a
stage with seating, the potential for tournaments, and multiple sports set-ups will be provided,
parking is going to be a problem. Can the neighboring streets accommodate the overflow? I
believe the neighbors on 50th Ave. have parking permits because of the previous problems with
parking when games/tournaments were held at the field.
2. Noise - Concerts can be loud. The site of the stage near the neighborhood is good for the
lot shape and viewing, but how about sound barriers besides trees for the neighbors. Also
consider noise from sporting events and fowl balls.
3. Playground - I prefer the woodsy natural look to molded plastic shapes. Also please consider
the effects of the sun on surfaces. Some materials can get very hot to touch and be unusable in
the daytime without adequate shade.
4. Bathrooms - How does Park & Planning manage bathrooms at Lake Artemesia and other
parks? Vandalism does not seem to be a problem at Lake Artemesia. Without convenient
restrooms, Duvall field cannot be used to the fullest. I believe there were problems in the past
with people relieving themselves at the field when team sports were allowed.
5. Please note Site 2 on the plans tends to flood now when there is heavy rain. This is a perfect
location for a rain garden if the drainage is directed properly and it can accommodate sudden
surges in runoff. This property as well as the streets in the residential area slope to this location
now.
6. What are the round green structures in the parking area? Lights?
7. Food Trucks -I think this could be a regular location for food trucks. They could provide food
to people participating in sporting events, spectators and neighbors. If there was a regular
schedule, for example - every Friday and Saturday night a truck is at the park this would be a
draw. Not sure how permits work with the Co. Health Dept., but I would think some of the
mobile units have a seasonal or permanent license to sell food throughout the County like the
ice cream trucks.
MAH
1
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June 24, 2021 Further Comments for Duval Field Consultants and Staff
Greetings,
I am Mary King and have lived in College Park since 1983. I have six grown children who played many
sports. I feel like I have spent 20 years of my life at Duval Field and it is special to me! I would like to
share additional thoughts concerning the Duval Field make over.
1.My first concern is safety. If people do not feel safe, they will not use the park and fields. Keeping
areas open is crucial to keeping areas safe. The suggestion for a wall for individual ball throwing is
understandable. However, I am concerned about this because of safety. In evening or even daylight
hours, will it be a "hidden" area used for quick drug deals or other nefarious activity?
2.The walking trail with exercise stations is super. I am particularly happy that a path will be made from
the playground to the snack bar area in the area between the parking lot and the houses. I have felt
that a path here is a much safer way to travel from one area to the other, but especially safer for
younger children. Well done!
Also, it might be worth finding out if any of the houses along the path have large dogs. It may be worth
working out better fencing in yards with houses where a dog resides.
3. I am so happy that there is so much support for keeping the playground in its present area. It is a
place that is used from morning to dusk. It is a very inviting space. Many parents walk with their
children to the park, and there is at least one in- home daycare that is only a few houses away. And
many drive to the park! I've seen parents lingering over lunch at the picnic tables while watching their
children on the equipment. The park is much used ..... even by those without children!
Here are some thoughts on the playground.
1.Add another adult swing_ my own wish as well as a request from some young teenage girls down at
the park. 2. Add another toddler swing and/or a handicapped swing.
3. Currently the playground has three "upper body" pieces of equipment; the hanging stirrups, the
wheel, and the hanging slide. Unfortunately, these have some drawbacks. The hanging stirrups have
small hand holds, the wheel hardly turns, and when I spoke to a mom there concerning the hanging
slide, she stated that you get stuck in the middle, which is true. Another mom pointed out that there is
no magnet for the handle so its not there for someone to use without someone else's help. So the
bottom line is that this equipment is not a draw to activity. I do believe upper body equipment is a
necessary ingredient to park equipment. The old fashioned ladder cross was a favorite and a good
hanging slide that goes "fast" from one side to the other was also one my kids liked a lot....especially my
boys. (found it at a different park, of course.)
4. My all time favorite piece of equipment was an open fire engine ..... all bars formed into the shape of a
fire engine ...... it was a climbing piece----kids on the front and the back plus 1 or 2 on the the seat and
someone at the steering wheel. Easily 5 or more kids at one time. They were not generally interacting
with one another ...... it was the magic of the fire engine, their imaginations and the fun of climbing,
balancing, moving around, ... getting off and doing it again, probably on another area ..... they had fun and
the parents had fun watching them!
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If there can't be a fire engine, then a place with climbing, a platform (doesn't have to be high) and a
steering wheel that gets kids and their imaginations moving!
Please, please keep two picnic tables at the playground area. And please provide mostly benches with
backs .... the older crowd really needs support like this!
5. Pavilion Idea.
Although you said that you wouldn't change the snack bar area, two items at the zoom meeting made
me think that the area next to the snack bar would be the best place for the pavilion.
First, there was a picture of a sample pavilion that looked very much like the style of the front of the
snack bar. Second, Terri Schum remarked that people could bring their own grills and set them up
outside the snack bar.
Having a matching decor would make this area a beautiful centerpiece for the whole Duval field and
playground space. It would be very eye catching and give definition to the whole park. Second, with
grills there, you could use the space for parties and have everything there ...... bathrooms, seating,
buffet area and you are centralized so that it is easy to use both the parks and the fields. Also, I think it
might lend itself to coaches suggesting a team meet with parents after a practice or after a game to
have a soda and socialize and hash over the game. Safety wise, I think that with the new wooden guard
rails and hedges, you could easily see into the pavilion and that would give a measure of safety.
So, I hope you will consider this in the design.
6. I like the basketball court best in the current parking lot. I think it would work best for the field design
in that area, but will defer to the other area if that is deemed safer. Safety first. My husband prefers it
in the open field. He feels strongly about the safety issue and believes it must be there.
6. I'm in favor of keeping as much field space as we can rather than use part of the park for a staging
area. It occurred to me that when I see a dad and his son on the field for soccer, they have always been
in the t ball field outfield. This was true whether the other fields were being used or not. Pondering
this, it occurs to me that this is a natural draw--- it fits the abilities of a smaller child 5-8 years old that
doesn't kick a ball as far and gives them a kinesthetic sense of space and play that gets lost in the larger
field for a younger player.
And although some have complained about drainage on Duval Field, it is far superior to the Park and
Planning fields that are all built on flood plain land. So let's give our kids a good practice field and use
the area all year long whereas the staging area will have far more limited usage.
I am hoping that the future might hold after school intramural or games programs( even adult kickball) as
well as organized sports. I think there is a place for this as kids generally enjoy playing games and sports
but not everyone wants to commit to a team. More field space will keep our options open for this!
Thanks so much for taking in my comments. I am very grateful.
Kind regards,
Mary King
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Terry Schum
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Mary King· · · · · · · · · · ·
Monday, June 28, 2021 1:16PM
Terry Schum
One more Duval field thought

Good afternoon Terry,
I generally forget something .... and I don't want this to be forgotten ..... the pitch place is also supposed to function as a
batting cage ..... so it will need electric to accommodate pitching machines....
Having used a pitching machine hooked to generator for softball practice, the thought of having electric is lovely..... (and
oh so quiet!)
Thanks for hearing my thoughts.
Kind regards,
Mary King
Sent from my iPad

1
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To whom it may concern:
My name is Jackie Nitowitz. I am a 57 year physically challenged female who has grown up in the
College Park area. My parents bought the house in the sixties and my mom and I still live in the house
today. My brother, sister and I played baseball, softball, and football at Duvall field when we were
younger through the College Park Boys and Girls Club.
Ofthe three conceptual plans for renovating Duvall Field, I like Concept# 3 because it keeps the
playground for the kids where it is now. I have concerns with the event stage and events area because,
based on the photos in the presentation, the amphitheater area the seating looks very uncomfortable if
you are sitting for more than an hour. In addition, none of those examples show adequate seating for
people with disabilities and senior citizen and I don't see ramps for people in wheelchairs and people
who use assistive devices such as canes to get around. While we do not live close to Duvall Field, my
mother has expressed concern about the noise and how it would affect those who live close to the Field.
This is important, especially if the entertainment becomes a popular event. Too close to houses.
When it comes to the additional sports and play amenities: Do not have an amphitheater and you will
have room to have the permanent corn hole area, the cricket pitch and Disc Golf Drive area as well as
the batting cages and pithing cages to help the young children work on the baseball skills. The
amphitheater is a problem, and I do not think it will draw a lot of attendees unless, you have really
powerful entertainment.
I believe the poles with pictures and some sort of directions as to where you are going would be
helpful. I also like the covered picnic area to protect from the sun and rain.
I believe it is extremely important to have the metal benches with the arm rests for people needing to
take a rest while walking or exercising on the trail or trails. In addition, I also think it's important for the
metal picnic tables be placed in certain areas of the exercise area and walking so if someone needs to
take a break and eat something while exercising or walking because they are diabetic, they have a place
to put the food on.
When it comes to the playground equipment, I like the Watkins Park photo. I also like the Crooked
Creek, Indian Trails photo. I absolutely believe if you do a combination ofthe Watkins Park equipment
and The Crooked Creek, Indian trails equipment would be great for the kids. I absolutely DO NOT like the
idea of the equipment made out of wood. In addition, I believe the metal benches with arms along with
the metal picnic tables should be in or around the playground area for the parents and family to sit on
while the kids play.
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DISCUSSION
Urban Tree Canopy
Protection Ordinance
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CITY OF COLLEGE PARK, MARYLAND
WORKSESSION AGENDA ITEM
Prepared By: Brenda Alexander,
Assistant Director Public Works

Meeting Date: 07/13/2021

Presented By: Brenda Alexander,
Proposed Consent: No
Assistant Director Public Works
and
Rashawna Alfred, Chair, Tree & Landscape Board
Originating Department:

Department of Public Works

Issue Before Council:

Review of phased in recommendations from the Tree & Landscape Board for the
Urban Forest Protection permit process and consideration of a draft Ordinance
supporting the recommendations.

Strategic Plan Objective:

Objective #3: Preserve and enrich our environment and natural beauty to
attract people and sustain our City’s future.

Background/Justification:
A Citywide tree canopy assessment report was completed in April 2019. The findings were presented to the
Mayor and Council and identified the following:
• measurable tree canopy loss has been occurring in the City
• preservation of existing canopy, especially on private land, is critical to maintain the City’s tree
canopy
• the vast majority of the City’s tree canopy is located on residentially zoned land
The Council requested the Tree & Landscape Board (TLB) to review the tree canopy assessment report and
provide recommendations. The TLB has attended two Council Worksessions to discuss recommendations
with the Mayor and Council on 11/19/2019, and 9/1/2020, to propose a new permitting process for tree
removal on private property as well as a requirement for planting replacement trees.
TLB also held a community forum on 11/18/2020, as Mayor and Council requested, to obtain community
input and feedback related to the proposed tree permitting recommendations. TLB has incorporated
concerns raised during the community forum and Strategic Planning process into the revised tree permitting
recommendations discussed with Mayor and Council on 4/20/2021.
Mayor and Council formed a sub-committee to work with the TLB to develop a phased-in approach for the
tree permitting process. Council sub-committee members met with the TLB on 5/19/2021 and 6/16/2021 to
draft phased-in guidelines for the tree removal and replanting permit process. The Council sub-committee
approved the phased-in process and recommended an Ordinance be drafted for the Mayor and Council
review and approval.
Phase I
 Implementation of a no-fee application to obtain a permit to prune a tree more than 20% or remove a
tree from residentially zoned land.
 Tree replacement is encouraged.
 Enforcement and penalties will occur if a tree removal/pruning permit is not obtained in conjunction
with performed tree work.
 Develop an educational campaign to increase the awareness about the importance of the urban tree
canopy.
 Build relationships with M-NCPPC and the University of Maryland to increase tree planting projects
within the municipal boundary.
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Phase II
 Tree replacement or payment of a fee to a fund dedicated to urban tree protection will be required in
conjunction with an approved tree removal permit. This requirement is delayed to a date determined
by the Mayor and Council.
 Creation of a tree registry utilizing GIS mapping.
 Creation of a tree maintenance fund.
Phase III
 Develop a relationship with Prince George’s County planning department to advocate for revisions to
guidelines related to development projects to retain or have more trees planted within municipal
boundary.
Fiscal Impact:
Unknown at this time. Additional staff time will be required to review, and process permit applications. The
FY22 budget line item for the Tree Canopy Enhancement Program (TCEP) has been increased to
incentivize tree planting on residential property. TLB does not support increasing the reimbursement amount
more than the County Rain Check amount so that City residents can benefit from both programs if CB-46-21
is adopted. The cost of an independent tree assessment can range from $500 - $1,000.
Council Options:
1. Support the Urban Forest Protection Ordinance and phasing, as drafted, and schedule introduction.
2. Request specific revisions to the draft Urban Forest Protection Ordinance for further consideration.
3. Decline to support the draft Urban Forest Protection Ordinance.
Staff Recommendation:
Option #1
Recommended Motion:
N/A
Attachments:
1. Draft Ordinance 21-O-09
2. College Park Urban Forest Protection Recommendations from the Tree & Landscape Board dated
6/16/2021
3. Memo recommending no change to the Tree Canopy Enhancement Program reimbursement
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DRAFT ORDINANCE
OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COLLEGE PARK, TO
AMEND CHAPTER 179, “TREE AND LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE”, BY
RESERVING §179-9 AND DESIGNATING §§179-2 THROUGH 179-9 AS ARTICLE I,
“GENERAL PROVISIONS; AMENDING §179-1, “DEFINITIONS”, AND §179-5,
“TREE AND LANDSCAPE BOARD"; ADDING ARTICLE II, “ TREE CANOPY
PROTECTION”, §179-10, “PERMIT REQUIRED”, §179-11, “PERMIT ISSUANCE”,
§179-12, “TREE REPLACEMENT”, §179-13, “RECONSIDERATION”, §179-14,
“APPEAL”, AND §179-15, “ENFORCEMENT”; AND TO AMEND CHAPTER 110,
“FEES AND PENALTIES”. BY AMENDING §110-2, “PENALTIES”; TO INSTITUTE
A PERMIT SYSTEM FOR REMOVAL OR PRUNING OF URBAN FOREST
TREES, TO PROVIDE FOR A RECONSIDERATION AND APPEAL PROCESS, TO
REQUIRE PLANTING OF REPLACEMENT TREES OR PAYMENT OF A FEE,
AND TO SET A FINE FOR NON-COMPLIANCE
WHEREAS, §5-202 of the Local Government Article of the Annotated Code of
Maryland provides that the Mayor and Council of the City of College Park have the authority to
pass such ordinances as it deems necessary to preserve peace and good order, and to protect the
health, comfort and convenience of the residents of the municipality; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council have adopted Chapter179, “Tree and
Landscape Maintenance” to educate and encourage all persons in the City to use safe and
desirable installation, removal and maintenance practices to promote healthy trees, shrubs and
ground covers on private and public lands within the City; and
WHEREAS, the Tree and Landscape Board has recommended to the Mayor and
Council that certain limitations be placed on removal or pruning of otherwise healthy
trees, and that a permit should be required; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council determined that it is in the public interest to
adopt certain recommendations of the Tree and Landscape Board, and to institute a permit
____________________________________
CAPS
: Indicate matter added to existing law.
[Brackets]
: Indicate matter deleted from law.
Asterisks * * *
: Indicate matter remaining unchanged in existing law but not set forth in Ordinance
CAPS
:Indicate matter added in amendment
[Brackets]
: Indicate matter deleted in amendment
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system for removal or pruning of certain trees, to provide for an appeal process, and to set a
fine for non-compliance.
Section 1. NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED, by the
Mayor and Council of the City of College Park that Chapter 179, “Tree and Landscape
Maintenance”, that §179-9 be reserved, and that §179-2 through §179-9, be and they are
hereby contained in Article I, “General Provisions.”
Section 2. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, by the Mayor and Council of the City of
College Park that Chapter 179, “Tree and Landscape Maintenance”, Article II, “Urban Forest
Protection”, be and it is hereby enacted.
Section 3. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, by the Mayor and Council of the City of
College Park that Chapter 179, “Tree and Landscape Maintenance”, Article I, “Definitions”, be
and it is hereby repealed, re-enacted and amended to read as follows:
§ 179-1Definitions.
As used in this chapter, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated:
INSTALLATION
The proper planting of trees, shrubs and ground covers.
LANDSCAPE
Trees, shrubs, ground covers and other materials presently or hereafter planted
within the City limits.
MAINTENANCE
All necessary operations, including but not limited to pruning, mowing, spraying,
watering, fertilizing, [and] staking AND TREE HEALTH ASSESSMENTS.
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PRIVATE LAND
All land exclusive of public ways and public areas.
PUBLIC AREA
All public ways, parks and other lands owned or leased by the City.
PUBLIC WAY
All public streets, roads, boulevards, alleys and sidewalks.
RESIDENTIAL TREES
TREES LOCATED ON RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY IN THE FOLLOWING
CURRENT ZONING CATEGORIES: R-80, R-55, R-35, R-20, R-T, R-30, R-30C, R-18,
AND R-18C, AS AMENDED.
URBAN FOREST
1.
PUBLIC TREES IN PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY OR ON PROPERTY
OWNED BY THE CITY.
2.
TREES ON PRIVATE RESIDENTIALLY ZONED PROPERTY WITH
TRUNKS THAT MEASURE GREATER THAN 36 INCHES IN
CIRCUMFERENCE (12-INCH DIAMETER), MEASURED AT 4 1/2 FEET
ABOVE GROUND LEVEL. IF A TREE DIVIDES INTO BRANCHES AT LESS
THAN 4 1/2 FEET HEIGHT, THE TRUNK SHALL BE MEASURED
IMMEDIATELY BENEATH THE DIVIDING POINT.
3.
TREES MEASURING GREATER THAN 120 INCHES IN
CIRCUMFERENCE (38-INCH DIAMETER) ARE CONSIDERED HERITAGE
TREES. A HERITAGE TREE IS A LARGE INDIVIDUAL TREE WITH UNIQUE
VALUE, WHICH IS CONSIDERED IRREPLACEABLE. IF A HERITAGE TREE
IS IN A HEALTHY, NON-HAZARDOUS CONDITION IT CANNOT BE
REMOVED.
Section 3. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, by the Mayor and Council of the City of
College Park that Chapter 179, “Tree and Landscape Maintenance”, Article I, “General
Provisions”, §179-5,“Tree and Landscape Board”, be and it is hereby repealed, re-enacted and
amended to read as follows:
3
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§ 179-5 Tree and Landscape Board.
A. *

*

*

*

B. Duties and responsibilities of the Board.
(1) – (7) * * * *
(8) TO HEAR APPEALS FROM DECISIONS CONCERNING THE REMOVAL OR
PRUNING OF URBAN FOREST TREES BY THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR.
Section 4. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, by the Mayor and Council of the City of
College Park that Chapter 179, “Tree and Landscape Maintenance”, Article II, “Urban Forest
Protection”, §179-10,“Permit required”, be and it is hereby enacted to read as follows:
§179-10 PERMIT REQUIRED.
EXCEPT WHEN REQUIRED TO DO SO IN AN EMERGENCY, OR WHEN EXEMPTED BY
THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR BECAUSE OF IMMINENT DANGER TO THE PUBLIC
HEALTH, SAFETY AND GENERAL WELFARE, NO PERSON SHALL REMOVE OR
DESTROY ANY TREE IN THE CITY'S URBAN FOREST, UNDERTAKE CONSTRUCTION
OR OTHER ACTION THAT COULD SIGNIFICANTLY DETRACT FROM THE HEALTH
OR GROWTH OF SUCH A TREE, OR PRUNE MORE THAN 20% OF SUCH A TREE,
WITHOUT FIRST APPLYING FOR AND OBTAINING A PERMIT FROM THE CITY.
Section 5. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, by the Mayor and Council of the City of
College Park that Chapter 179, “Tree and Landscape Maintenance”, Article II, “Urban Forest
Protection”, §179-11,“Permit issuance”, be and it is hereby enacted to read as follows:
§179-11 PERMIT ISSUANCE.
A. AN APPROVED PERMIT MUST BE CONSPICUOUSLY POSTED ON THE PROPERTY

UNTIL THE TREE IS REMOVED OR PRUNED.
B. TREE PERMITS ARE VALID FOR ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE ISSUED.
C. TREE PRUNING OR REMOVAL. ALL APPLICATIONS FOR TREES LESS THAN 36”

IN CIRCUMFERENCE WILL BE APPROVED.

4
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D. TREES IDENTIFIED FOR REMOVAL IN APPLICATIONS SUBMITTED FOR URBAN

FOREST TREES WILL BE INSPECTED AND RECEIVE A LEVEL II TREE RISK
ASSESSMENT CONDUCTED BY THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR, OR DESIGNEE.
E. A TREE REMOVAL PERMIT WILL BE ISSUED IF THE TREE IS DETERMINED TO BE

DEAD, DISEASED, HAZARDOUS TO THE SAFETY OF PERSONS OR PROPERTY IN
A WAY THAT CANNOT BE ADDRESSED BY USING THE CURRENT TREE CARE,
ANSI Z STANDARDS (AMERICAN NATIONAL STANDARD INSTITUTE), OR IS
DEEMED EITHER AN INVASIVE SPECIES (AS IDENTIFIED ON THE LIST
MAINTAINED BY THE MARYLAND INVASIVE SPECIES COUNCIL) OR
UNDESIRABLE BECAUSE OF ITS LOCATION, CONDITION, OR EFFECT ON OTHER
STRUCTURES OR TREES.
F. A PERMIT FOR REMOVAL WILL BE ISSUED IF THE TREE IS LOCATED IN A

PLACE PROXIMAL TO HOUSES OR UTILITIES, SO THAT IT CAN CAUSE
STRUCTURAL DAMAGE, OR IN A PLACE THAT WOULD MAKE IT DIFFICULT FOR
A PROPERTY OWNER TO EXPAND THE FOOTPRINT OF THE HOUSE IN
CONJUNCTION WITH A BUILDING PERMIT THAT CAN OTHERWISE BE
APPROVED BY THE COUNTY AND CITY.
G. IN A DETERMINATION OF WHETHER TO ISSUE A PERMIT FOR TREE REMOVAL

OR PRUNING OF MORE THAN 20% OF URBAN FOREST TREES, THE PUBLIC
WORKS DIRECTOR WILL ALSO CONSIDER:
1. THE OVERALL HEALTH OF THE TREE;
2. THE POTENTIAL HAZARDS ASSOCIATED WITH THE TREE;
3. THE DESIRABILITY OF PRESERVING THE TREE BY REASON OF ITS AGE, SIZE,

OR OUTSTANDING QUALITY, SUCH AS UNIQUENESS, RARITY OR STATUS AS
A LANDMARK OR SPECIES VARIETY;
4. THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE AREA WOULD BE SUBJECT TO
ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION DUE TO REMOVAL OF THE TREE OR
TREES;
5. THE EXTENT OF THE TREE CANOPY IN THE IMMEDIATE AREA; AND
6. OTHER APPLICABLE LAW.
Section 6. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, by the Mayor and Council of the City of
College Park that Chapter 179, “Tree and Landscape Maintenance”, Article II, “Urban Forest
Protection”, §179-12,“Tree replacement”, be and it is hereby enacted to read as follows:

5
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§179-12 TREE REPLACEMENT.
A. THE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY FROM WHICH AN URBAN FOREST TREE IS
REMOVED ON OR AFTER ***DATE***IS REQUIRED TO PLANT A REPLACEMENT
TREE OR TO PAY A FEE TO THE URBAN TREE PROTECTION FUND FOR EACH
REMOVAL, AS FOLLOWS:
1. FOR REMOVAL OF A 36”- 47” CIRCUMFERENCE TREE- REPLACE WITH ONE TREE
OR PAY A $250 FEE;
2. FOR REMOVAL OF A 48” CIRCUMFERENCE OR GREATER TREE: REPLACE WITH 2
TREES OR PAY A $500 FEE .
PROPERTY OWNERS THAT CAN DEMONSTRATE FINANCIAL HARDSHIP MAY
REQUEST A WAIVER OF THE PAYMENT TO THE URBAN TREE PROTECTION
FUND.
B. WHEN PRACTICABLE, REPLACEMENT TREES SHOULD BE PLANTED ON THE
SAME PROPERTY FROM WHICH A TREE HAS BEEN REMOVED.
C. REPLACEMENT TREE SPECIES SHALL BE APPROVED BY THE PUBLIC WORKS
DIRECTOR OR DESIGNEE PRIOR TO PLANTING AND PLANTED WITHIN 6
MONTHS FROM THE DATE TREE REMOVAL IS COMPLETE. PROPERTY OWNERS
ARE ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE REIMBURSEMENT FUNDING FOR REQUIRED
REPLACEMENT TREES FROM THE CITY'S TREE CANOPY ENHANCEMENT
PROGRAM (TCEP) FUND AS IDENTIFIED IN THE TCEP GUIDELINES.
REPLACEMENT TREES SHALL MEET THE TCEP TREE SIZE GUIDELINES,
WHETHER OR NOT REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE PROGRAM IS REQUESTED.
D. REQUESTS FOR TCEP REIMBURSEMENT WILL BE PROCESSED 6 MONTHS AFTER
PLANTING IF THE REPLACEMENT TREE IS IN A HEALTHY CONDITION AS
DETERMINED BY THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS OR DESIGNEE.
Section 7. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, by the Mayor and Council of the City of
College Park that Chapter 179, “Tree and Landscape Maintenance”, Article II, “Urban Forest
Protection”, §179-13,“Reconsideration”, be and it is hereby enacted to read as follows:
§179-13 RECONSIDERATION
IF AT THE CONCLUSION OF THE BASIC LEVEL II ASSESSMENT, AN APPLICANT
WHO DISPUTES THE FINDINGS BY THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR OR
6
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DESIGNEE, CAN REQUEST A SECOND OPINION FROM A THIRD-PARTY
ASSESSOR, QUALIFIED AS AN INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY OF ARBORICULTURE
(ISA) CERTIFIED ARBORIST OR A TREE RISK ASSESSMENT QUALIFIED
ARBORIST, AND LICENSED AND INSURED TO PERFORM TREE ASSESSMENTS IN
THE STATE OF MARYLAND, TO DETERMINE THE CONDITION OF THE TREE. THE
SELECTED ARBORIST WILL PERFORM AN ADVANCED LEVEL III ASSESSMENT
AND PROVIDE A WRITTEN REPORT OF THE FINDINGS WITH
RECOMMENDATIONS. THE RESULTS OF THE LEVEL III ASSESSMENT SHALL BE
PROVIDED BY THE APPLICANT TO THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR TO REVIEW
FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE TREE REMOVAL APPLICATION. THE CITY
SHALL REIMBURSE THE APPLICANT FOR ONE-HALF OF THE COST OF THE
CERTIFIED ARBORIST’S LEVEL III ASSESSMENT.
Section 8. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, by the Mayor and Council of the City of
College Park that Chapter 179, “Tree and Landscape Maintenance”, Article II, “Urban Forest
Protection”, §179-14,“Appeal”, be and it is hereby enacted to read as follows:
§179-14 APPEAL.
THE DECISION OF THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR MAY BE APPEALED BY THE
APPLICANT, IN WRITING, TO THE COLLEGE PARK TREE AND LANDSCAPE
BOARD, BY DELIVERY TO THE CITY CLERK WITHIN 15 BUSINESS DAYS OF
THE DATE OF PERMIT DENIAL. THE APPEAL WILL BE CONSIDERED AT THE
BOARD MEETING FOLLOWING THE FILING OF THE APPEAL. THE BOARD WILL
EVALUATE ALL THE INFORMATION PRESENTED BY THE APPLICANT,
INCLUDING ANY MITIGATION PROPOSED BY THE APPLICANT, AND WILL
MAKE A FINAL DECISION WITHIN THIRTY DAYS OF THE MEETING. THE
DECISION OF THE TREE AND LANDSCAPE BOARD MAY BE APPEALED BY THE
APPLICANT TO THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL IN WRITING BY DELIVERY TO THE
CITY CLERK WITHIN 15 DAYS OF ISSUANCE.

Section 9. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, by the Mayor and Council of the City of
College Park that Chapter 179, “Tree and Landscape Maintenance”, Article II, “Urban Forest
Protection”, §179-15,“Enforcement”, be and it is hereby enacted to read as follows:
7
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§179-15 ENFORCEMENT
ANY PERSON VIOLATING ANY OF THE PROVISIONS OF THIS ARTICLE SHALL
BE GUILTY OF A MUNICIPAL INFRACTION, SUBJECT TO THE PENALTY
PROVIDED IN CHAPTER 110, FEES AND PENALTIES, OF THIS CODE. FINES
RESULTING FROM VIOLATIONS OF THIS ARTICLE ARE DEDICATED TO THE
URBAN TREE CANOPY PROTECTION FUND.
Section 10. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, by the Mayor and Council of the City
of College Park that Chapter 110, “Fees and penalties”, §110-2,“Penalties”, be and it is hereby
enacted to read as follows:
§110-2 Penalties.
Unless otherwise noted herein, the violation of a City ordinance or resolution is a municipal
infraction. The following fines and/or imprisonment for violations of various ordinances or
resolutions are applicable in the City of College Park:
Chapter/Section

Violation

* * *
CH. 179, TREE AND LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE

Penalty
*

ARTICLE II URBAN FOREST PROTECTION
§179-10 REMOVAL OR PRUNING GREATER THAN 20% OF
AN URBAN FOREST TREE – EACH OFFENSE

$500

§179-12 FAILURE TO INSTALL REPLACEMENT TREE(S) OR
TO PAY FEE AS REQUIRED

$500

*

*

*

*

Section 11. BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED AND ENACTED by the Mayor and
Council of the City of College Park that upon formal introduction of this proposed Ordinance,
which shall be by way of a motion duly seconded and without any further vote, the City Clerk shall
8
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distribute a copy to each Council member and shall maintain a reasonable number of copies in the
office of the City Clerk and shall post at City Hall, to the official City website, to the Citymaintained e-mail LISTSERV, and on the City cable channel, and if time permits, in any City
newsletter, the proposed ordinance or a fair summary thereof together with a notice setting out
the time and place for a public hearing thereon and for its consideration by the Council.
The public hearing, hereby set for

on the

day of

2021, shall follow the

publication by at least seven (7) days, may be held separately or in connection with a regular or
special Council meeting and may be adjourned from time to time. All persons interested shall have
an opportunity to be heard. After the hearing, the Council may adopt the proposed ordinance with
or without amendments or reject it. That this Ordinance shall become effective twenty days after
adoption provided that, as soon as practicable after adoption, the City Clerk shall post a fair
summary of the Ordinance and notice of its adoption at City Hall, to the official City website, to
the City-maintained e-mail LISTSERV, on the City cable channel, and in any City newsletter.
If any section, subsection, provision, sentence, clause, phrase or word of this Ordinance is for
any reason held to be illegal or otherwise invalid by any court of competent jurisdiction, such
invalidity shall be severable, and shall not affect or impair any remaining section, subsection,
provision, sentence, clause, phrase or word included within this Ordinance, it being the intent
of the City that the remainder of the Ordinance shall be and shall remain in full force and
effect, valid and enforceable.
Introduced on the ____ day of ___________, 2021
Adopted on the ____ day of ______________, 2021
Effective on the _____ day of _______________, 2021
9
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21-O-09

ATTEST:

CITY OF COLLEGE PARK

By: _____________________________
Janeen S. Miller, CMC, City Clerk

By: __________________________________
Patrick L. Wojahn, Mayor
APPROVED AS TO FORM AND
LEGAL SUFFICIENCY:
______________________________
Suellen M. Ferguson, City Attorney
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College Park Urban Forest Protection Recommendations
revised 6/16/2021
Proposed Phases
Phase 1 (ordinance approval)
●

●
●

●

Implement the Tree Canopy Protection Policy (Permit Program)
○ Defer tree replacement requirement until Phase 2, replanting encouraged
○ Include enforcement and penalties for removing trees greater than 36” in
circumference (12” in diameter) or pruning more than 20% of a tree canopy
without a permit.
Increase TCEP reimbursement amount from $150 to $250
Develop an educational campaign to increase awareness about the importance of the
tree canopy and the intent of the program
○ Meet the City’s Strategic Goal of increasing urban canopy by 5% by 2025
○ Educate citizens about the benefits of trees and biodiversity
○ Highlight greatest planting potential on Private land (Graphic)
Build relationships with M-NCPPC and University of Maryland
○ Partner to increase planting on land owned and managed by these entities within
the boundaries of the City
○ Partner to protect and enhance green infrastructure for stormwater mitigation
projects throughout the City

Phase 2 (beginning 6 months after ordinance approval)
●

●

●

Implement tree replacement requirement for Tree Canopy Protection Policy (Permit
Program)
○ Tree replacement can be achieved with smaller trees on site, or other suitable
land, if available
Create Tree Registry
○ Encourage residents to register private trees with the City
○ Create a public online GIS map of all registered trees, to include species and
circumference size (estimated age)
○ Consider allowing registered private trees to receive maintenance support grants
through the Tree Maintenance Fund
Create Tree Maintenance Fund (TMF)
○ Budget funding for maintenance of private trees. Suggest $10,000 / year
contribution from the City into a revolving fund (unspent funds carry over)
○ Encourage Developers who remove urban canopy trees to contribute to the TMF
○ Private tree assessments qualify for use of fund
○ Develop guidelines for applicants applying for funding from the TMF (e.g. due to
financial hardship, participation in tree registry)

Phase 3
●

●

Develop relationship with Prince George’s County planning representatives to advocate
for revisions to the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance for increased
tree canopy coverage in development projects. Strongly encourage developers to
mitigate tree loss entirely within the City boundaries.
Lobby the County to include municipalities with private tree planting funding programs in
the County’s rain check rebate program.

Purpose of Urban Forest Protection Recommendations
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The purpose of these recommendations is to enhance, protect, preserve, restore, and promote
the City of College Park's urban forest, which is part of a larger ecosystem that:
●
●
●
●
●

contributes significantly to air, noise, and visual pollution control;
provides stormwater runoff control;
moderates climate extremes;
promotes energy conservation; and
provides significant aesthetic benefits affecting property values and the community's
quality of life.

The proposed regulation of actions affecting the urban forest provides benefits to City residents,
property owners, and the entire community by encouraging protection of healthy trees and
planting of replacement trees.
Trees, and the tree canopy to which they belong, constitute important environmental resources.
In addition to the benefits listed above, trees remove atmospheric carbon dioxide, fix carbon,
generate oxygen, offset the heat island effects of urban development, significantly reduce
energy needs, and provide habitat for insects, birds, and wildlife. They improve the quality of life
in communities by providing a greater sense of well-being, increasing neighborhood esthetic
appeal, and enhancing compatibility among different land uses. Trees filter groundwater, reduce
surface runoff and soil erosion, and significantly alleviate flooding, by reducing the impact of rain
events. The 2019 College Park Tree Canopy Assessment (TCA) found that the loss of tree
canopy as a result of tree aging, injury from extreme weather, and commercial development, is
a serious problem in the City. In particular, the City’s tree canopy has significantly declined over
a nine-year period from 44% (2009) to 38% (2018). Maintaining existing shade trees, and
planting new and replacement trees, is imperative if the City is to arrest this decline and meet its
stated Strategic Goal of restoring tree canopy coverage to 40% by 2025.
PHASE 1
A. Tree Canopy Protection Policy (Permit Program)
Background
The Tree Canopy Assessment, dated April 2019, clearly shows that the largest opportunity for
College Park to preserve and grow its tree canopy is on residentially zoned property. Therefore,
the Urban Forest Protection Recommendations focus on residential property in the following
zoning categories: R-80, R-55, R-35, R-20, R-T, R-30, R-30C, R-18, and R-18C, which is where
the majority of the possible tree planting space is located. These zoning categories span
Districts 1, 2, 3, and 4.
The City Council recognizes that trees and the tree canopy are valuable community resources
that require active conservation and replanting efforts of all landowners in the City, including
Maryland Capital Park and Planning (M-NCPPC), the University of Maryland (UMD), the City of
College Park (CP), and private landowners. The purpose of this policy is to provide a basic
framework for maintaining, conserving, and increasing the tree canopy cover across the City.
Tree Canopy coverage is determined by data from satellite imagery, which is compared to data
collected in earlier years to identify the change (increase or decrease) in the tree canopy
coverage over the land below. Previous measurements of the tree canopy showed 44% cover in
2009, 40% cover in 2014, and 38% cover in 2018.1 Data from satellite imagery on the City’s tree
canopy cover should be obtained about every 5 years. Therefore the next satellite measurement
1

The TLB strongly believes that the tree canopy in the City likely has decreased below 38% as of 2021.
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should be made in 2023 or as information or conditions permit. The results of future satellite
imagery can provide a comparison measurement as to the change in tree canopy coverage.
The proposed recommendations are intended to discourage private landowners from removing
healthy canopy trees and encourage them to plant replacement trees for those that must be
removed because they are damaged, diseased, or dead.
Applicability
The following trees are considered part of the City's Urban Forest and are subject to the
provisions of this policy:
Public trees in public rights-of-way or on property owned by the City or any
governmental agency.

1.

Trees on private residentially zoned property with trunks that measure greater than
36 inches in circumference (12-inch diameter), measured at 4 1/2 feet above ground
level. If a tree divides into branches at less than 4 1/2 feet height, the trunk shall be
measured immediately beneath the dividing point.
2.

Trees measuring greater than 120 inches in circumference (38-inch diameter) are
considered Heritage Trees. A Heritage Tree is a large individual tree with unique value,
which is considered irreplaceable. If a Heritage Tree is in a healthy, non-hazardous
condition it cannot be removed.
3.

Requirements
No person shall remove or destroy any tree in the City's Urban Forest (as defined above),
undertake construction or other action that significantly detracts from the health or growth of
such a tree, or prune more than 20% of such a tree, without first applying for and obtaining a
permit from the City.
NOTE: A tree removal application shall not be required in or as a result of an emergency
situation. The removal of trees destroyed or severely damaged during or immediately following
an emergency (hurricane, tropical storm, tornado, or any other act of nature) shall be granted an
exemption from the application process when the Public Works Director, or designee
determines that permitting requirements will hamper private or public work to restore order and
or safety.
The removal of trees that pose imminent danger to the public health, safety and general welfare
may be granted a verbal authorization by the Public Works Director, or designee to remove the
tree; a tree removal application is required to be submitted within 72 hours of the removal.
Permit
An application for a permit to prune more than 20% of a tree or to remove a tree from
private property must be filed with the City, for data collection purposes. There is no fee
associated with either the application or the permit. The application shall be submitted by the
property owner or the property owners’ authorized agent. Tree pruning or removal applications
for trees less than 36” in circumference will be approved.
Tree removal applications submitted for tree(s) 36” or larger in circumference will be inspected
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and receive a level II tree risk assessment conducted by the Public Works Director, or designee,
to determine the progression of the application. The applicant will be notified of the status of the
application. A tree removal permit will be issued if the tree is determined to be dead,
diseased, hazardous to the safety of persons or property in a way that cannot be
addressed by using the current tree care, ANSI Z Standards (American National Standard
Institute), or is deemed either an invasive species (as identified on the list maintained by
the Maryland Invasive Species Council) or undesirable because of its location, condition,
or effect on other structures or trees.2
Additional factors may also be considered in the decision, such as:

● the overall health of the tree;
● the potential hazards associated with the tree;
● the desirability of preserving the tree by reason of its age, size, or outstanding quality,
such as uniqueness, rarity or status as a landmark or species variety;
● the extent to which the area would be subject to environmental degradation due to
removal of the tree or trees;
● the extent of the tree canopy in the immediate area; and
● the applicable county zoning and state law.
A permit for removal will be issued if the tree is located in a place proximal to houses or
utilities, or in a place that would make it difficult for a property owner to expand the
footprint of the house in conjunction with an approved building permit from the County
and City.
If at the conclusion of the basic level II assessment, the applicant disputes the findings by the
Public Works Director or designee, they can obtain a second opinion.3 At this point, the
applicant will have the opportunity to select a third-party assessor, which is an International
Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified arborist or a Tree Risk Assessment Qualified arborist,
licensed and insured to perform tree assessments in the State of Maryland, to determine the
condition of the tree. The selected arborist will perform an advanced level III assessment and
provide a written report of the findings with recommendations. The results of the level III
assessment shall be provided by the applicant to the Public Works Director to review for further
consideration of the tree removal application. The City will provide reimbursement to the
applicant for one-half of the cost of the certified arborist’s level III assessment.
An approved permit must be conspicuously posted on the property until the tree is removed.
Tree permits are valid for one year from the date issued.
Process
The Public Works Director or designee will administer the program, including receipt and
2

A list of Maryland’s invasive species can be found at https://mdinvasives.org/species-of-concern/#
A tree risk assessment, in short, is a process used to determine the overall risk that a tree, or its parts,
poses to potential targets (people, vehicles, buildings, other things of value or importance). All trees pose
a potential risk of some level, but that doesn’t mean that every tree should be removed. Most trees' risk
levels are very low and often don’t need any immediate attention to eliminate risk. A tree risk assessment
is used to determine which trees pose a threat by having a high likelihood of failure within a specified time
frame.
3
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evaluation of applications, issuance or denial of tree removal and replacement permits, and
collection of fees.
If a person disputes a decision by the Public Works Director, that person may appeal the
decision, in writing, to the College Park Tree and Landscape Board within 15 business days of
the date of permit denial. The applicant will be invited to the next Board meeting following the 15
day appeal date to review their application. The Board will evaluate all the information presented
by the applicant and will make a final decision within one month of the applicant review process.
Enforcement and Penalties
If a person removes or prunes more than 20% of a tree that is considered part of the City’s
Urban Forest as defined above without receiving a permit, the person will be issued a municipal
infraction and assessed a $500 fine to be paid to the City's Tree Canopy Enhancement Program
fund (or other designated fund where contributions would be preserved from year-to-year).
B. Increase in TCEP Reimbursements
The Tree and Landscape Board (TLB) supports the Department of Public Works’ request for an
increase in funding of the Tree Canopy Enhancement Program (TCEP). We suggest offering
City residents reimbursement for tree plantings up to $250 per fiscal year. (Current
reimbursement is $150 per year.) In addition, the TLB proposes using TCEP funds to promote
targeted marketing of the TCEP program to City residents, in order to increase awareness of the
program.
C. Education Campaign
The TLB will partner with the City and the Council in initiating an educational campaign on the
importance of the City’s tree canopy and the purpose of the program. It is important to share
with the City’s residents: 1) the Council’s strategic goal of increasing the urban tree canopy by
5% by 2025, and 2) that based on the SavATree assessment, the greatest potential to increase
the canopy is on private land. Informational flyers should be disseminated to every resident’s
address that include facts, graphics, and direction to the City’s Trees site. Additionally, the TLB,
CBE, and Council can host educational events on tree maintenance, tree planting techniques,
and biodiversity.
D. Building Relationships with Maryland National Capital Park and Planning
Commission (M-NCPPC) and the University of Maryland
Since College Park has no permitting or land use zoning authority, all construction and
development projects are reviewed and permitted by M-NCPPC and Prince George’s County
Department of Permitting, Inspection and Enforcement (DPIE). The TLB, with the assistance of
the College Park Planning Director, plans to meet with M-NCPPC to better understand tree
mitigation requirements as they pertain to construction and development projects in the City,
and will begin a discussion to explore ways the City can work with M-NCPPC to address and
minimize the loss of City tree canopy, as new developments are proposed.
The University of Maryland (UMD) and the City of College Park recently agreed to extend their
strategic partnership. One of the goals of “University Community Vision 2030” is to build a
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sustainable environment for both the residents of College Park and the UMD community.4 One
dimension of that environment is the tree canopy. The University of Maryland is a level IV
certified arboretum, which is integral to its stormwater mitigation strategic plan. Both the City of
College Park and UMD have a goal of increasing the tree canopy to 40% in the next 5 years.
For purposes of measuring the tree canopy, the UMD tree canopy is included in the City tree
canopy assessment. To meet challenges of finding space for replacement trees, the City and
University could collaborate to locate tree replacement plantings on campus when trees are lost
due to development projects. This collaboration might include partnering on the University’s
GIS-based tree management system.5

PHASE 2
A. Additional Requirements for Tree Canopy Protection Policy (Permit Program)
Tree Replacement Required
Replacement trees are strongly encouraged, but not required for trees removed between
24” and 36” circumference; removed trees 36” or larger in circumference will require
replacement.
Removal of an Urban Forest tree, as defined above, requires replacement trees based on the
circumference of the tree to be removed, as listed below:
●

36”- 47” circumference: replace with 1 tree

●

48” circumference and greater: replace with 2 trees

The applicant’s property is the preferred location for planting replacement tree(s). If no suitable
planting site can be identified on the applicant’s property, a neighboring property can be
selected/utilized with appropriate consent. Partnerships with M-NCPPC and UMD may also
yield suitable planting sites.
If a suitable location cannot be identified, or an applicant is unable or unwilling to comply with
the Tree Replacement Requirements by planting replacement tree(s) on their own, or a
neighboring property, they may instead make a contribution/payment to the City's Tree Canopy
Enhancement Program fund (or other designated fund where contributions would be preserved
from year-to-year) based on the tree circumference of the tree to be removed (as listed below):
●

36”- 47”: $250

●

48” and above: $500

Property owners that can demonstrate financial hardship may request a waiver of a
contribution/payment to the Tree Canopy Enhancement Fund.
Following the removal of any tree, all property owners are strongly encouraged to replace the
4

https://www.collegeparkmd.gov/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_10202020-1047
Each tree on campus is georeferenced and can be identified on the UMD Arboretum’s interactive map.
https://maps.umd.edu/abg/

5
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tree loss on their property. Property owners are eligible to receive reimbursement funding for
required replacement trees from the City's Tree Canopy Enhancement Program (TCEP) fund as
identified in the TCEP guidelines. Replacement tree(s) species shall be approved prior to
planting and planted within 6 months from the date tree removal is complete. Replacement trees
shall meet the tree size guidelines specified in the TCEP, whether or not reimbursement from
the fund is requested.
Requests for reimbursement will be processed 6 months after planting, only if the replacement
tree(s) is (are) alive and healthy, in the opinion of the Director of Public Works or designee.
Enforcement and Penalties
If an applicant removes a tree in the urban forest per issuance of a permit but does not replant
all replacement trees as required within 6 months, the applicant shall be charged a $500 fine
per replacement tree to be paid to the City's Tree Canopy Enhancement Program fund (or other
designated fund where contributions would be preserved from year-to-year).
B. Creation of City Tree Registry
To obtain data about the private tree canopy in College Park, the City will develop a survey for
residents to inventory the number, species, and size of the trees on their private property. Upon
return of this information, it will be used to develop a City Tree Registry which will be maintained
as a virtual map on the City’s public website using a Geographic Information System (GIS). The
City may be able to collaborate with UMD's GIS-based tree management system. Residents
with private trees on the registry will be eligible for tree maintenance grants through the Tree
Maintenance Fund.
C. Creation of a Tree Maintenance Fund (TMF)
The City of College Park has no permitting or land use zoning authority; all construction and
development projects are reviewed and permitted by the Maryland National Capital Park and
Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) and Prince George’s County Department of Permitting,
Inspection and Enforcement (DPIE).
All property owners are encouraged to support the current canopy by maintaining their trees.
However, concern with the expense of mature tree maintenance has been voiced by residents.
TLB recommends that the City create a Tree Maintenance Fund (TMF) with a suggested annual
contribution from the City of $10,000. The TMF will be a fund where property owners can apply
for rebates to offset tree maintenance expenses for trees greater than 24” in circumference.
Funds may also be used to offset the price of tree assessments on private property. To qualify
for funding, residents must demonstrate financial hardship or participate in the City’s tree
registry. The Tree Maintenance Fund would be a revolving fund, where unspent funds will carry
over to the following year.
During the planning stage of a new construction/development project, College Park’s Mayor and
City Council and City Planning Department review these projects and have the ability to provide
comments and suggestions. This planning stage is an opportunity for the City to protect trees by
encouraging developers to mitigate tree canopy loss by replacing trees lost to new construction,
with the caveat that replacement occurs within City limits. If this is not possible, the developer
should be encouraged to contribute to the City’s Tree Maintenance Fund.
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PHASE 3
A. Building relationship with Prince George’s County
Currently the state of Maryland allows developers to mitigate tree loss anywhere in the state.
The TLB will work with the City and the Council to develop a working relationship with Prince
George’s County in order to identify avenues for tree mitigation within the City’s boundaries.
Therefore, when developers remove trees in the City of College Park, they should be required to
replant within the City. Additionally, the TLB will request the County to allow trees on private
property to be eligible for the County’s rain check rebate program to decrease a residents’ cost
to plant trees on their property.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Bill Gardiner, Interim City Manager

THROUGH:

Robert Marsili, Director Public Works

FROM:

Brenda Alexander, Assistant Director Public Works

DATE:

July 9, 2021

SUBJECT:

Prince George’s County Bill CB‐46‐2021

The Mayor and Council drafted a letter of support for revised language in CB‐46‐2021, the Prince
George’s County Rain Check Rebate program that addresses the rebate for residential tree planting for
residents in municipalities that also have a tree planting rebate.
Currently, the rebate requirements of the Rain Check Rebate program prohibit College Park residents
from consideration for a tree planting rebate from the County program, since the City has a tree
planting reimbursement program. The revised language in bill CB‐26‐2021 will allow residents in
municipalities to also participate in the County program as long as the municipality “caps the (City)
program at less than the county”. If the revised language is approved, a resident may apply to the
county to allow for the purchase of additional trees not addressed by the municipal rebate program. The
county rebate for tree planting is $150/tree. The City reimbursement for tree planting is $150/fiscal
year.
The Tree & Landscape Board (TLB) has advocated during the many discussions of the Urban Tree Canopy
Protection recommendations to increase the City reimbursement for tree planting from $150/fiscal year
to $250/fiscal year to incentivize tree planting on residential land, since the County rebate program was
unavailable to City residents. Another reason TLB considered recommending an increase to the City
reimbursement is in conjunction with the replanting requirement of the Urban Tree Canopy Protection
recommendations to help off‐set tree replanting costs.
With the beginning of the new fiscal year and the recent proposed revision to the County Rain Check
rebate tree planting provision to allow municipalities with rebate program to participate in the County
program, so long as their program “caps” are less than the county, the Tree & Landscape Board voted at
the July 8, 2021 meeting to recommend no increase in the City Tree Canopy Enhancement Program
(TCEP) reimbursement to allow City residents the opportunity to potentially participate in both the City
and County rebate programs for tree planting so long as the language in CB‐46‐2021 is approved as
currently drafted.
Another option discussed at the July TLB meeting was to abolish the TCEP program and fund a tree
maintenance program for residents to utilize as a mechanism to assist with the costs of maintaining a
canopy tree to help ensure its longevity. TLB heard from residents about the costly issue of tree
maintenance and the significance of maintaining trees on private property to keep them healthy, so
they do not have to be removed. Providing a fund for tree maintenance would help keep existing trees
healthy and City residents would be able to fully participate in the Rain Check Rebate program for tree
planting reimbursement.
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A benefit of the proposed language in CB‐46‐2021 is that a city resident is eligible to receive a lifetime
maximum Rain Check rebate of $6,000 (increased from $4,000) per property that can be used for tree
planting. This provision would permit a City resident to plant numerous native trees at one time, that
meet the County tree planting guidelines, for a larger rebate to off‐set planting costs especially if a
contractor is used to install the trees.
The Board thought it was critical that this information be presented in conjunction with the discussion of
the Urban Tree Canopy Protection recommendations and draft Ordinance 21‐O‐09, as this increase in
TCEP reimbursement has been a component of many of the previous discussions.
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5
DISCUSSION
Use of ARPA Funds
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CITY OF COLLEGE PARK, MARYLAND
WORKSESSION AGENDA ITEM
Prepared By:

Gary Fields,
Finance Director

Presented By:

Gary Fields,
Finance Director;
Bill Gardiner
Interim City Manager

Meeting Date: 7/13/2021
Proposed Consent: No

Originating Department:

Finance

Issue Before Council:

Discussion on use of ARPA funds

Strategic Plan Objective:

Innovate and improve City services to enhance quality, value, and accessibility
for all our residents.

Background/Justification:
The enactment of the American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA), and specifically the Coronavirus Local Fiscal
Recovery Funds (LFRF), in early March 2021 provided the City with significant funding to be used to help
the City, its local businesses, families and individuals recover from the major negative economic impacts of
the COVID-19 pandemic. The initial amount of the funding was set at $26.8 million, however later details of
the Act limited funding for municipalities to 75% of their pre-pandemic budget.
Further guidance since that date and up to July 8, 2021 have clarified/modified the criteria for the formula
and computations to be used but we still are awaiting a final determination of the amount to be received.
Based on the most recent information the estimated total funding for the City is $21.97 million. The FY2022
Approved Budget had estimated the total funding at $16.1 million based on the General Fund budget.
50% of the funding is expected to be received this month, July 2021 and the remaining 50% 12 months later,
July 2022.
The specific allowable uses of the funds have been generally established. The proposed uses discussed
below and included in the spreadsheet attached comply with allowed uses.
The proposed uses of the funds in total are as follows:
-

Recovery of lost General Fund revenue due to the pandemic
(Most of this is proposed to be transferred to the Capital Projects Fund)

-

Contractual for administration and compliance related to the funding

220,000

-

Grants and assistance (include businesses, with specific programs
for non-profits; hotels, restaurants, and other small businesses; and
families and individuals).

9,000,000

-

COVID specific costs (PPE, cleaning, public outreach, etc.)

-

Capital outlay (ARPA-eligible projects, including stormwater systems)
Total proposed uses

$ 8,650,000

636,422
1,600,000
$20,106,422

The total proposed uses would leave a balance of $1.866 million of funding for use in FY2024 and FY2025,
through December 31, 2024.
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Most of the recovery of lost revenue was earmarked in the FY2022 budget for transfer to the Capital Project
Fund for use in existing projects; and provide for an additional $180,000 of budgeted expenditures in
FY2022. The remaining amounts can be allocated for a wide range of uses as Council deems necessary.
The $9 million for grants and assistance is proposed to be allocated to several areas. These uses will
require changes to existing programs or the development/creation of specific new programs. Currently staff
is recommending the following areas for eligible entities:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Hotels & Tourism Industry
Restaurants
Local non-profit food banks and food delivery service organizations
Other local small businesses and non-profits
Additional funding of the City’s existing Business Façade and Improvement Grant program.

Staff will review what other communities are doing related to this and bring back programs for Council
approval in August.
Fiscal Impact:
Ultimately, the net impact of this funding on the City’s budget will be neutral – all expenditures will be offset
by funding received from the American Rescue Plan Act. However, the effect of wisely spending this funding
will have a very positive impact on the City.
Council Options:
1. Provide direction to staff to develop specific program requirements and eligibility for the programs listed
above, to be brought back to the first August worksession for Council approval.
2. Suggest other programs for use of the ARPA funding.
3. Request additional information
4.
Staff Recommendation:
#1 - Provide direction to staff to develop specific program requirements and eligibility for the programs listed
above, to be brought back to the first August worksession for Council approval. However, if there are other
suggestions from Council on spending ARPA funds, provide that guidance as well.
Recommended Motion:
N/A
Attachments:
1. Proposed uses of ARPA funding spreadsheet with comparative Local Fiscal Recovery Funds FY2022
approved budget
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Local Fiscal Recovery Funds (LFRF) - American Rescue Plan
ARPA Funding Calculation:
FY 2020 total budget allowed

$ 29,297,124

75% Cap

$ 21,972,844
Paid in 50% installments July 2021 & July 2022

Funding:
LFRF allocation
Excess LFRF-(carryforward from FY21 to FY22)
Total funding

For comparison purposes
FY2021
Estimated
FY Total
$ 8,050,000

FY2022
ADOPTED
BUDGET
$ 8,050,000

-

8,050,000

$ 8,050,000

$ 16,100,000

Uses:
Lost revenue recovered - transfer to General Fund (includes funding for FY22 tax rate decrease & add'l budgeted exp)
Lost revenue recovered - transfer to General Fund to CP Fund (same amounts included in the FY22 Budget)
Total recovery of lost revenue (12/31/20 & 21 for FY22; and 12/31/22 for FY23)

Proposed Uses of Funding
Based on projections 7/8/21

$

FY2022
10,986,422

FY2023
10,986,422

$

10,986,422

$

10,986,422

$

1,300,000
4,000,000
5,300,000

$

1,530,000
1,820,000
3,350,000

Salaries & Wages
Program administration (Contract labor)
Total Salaries & Wages

-

100,000
100,000

120,000
120,000

100,000
100,000

Benefits
FICA
Total Benefits

-

7,650
7,650

-

-

-

350,000

-

2,000,000

-

250,000

350,000
100,000
2,500,000
1,000,000
500,000
500,000
250,000

250,000
50,000
1,875,000
700,000
300,000
500,000
125,000

-

20,000
100,000
100,000
50,000
50,000
2,920,000

20,000
100,000
100,000
50,000
46,422
5,516,422

20,000
100,000
100,000
50,000
50,000
4,120,000

-

50,000
50,000

50,000
50,000

1,500,000
50,000
1,550,000

$

-

$ 3,077,650

10,986,422

9,120,000

$

-

$

Other Operating Costs
Grants and Assistance
Food service organizations
Other non-profit assistance
Small Business assistance
Hotels/motels
Restaurants
Additional funding for existing Business Façade & Improve. Grant program
Family/Individual financial assistance
Public outreach
Deep cleaning City facilities
PPE
I.T. related
Other COVID related costs
Total other operating costs
Capital Outlay
Retaining pond maintenance/project funding (could be added to County projects)
Equipment
Total Capital Outlay
Total uses
Other direct uses of LFRF
From recovery of lost revenue (see detail following)
1) Additional departmental operating expenditures
2) Transfers to Capital Projects Fund
Subsidize FY2022 tax rate reduction to CYTR
Total Uses - Local Fiscal Recovery Funds for lost revenue
Excess Local Fiscal Recovery Funds - available for use in subsequent year
Transfers to CIP/Capital Projects Fund:
CP Woods Property (Community Building)
Facilities Capital Reserve (Parking Garage renov.)
Hollywood Commercial Revitalization
OPH Renovations
Parking Enforcement Equip. Replacement
Public Works facilities improvements
Complete & Green Streets
Pavement Management Plan
Vehicle Replacement program
Departmental capital
Total transfers to CIP projects from lost revenue recovered

180,000
5,820,000
380,000

-

6,380,000

$ 8,050,000

$ 6,642,350

$

-

$

1,866,422

From lost revenue recovered for

FY20 & FY21
$
150,000
300,000
200,000
150,000
100,000
1,250,000
1,250,000
400,000
200,000

$ 4,000,000

$

FY2022
100,000
180,000
614,875
100,000
100,000
500,000
225,125
-

$ 1,820,000
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TO:

Mayor, City Council, City Manager and Department Directors

FROM:

Janeen S. Miller, City Clerk

DATE:

July 7, 2021

RE:

Future Agendas

The following items are tentatively placed on future agendas. This list has been
prepared by the City Manager and me and represents the current schedule for items
that will appear on future agendas.
TUESDAY, JULY 20, 2021 REGULAR MEETING
Consideration of a request to park a prohibited vehicle (trailer) in the 5000 block of
Delaware Street – Bob Ryan, Director of Public Services and Jim Miller, Parking
Enforcement Manager
Consideration of a request to park a prohibited vehicle (trailer) in the 9700 Block of
Narragansett Parkway – Bob Ryan, Director of Public Services and Jim Miller, Parking
Enforcement Manager
Consideration of a request to park a prohibited vehicle (trailer) in the 9700 Block of 52nd
Avenue – Bob Ryan, Director of Public Services and Jim Miller, Parking Enforcement
Manager
Approval of one-year OKRs – Bill Gardiner, Interim City Manager
Approval of final condominium documents for City Hall, and discussion and approval of
plaques acknowledging Dr. Loh and The Rotary Foundation – Suellen Ferguson, City
Attorney and Bill Gardiner, Interim City Manager
(Proposed Consent) Resolution commenting on the proposed Prince George’s County
Climate Action Plan – request of Mayor Wojahn – Terry Schum, Director of Planning
Selection of a consultant for the employee engagement survey – Teresa Way-Pezzuti,
Director of Human Resources
(Proposed Consent) Replacement of gasoline storage tank – Robert Marsili, Director of
Public Works
Introduction of an Ordinance to amend Chapter 38, Code of Ethics – Suellen Ferguson,
City Attorney
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Worksession after the Regular Meeting: Discussion: (11-4-20) Review of College
Park policy options for neighborhood stabilization (for those neighborhoods trending
toward rentals) AND Discussion of affordable housing policies, programs and initiatives
AND (12-08-20) Discussion of strategies to provide affordable housing (student and
other) (with partner stakeholders) to include the possibility of commissioning an
affordable housing plan
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 4, 2021 WORKSESSION

01-29-20: Discussion of the decennial redistricting and of establishing a redistricting
commission (standard census tabulation for voting districts expected by September 30)
– Terry Schum, Director of Planning (30)
Discussion of an amendment to Mayor and Council’s Rules and Procedures to allow for
continued Zoom and/or Hybrid meetings – Bill Gardiner, Interim City Manager (30)
Request by Mark Vogel/Republic Properties to support a multi-family project instead of
a hotel – Terry Schum, Director of Planning (10)
Discussion of a Proclamation Policy – Janeen S Miller, City Clerk (15)
2:15
TUESDAY, AUGUST 10, 2021 REGULAR MEETING
Quarterly Financial Presentation – Gary Fields, Director of Finance
Veo Ride Contract – Terry Schum, Director of Planning
Presentation by IBTS on the draft feasibility study for establishing a City department of
building code, permitting and enforcement (RFP CP-20-03) (60) – Bob Ryan, Director of
Public Services
Approval of ARPA fund expenditures – Gary Fields
Placeholder: Closed Session after the meeting to review City Manager candidates
(allow 2 hours)
3:15
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 2021 WORKSESSION
Placeholder: Closed Session after the meeting for City Attorney evaluation
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, REGULAR MEETING

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 2021 WORKSESSION
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TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, REGULAR MEETING

ANNUAL ITEMS
January, early: Discussion of Homestead Tax Credit Rate (currently at 0%) (must
certify by March 25 to change rate)
January, after an election: Review and adoption of Council Rules and Procedures
January: Review annual reports and workplans from advisory boards
IFC/PHA Annual meeting with Council (when is best?)
March: Annual Review/Renewal of Insurance Contracts
March: Annual farmers market debrief
March: Annual Economic Development Report
April and September: Comments on the M-NCPPC budget
June Worksession: Review of applications for advisory board vacancies
June Regular Meeting: Annual appointments to advisory boards
June Regular Meeting: Proclamation for Pride Month
June Regular Meeting: Pollinator Week Proclamation (for 3rd full week in June)
September, last regular meeting: Mayor’s Monarch Pledge proclamation (for 1st
Saturday in October)
October, first regular meeting: Proclamation for Indigenous Peoples’ Day
Early Fall: Annual presentation from SHA on projects in the City (schedule prior to CTP
discussion)
Fall: Annual police agency presentation
November, first regular meeting: Proclamation for Small Business Saturday
December: Approval of Annual Retreat agenda
MASTER LIST
2021 Quarterly Financial Presentations: January 26, April 27, August 10, October 26.
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2021 Quarterly Appointments to advisory boards: January 12, April 13, June 15,
October 12
07-09-19: Input from staff and the Airport Authority about the GAO study on helicopters
in the City and helicopter noise in the region (15)
10-01-19: Discussion of signing on to the principles of the Maryland Advocates for
Sustainable Transportation – request of Mayor Wojahn
Discussion of additional roadway connectivity between City neighborhoods - AND –
Find options to reduce traffic on our major roadways (include Complete Streets) (40)
Terry Schum, Director of Planning; Steve Halpern, City Engineer; Robert Marsili,
Director of Public Works
02-04-20: Follow up discussion on certain events held in the City (Veterans and
Memorial Day events, MLK Tribute and Blues Festival)
Review of proposal for a pilot program for a rebate to homeowners for installation of
residential security camera systems - Bob Ryan, Director of Public Services (20)
05-05-20: Information Report on Edgewood Road Right-Of-Way at intersection with US
1 – Terry Schum and Steve Halpern
Discussion of goals and purpose for City Events, and criteria for evaluating City Events
(30)
09-01-20: Discussion of a commemorative bench program – request of Councilmember
Kabir
09-15-20: Tax credits to homeowners for purchase of flood insurance – Councilmember
Rigg
Appropriate use of staff time and resources at the request of community organizations –
Scott Somers, City Manager
11-4-20: Options to address traffic back up on Cherry Hill Road caused by Starbucks
Drive Through – Councilmember Kabir
12-01-20: Discussion on establishment of a Human Relations Commission –
Councilmember Mitchell
12-01-20: Discussion on holding a City-wide business roundtable – Councilmember
Mitchell
Follow-up discussion on a City Youth Advisory Committee – Kiaisha Barber, Director of
Youth, Family and Senior Services (30)
03-02-21: Discussion of a Participatory Budgeting process (for next fiscal year) –
request of Councilmember Mitchell
03-10-21: Transfer of ownership of Rhode Island Avenue to the City - Draft Agreement
– Terry Schum
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Presentation on Accela land use CRM software
Proclamation in September 2021: “Suicide Prevention Month”
Request from the College Park Housing Authority about use of City property for a
parking lot (30)
04-01-21: Construction Price Amendment / Change Order for the College Park Woods
Clubhouse project (20) - Robert Marsili, Director of Public Works
05-05-21: Maryland Economic Development Association (MEDA) Business
Appreciation Week October 25th – 29th
05-18-21: Consideration of a proposal for parking prohibitions at 4500 Beechwood
Road – Bob Ryan, Director of Public Services
November 9, 2021: Proclamation for Good Neighbor Day 10th anniversary
Discussion of rules and regulations for City parks and playgrounds
06-08-21: Update the list of City undeeded properties and review policy – Steve
Halpern, City Engineer and Suellen Ferguson, City Attorney
06-09-21: Consideration of a request by Aspen for waiver of the school facilities
surcharge – Terry Schum, Director of Planning
Recommendation for a new City phone system - Bill Gardiner, Interim City Manager
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