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Good afternoon Madam Clerk,
Attached is the Planning Board’s transmittal package in response to LDR-80-2026.

Please contact me if you have any questions. Thank you,

Natalia Gomez Rojas, AICP

Planner IV | Planning Director’s Office
301-780-8116 | natalia.gomezrojas d.mncppc.or

Tha Maryland-Matiorsl Capitsl Park snd Plarning Commission

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY
Planning Department

O OOIO0,

From: Clerk of the Council <ClerkoftheCouncil@co.pg.md.us>

Sent: Wednesday, April 8, 2026 10:51 AM

To: Hunt, James <James.Hunt@ppd.mncppc.org>

Cc: PPD-PGCPB <PGCPB@ppd.mncppc.org>; Borden, Debra <Debra.Borden@mncppc.org>; Hightower, Rana E. <REHightower@co.pg.md.us>;
Conner, Sherri <sherri.conner@ppd.mncppc.org>; Warner, David <david.warner@mncppc.org>; Brown, Donna J. <djbrown@co.pg.md.us>;
Moses, Leonard D. <LDMoses@co.pg.md.us>; Reese, Edgar L. <ELReese@co.pg.md.us>; Avery, Natasha J. <NJAvery@co.pg.md.us>; Zavakos,
Karen T. <ktzavakos@co.pg.md.us>; Walker-Bey, James T. <JTWalkerBey@co.pg.md.us>; Aheart, Charlotte D. <CDAheart@co.pg.md.us>;
GomezRojas, Natalia <Natalia.GomezRojas@ppd.mncppc.org>; Jones, Jessica <Jessica.Jones@ppd.mncppc.org>; Smith, Shaquan
<Shaquan.Smith@ppd.mncppc.org>

Subject: Transmittal of draft legislative amendments to the local zoning laws of the County

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding.

James Hunt, Acting Planning Director
Prince George’s County Planning Department
M-NCPPC

Dear Mr. Hunt:

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 27-3501 of the Zoning Ordinance of Prince George’s County, attached is the following draft
legislative amendment to the local zoning laws of the County:

Clerk Transmittal on: 4/08/2026

LDR-80-2026 AN ORDINANCE CONCERNING USE REGULATIONS - RESIDENTIAL INFILL for the purpose of promoting higher density
residential development by permitting infill two-family and townhouse dwellings in the Residential, Rural (RR) Zone inside
the Capital Beltway; providing for use standards for infill dwellings in the RR Zone; amending intensity and dimensional
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27 - 3501. Legislative Amendment   (c)   Legislative Amendment Procedure   This Subsection identifies additions or modifications to the standard review procedures in Sec. 27 - 3400, Standard Review  Procedures, that apply to a text amendment.   (1)   Initiation of a Legislative  Amendment   A legislative amendment shall only be initiated by:   (A)   A member of the District Council, or   (B)   The Chair of the Council, at the request of the  Planning Board .   (2)   Preparation   (A)   Unless otherwise directed by the Council, within twenty - one (21) calendar  days , t he Council’s Legislative Counsel shall  prepare the proposed amendment in consultation with the  Planning Director , and shall provide the resultant draft  legislative amendment to the clerk of the council for transmittal to the planning director.   (B)   Within fourt een (14) calendar days of transmittal by the Clerk, the Planning Director shall issue a Technical Staff  Report. The Technical Staff Report shall include, but is not limited to whether, analysis of the extent to which the  proposed amendment:   (i)   Is consistent w ith the goals, policies and strategies of Plan Prince George’s 2035 (or any successor  General Plan ),  area master plans ,  sector plans ,  functional master plans , and any other applicable approved plans;   (ii)   Addresses a demonstrated community need;   (iii)   Is consistent w ith the purpose and intent of the zones in this Ordinance, or would improve compatibility among  uses and ensure efficient  development   within the County;   (iv)   is consistent with the implementation of the strategies and priority recommendations of the Prince Geor ge’s  County Climate Action Plan;   (v)   Is consistent with other related State and local laws and regulations; and   (vi)   Would avoid creating significantly adverse impacts on the natural environment, including but not limited to  water, air, noise, stormwater management , wildlife, vegetation, wetlands, and the natural functioning of the  environment.   (C)   In addition, the Technical Staff Report shall contain an independent, non - substantive assessment of the technical  drafting conventions of the proposed legislative amendment,  in order to ensure consistency with the legislative style  and conventions of the current Zoning Ordinance.   (D)     Within thirty (30) days of the date of the transmittal by the Clerk, excluding days when the Planning Board is in recess,  the Planning Board shall h old a public hearing and make comments on the proposed legislative amendment. At the  hearing, the Planning Board shall, following its Rules of Procedure, consider the proposed legislative amendment, the  Technical Staff Report, and any public comments (as a ppropriate), and make a recommendation, on the proposed  amendment in accordance with subsection (d), Legislative Amendment Decision Standards. The proposed legislative  amendment and Planning Board recommendation shall be immediately transmitted to the Cler k of the Council for  inclusion on a County Council agenda.    





27-3501. Legislative Amendment
(c)

Legislative Amendment Procedure

This Subsection identifies additions or modifications to the standard review procedures in Sec. 27-3400, Standard Review
Procedures, that apply to a text amendment.

(1)

2

Initiation of a Legislative Amendment

Alegislative amendment shall only be initiated by:

(A) A member of the District Council, or

(B)  The Chair of the Council, at the request of the Planning Board.

Preparation

(A)  Unless otherwise directed by the Council, within twenty-one (21) calendar days, the Council’s Legislative Counsel shall
prepare the proposed amendment in consultation with the Planning Director, and shall provide the resultant draft
legislative amendment to the clerk of the council for transmittal to the planning director.

(B)  Within fourteen (14) calendar days of transmittal by the Clerk, the Planning Director shall issue a Technical Staff
Report. The Technical Staff Report shall include, but is not limited to whether, analysis of the extent to which the
proposed amendment:

() Isconsistent with the goals, policies and strategies of Plan Prince George's 2035 (or any successor General Plan),
area master plans, sector plans, functional master plans, and any other applicable approved plans;
Addresses a demonstrated community need;
Is consistent with the purpose and intent ofthe zones in this Ordinance, or would improve compatibility among
uses and ensure efficient development within the County;

(iv) s consistent with the implementation of the strategies and priority recommendations of the Prince George's
County Climate Action Plan;

(v)  Isconsistent with other related State and local laws and regulations; and

(vi)  Would avoid creating significantly adverse impacts on the natural environment, including but not limited to
water, air, noise, stormwater management, wildlife, vegetation, wetlands, and the natural functioning of the
environment.

(C) I addition, the Technical Staff Report shall contain an independent, non-substantive assessment of the technical
drafting conventions of the proposed legislative amendment, in order to ensure consistency with the legislative style
and conventions of the current Zoning Ordinance.

(D) Within thirty (30) days of the date of the transmittal by the Clerk, excluding days when the Planning Board is in recess,

the Planning Board shall hold a public hearing and make comments on the proposed legislative amendment. At the
hearing, the Planning Board shall, following its Rules of Procedure, consider the proposed legislative amendment, the
Technical Staff Report, and any public comments (as appropriate), and make a recommendation, on the proposed
amendment in accordance with subsection (d), Legislative Amendment Decision Standards. The proposed legislative
amendment and Planning Board recommendation shall be immediately transmitted to the Clerk of the Council for
inclusion on a County Council agenda.
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DATE: May 8, 2026
TO: Chair Oriadha

SUBJECT: LDR-080-2026 Promoting
higher density residential development
by permitting infill two-family and
townhouse dwellings in the
Residential, Rural (RR) Zone inside
the Capital Beltway.

TYPE OF MEETING: County Council / Consent Agenda / Presentation

COUNCIL MEETING DATE:

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED: Presentation of LDR-080-2026 as a Zoning Legislative
Amendment/Council Bill

ACTION REQUESTED OF THE CLERK OF THE COUNCIL:
Agenda discussion with Chair Oriadha to confirm presentation date and referral to legislative staff for
finalization and assignment of Council Bill number.
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1616 McCormick Drive, Largo, MD 20774

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL 301-952-3561
Park and Planning Commission pgcpb@ppd.mncppc.org
Prince George's County Planning Board | Office of the Chairman www.pgplanningboard.org
May 8, 2026

The Honorable Krystal Oriadha

Chair, Prince George’s County Council
Wayne K. Curry Administration Building
1301 McCormick Drive

Largo, MD 20774

Re: LDR-80-2026
Dear Chair Oriadha:

As required by the County’s legislative amendment process for amendments to the Zoning
Ordinance (Section 27-3501), the Planning Board held a public hearing on May 7, 2026, to receive
comments on proposed Legislative Drafting Request LDR-80-2026.

Following discussion of LDR-80-2026, and in consideration of public comments on this proposed
legislation, the Planning Board approved a motion to support LDR-80-2026 with the amendments
proposed in the technical staff report and supplemental memorandum.

The link to the public hearing video may be found under the hearing date at:
https://www.mncppec.org/883/Watch-Meetings.

Hearing Summary:

At the public hearing, six individuals testified regarding the proposed legislation: two in support
and four in opposition.

Supporters of LDR-80-2026 stated that the legislation aligns with the County’s goals of
expediting review processes and streamlining development applications that encourage additional
housing opportunities. They also emphasized the need for modern zoning tools to address the limitations
of master and sector plans that are more than 40 years old and no longer reflect current conditions or the
County’s housing needs.

Opponents of the legislation argued that the proposal is inconsistent with the existing master plan
and incompatible with the Rural Residential Zone. They expressed concerns that the legislation could
increase impervious surfaces and undermine the County’s green infrastructure objectives. In addition,
they raised concerns that the proposal could later be amended to allow lot sizes smaller than the currently
proposed 20-acre minimum, and questioned whether the public would have adequate opportunities for
participation during future Special Exception review processes.

Planning Board Proposed Amendments:

Following review of LDR-80-2026 the Department has offered the following technical and
substantial amendments:
o There seems to be a typo in Page 3, Line 2 in "This footnote shall not apply" rather than
"note apply".
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Planning Board Recommendation on LDR-80-2026

Page 2

The Planning Director does not review and approve detailed site plans as mentioned on
Page 5, Lines 26-27. For clarification, the Planning Director reviews and approves minor
amendments to detailed site plans.

Remove Sections 27-5102(c)(1)(H)(cc) through (dd) on Page 5, Lines 19-24. Section 27-
6305(f), “Driveways Used to Satisfy Standards,” already establishes the minimum
requirements for driveways in meeting off-street parking standards and does not need to
be repeated. Additionally, the reference to Section 27-3605(f) should be removed, as it is
not applicable.

The Detailed Site Plan (DSP) requirements contained in Section 27-5102(c)(1)(H)(iii)
should be removed because DSP requirements are contained in Section 27-3605.
Separate DSP requirements and findings should not be placed within use-specific
standards.

Section 27-3605 already requires DSP review for the “construction, expansion, or
alteration” of more than one (1) two-family dwelling or ten (10) townhouses.
Additionally, Section 27-5102(c)(1)(H)(iii) (aa) and (bb) of the LDR are already covered
in Section 27-3605(e), Detailed Site Plan Decision Standards of the Ordinance. Any
other decision standards the Council would like for this use should be relocated to this
Section as well.

The Residential infill use, as proposed, should be subject to a special exception rather
than as a permitted use, given the nature of the use violates the purposes of the RR Zone
and the potential impacts townhouse and two-family uses up to 20 dwelling units per
acre will have on neighboring properties within a zone intended for single-family
detached residential development. Accordingly, the proposed requirements for
residential infill currently listed in Section 27-5102(c)(1)(H) should instead be
incorporated into Section 27-5402, “Additional Requirements for Specific Special
Exception Uses.”

In order for the proposed uses to comply with the requirements of the RR Zone, the
purposes of the RR Zone are required to be amended to allow for townhouse and two-
family uses under limited circumstances. The following are the current purposes for
which the RR Zone is intended:

As provided in the accompanying Staff Report, the appropriate process for developing
uses not intended for a Base Zone is to rezone the property as many other properties are
currently doing, and have done, for many years. Allowing development to proceed in the
manner provided for in LDR-80-2026 will provide certain property owners a competitive
advantage over other property owners proceeding in accordance with the processes
provided for in the Zoning Ordinance.

Under the Planned Development process, for example, the District Council determines
the mix of uses, the allowable density, the location of development, the dimensional and
development standards, the amount of open space, the required public benefits that
should be offered to the County in exchange for the increased density and development
flexibility being granted, and other development regulations appropriate for the specific
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Planning Board Recommendation on LDR-80-2026

Page 3

site. The Requirements for Residential Infill the RR Zone should, therefore, be amended
to require an appropriate level of public benefits (rather than “one”) and also require the
establishment of standards and requirements that ensure development, at a minimum, on
the perimeter of the property is designed and located to be compatible with the character
of adjacent existing or approved development.

Legislative Amendment Decision Standards:

The advisability of amending the text of this Ordinance is a matter committed to the
legislative discretion of the County Council sitting as the District Council and is not
controlled by any one factor. Within each zone listed in the Classes of Zones (Section 27-
4102), the district council may regulate the construction, alteration, and uses of buildings
and structures and the uses of land, including surface, subsurface, and air rights. The
provisions for each zone shall be uniform for each class or kind of development throughout
the zone, and no legislative amendment may create different standards for a subset of
properties within a zone, unless such standards are necessary to implement development
policies within the applicable Area Master Plan, Sector Plan, development policies of the
General Plan, or other approved development district; however, any differentiation of a
subset of properties within a zone shall be reasonable and based upon the public policy to
be served.

The Department finds that in its current form LDR-80-2026 establishes different development
standards for RR properties within the Beltway than for those outside the Beltway, raising uniformity
concerns inconsistent with Section 27-3501(d) of the Zoning Ordinance.

As always, Planning Department staff members are available to work with the Council and your
legislative staff on any pertinent legislative matters. Please let us know if we may be of further assistance.

Should you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact the Office of the Planning Director
at 301-952-3594. Thank you again for your consideration.

Sincerely,

S il e

Darryl Barnes
Chairman

Attachments
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May 5, 2026
MEMORANDUM
TO: Prince George’s County Planning Board
FROM: Natalia Gomez, AICP, Planner IV
SUBJECT: LDR-80-2026 - AN ORDINANCE CONCERNING USE

REGULATIONS — RESIDENTIAL INFILL for the purpose of
promoting higher density residential development by permitting infill
two-family and townhouse dwellings in the Residential, Rural (RR) Zone
inside the Capital Beltway; providing for use standards for infill
dwellings in the RR Zone; amending intensity and dimensional standards
for infill dwellings within the RR Zone; setting forth minimum and
maximum parking standards for infill dwellings within the RR Zone.

Subsequent to the publication of the Technical Staff Report for LDR-80-2026 (Use Regulations —
Residential Infill), the Department participated in a conference call with the bill sponsor, during which the
sponsor requested that the Department propose amendments to the legislation.

Following further discussion, the Department reiterates its support for the stated goal of expanding
housing diversity. However, the Department continues to oppose the legislative approach proposed in
LDR-80-2026. Should the sponsor choose to proceed with the legislation, the Department offers the
following recommended amendments:

1. The Residential infill use, as proposed, should be subject to a special exception rather than as a
permitted use, given the nature of the use violates the purposes of the RR Zone and the potential
impacts townhouse and two-family uses up to 20 dwelling units per acre will have on neighboring
properties within a zone intended for single-family detached residential development.
Accordingly, the proposed requirements for residential infill currently listed in Section 27-
5102(c)(1)(H) should instead be incorporated into Section 27-5402, “Additional Requirements for
Specific Special Exception Uses.”

2. In order for the proposed uses to comply with the requirements of the RR Zone, the purposes of
the RR Zone are required to be amended to allow for townhouse and two-family uses under
limited circumstances. The following are the current purposes for which the RR Zone is intended:





(c) Residential, Rural (RR) Zone

(1) Purposes

The purposas of the Residential, Rural (RR) Zone ara:

(A} To provide for and encourage variztion in the size, shape, §
and width of single-family detached residential subdivision '_
lots, in order to better utilize their natural terrain; E

(B} Tofacilitete the planning of single-family residential develop-
ments with moderatzly large lots and dwellings of various
sizes and styles;

[C] Toencourage the preservation of trees and open spaces; and

(0] To prevent soil ercsion and stream valley flooding.

3. Asprovided in the accompanying Staff Report, the appropriate process for developing uses not
intended for a Base Zone is to rezone the property as many other properties are currently doing,
and have done, for many years. Allowing development to proceed in the manner provided for in
LDR-80-2026 will provide certain property owners a competitive advantage over other property
owners proceeding in accordance with the processes provided for in the Zoning Ordinance.

Under the Planned Development process, for example, the District Council determines the mix of
uses, the allowable density, the location of development, the dimensional and development
standards, the amount of open space, the required public benefits that should be offered to the
County in exchange for the increased density and development flexibility being granted, and
other development regulations appropriate for the specific site. The Requirements for Residential
Infill the RR Zone should, therefore, be amended to require an appropriate level of public benefits
(rather than “one”) and also require the establishment of standards and requirements that ensure
development, at a minimum, on the perimeter of the property is designed and located to be
compatible with the character of adjacent existing or approved development.

Lastly, the Planning Department recommends that the Planning Board approve the proposed amendments
outlined above and transmit them to the County Council, as requested by the bill sponsor.
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April 22,2026

TECHNICAL STAFF REPORT

TO: Prince George’s County Planning Board

FROM: Natalia Gomez, AICP, Planner IV - Planning Director’s Office
SUBJECT: Legislative Drafting Request LDR-80-2026

Use Regulations - Residential Infill

The Prince George’s County Planning Department’s legislative team has reviewed the

proposed legislative amendment to the Prince George’s County Zoning Ordinance and reiterates the
findings presented in the staff report for LDR-05-2026, leading to a recommendation of SUPPORT
for the stated intent of expanding housing diversity, but OPPOSITION to the legislative
approach proposed in LDR-80-2026, as described in the Recommendation section of this
technical staff report.

L

IL

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Proposed legislative amendments to the Prince George’s County Zoning Ordinance are
reviewed under the requirements of Section 27-3501, Legislative Amendment, of the Prince
George’s County Zoning Ordinance. The Planning Department has considered the following
in reviewing this proposed legislative amendment:

A. The Prince George’s County Zoning Ordinance;
B. The Plan Prince George’s 2035 Approved General Plan;
C. The current area master plans, sector plans, and functional master plans for Prince

George’s County;
D. The Prince George’s County Climate Action Plan; and
E. Referral comments.
COMPLIANCE WITH LAW, ASSESSMENT OF TECHNICAL DRAFTING CONVENTIONS, AND
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

Pursuant to Section 27-3501(c)(2)(C), this technical staff report contains an independent,
non-substantive assessment of the technical drafting conventions.

The Department has determined that LDR-80-2026 does not conform to the legislative style
and conventions of the current Zoning Ordinance. Prior comments provided in the staff





report for LDR-05-2026 were not addressed and therefore remain applicable. The
Department also provides the following additional comments:

A. There seems to be a typo in Page 3, Line 2 in "This footnote shall not apply" rather than
"note apply".

B. The Planning Director does not review and approve detailed site plans as mentioned on
Page 5, Lines 26-27. For clarification, the Planning Director reviews and approves minor
amendments to detailed site plans.

C. Remove Sections 27-5102(c)(1)(H)(cc) through (dd) on Page 5, Lines 19-24. Section 27-
6305(f), “Driveways Used to Satisfy Standards,” already establishes the minimum
requirements for driveways in meeting off-street parking standards and does not need
to be repeated. Additionally, the reference to Section 27-3605(f) should be removed, as
it is not applicable.

BACKGROUND

A. Purpose: To promote higher-density residential development by permitting two-family
and townhouse dwellings in the Residential, Rural (RR) Zone inside the Capital Beltway;
providing for use standards for infill dwellings in the RR Zone; amending intensity and
dimensional standards for infill dwellings within the RR Zone; setting forth minimum
and maximum parking standards for infill dwellings within the RR Zone.

B. Impacted Property: The proposed legislative amendment would impact all properties
in the RR Zone inside the Capital Beltway in Prince George’s County.

C. Policy Analysis: LDR-80-2026, consistent with the intent of LDR-05-2026, proposes
amendments to Table 27-5101(c) of the Zoning Ordinance to permit two-family and
townhouse dwellings by right in the Residential, Rural (RR) Zone within the Capital
Beltway, subject to specified location criteria. The bill also introduces “(H) Residential
Infill in the RR Zone” under the requirements for Permitted Principal Uses in Section 27-
5102.

2 LDR-80-2026





The proposed legislation also requires Detailed Site Plan (DET) approval for the
development of two-family and townhouse dwellings (See Page 5, Lines 25-31; Page 6,
Lines 1-7). This requirement is redundant, as DET review and approval is already
required pursuant to Sections 27-3605(a)(2)(M) and (N). The associated findings
proposed in LDR-80-2026 are also addressed in the Zoning Ordinance, including
compatibility through the Landscape Manual (buffering and setbacks from incompatible
uses), the neighborhood compatibility standards (Section 27-61200), sustainable design
requirements (Section 27-61600), and open space set-asides (Section 27-6403). In
addition, staff noted that the proposal reduces the applicable open space threshold for
townhouses and two-family dwellings in the RR Zone, while the same uses in higher-
density zones remain subject to more stringent standards, resulting in an inconsistency.

Continuing with the required findings listed in the proposed bill, conformance with the
applicable master plan and consistency with Plan 2035 are evaluated at the time of
subdivision approval pursuant to Section 24-4104(b). However, such findings may be
difficult to support given the stated purposes of the RR Zone in Section 27-4202(c).
Lastly, public benefits are typically discretionary and negotiated through the rezoning
process. Therefore, applying these requirements to uses permitted by right raises
concerns regarding proportionality and overall appropriateness.

The following additional policy considerations outlined in the staff report for LDR-05-
2026 are also applicable to LDR-80-2025:

(i) The Residential, Rural (RR) Zone intent

Two-family and townhome dwellings are currently prohibited in the RR Zone as
they are incompatible with the zone’s intended low-density character and
overall purposes. However, many RR-zoned properties, both inside and outside
the Beltway, may be suitable for these housing types. The proper way to evaluate
them is through a Planned Development or rezoning process. This allows the
Council to assess site-specific conditions, ensure compatibility, and obtain public
benefits.

Although the LDR does not constitute “spot-zoning,” it is generally discouraged
to use text amendments for the same purpose as rezoning without a
comprehensive review. This may result in inconsistent application of
regulations, weakening the intent of zoning to provide stability and
predictability. Utilizing the established rezoning or planned development
procedures ensures consistency with adopted master plans and maintains
alignment with the Zoning Ordinance.

(ii) Zoning Ordinance inconsistencies
The proposed development standards for two-family and townhome dwellings
in the RR Zone exceed the residential low-density land use designation, which
would conflict with the RR Zone and the District Council's approved master
plans. Additionally, the proposed standards do not comply with the objective
standards for these uses set out in other zones of the Ordinance.

3 LDR-80-2026





IV.

(iii)

(iv)

Creates different RR zoning standards for inside the Beltway vs outside
Staff did not identify a clear public purpose for creating zoning categories that
apply to “inside” versus “outside” the Capital Beltway. Having different
development standards within the same zone, based solely on this boundary,
raises concerns about uniformity and creates unnecessary distinctions between
communities on either side of [-95/495 (the Capital Beltway). It also violates the
uniformity principles critical to zoning. This issue is a major reason Plan 2035
recognizes the Established Communities and ended the bifurcation of the
County’s suburban areas based on orientation to the Capital Beltway.

Council previously opposed including several properties covered by this
LDR in Sector Plans and Sectional Map Amendments

The 2025 Proposed West Hyattsville-Queens Chapel Sectional Map Amendment
recommended reclassification of the Queens Chapel Manor neighborhood to the
northeast of the property at 6000 Ager Road into the RSF-A Zone, specifically to
permit two-family and townhouse development closer to two Metrorail stations
than that property, and the Planning Board did not endorse this proposal. The
Planning Department proposed to include portions of the University of
Maryland, College Park, and the University of Maryland Global Campus, subject
to this legislation, within the Approved Adelphi Road-UMGC-UMD Purple Line
Station Area Sector Plan [June 2022], but the County Council did not include
them.

Appropriate Planned Developments Processes that align with the Zoning
Ordinance

The Department recognizes the importance of expanding housing diversity and
supporting missing middle housing types. Attachment B includes an early
consultation memorandum provided to the County Council outlining alternative
approaches to achieve the intent of this legislation in a manner more consistent with
the current Zoning Ordinance, including:

(i)  Utilize a Residential Planned Development (R-PD) Zone or other nearby
high-density zone that already permits the suggested uses
(ii)  Zoning Map Amendment (ZMA) in Section 27-3601 or Planned
Development Zoning Map Amendment (PD-ZMA) in Section 27-3602
(iii)  Sectional Map Amendment (SMA)
(iv)  Countywide study of Missing Middle housing

COMPLIANCE WITH EVALUATION CRITERIA

Section 27-3501(c)(2)(B) of the Zoning Ordinance requires the Planning Director to issue a
technical staff report on any proposed legislative amendment to the Zoning Ordinance
within fourteen (14) calendar days of the transmittal of the proposed amendment by the
Clerk of the Council. This Section also requires, at minimum, an analysis of the extent to
which the proposed legislative amendment complies with six criteria.

A. This proposed legislative amendment meets the requirements of Section 27-

3501(c)(2)(B) as follows:
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Is consistent with the goals, policies, and strategies of Plan Prince George’s
2035 (or any successor General Plan), area master plans, sector plans,
functional master plans, and any other applicable approved plans;

Consistency with General Plan

a.

The proposed legislation directly implements PolicyHN2 and strategy HN2.6
of Plan 2035:

However, the proposed legislation conflicts directly with the
recommendation of Plan 2035 to “update...the County’s Zoning and
Subdivision Ordinances to modernize, streamline, and simplify the County’s
regulatory environment.”

Permitting a use that conflicts with the intent of a zone classification is
inconsistent with a modern and simple Zoning Ordinance, and is similar to
the practice under the prior Zoning Ordinance of creating such use
permissions through a property-specific zoning text amendment to bypass
the comprehensive planning and rezoning procedures authorized by State
law and the Zoning Ordinance.

Consistency with Area Master and Sector Plans

a.

Staff used the map in Attachment A to evaluate the applicable master, sector,
or transit district development plans to the properties subject to this
legislation. The map shows RR Zones that are inside the Beltway and within
500 feet of a Transit Station or 500 feet of Transit-Oriented/Activity Center,
or RSF-A, RMF-20, RMF-48 or CGO Zones. A more detailed, specific linkage of
properties applicable to master plans could not be created in the timeline
provided for this referral.

Properties within at least eleven (11) area master, sector, and transit district
development plans are impacted by the provisions of the proposed
legislation. LDR-80-2026 is not consistent with several of these plans,
including, but not limited to:
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Table 1: LDR-05-2026 Master Plan Inconsistencies

Policy/ Location Recommendation Inconsistency
Strategy

1 | 1989 CP | Comprehensive | All affected Public and Quasi- | All properties subject to this legislation except for
Approved Plan properties Public Future Land | 5901 Westchester Park Drive within this master plan

2 | Master Plan subject to this | Use are recommended for Public or Quasi-Public Future

3 for Langley plan except for Land Uses. They include the University of Maryland,
Park-College 5901 College Park, the University of Maryland Global
Park- Westchester Campus, the National Archives and Records
Greenbelt Park Drive Administration, several schools, churches, and
and Vicinity cemeteries, including at least one designated County

and National Register Historic Site. None of these
properties are recommended for private residential
development.

3 (1994 CP | Comprehensive | All affected Low Suburban All properties subject to this legislation except those
Approved Plan properties Future Land Use east of Finns Lane within this master plan are
Master Plan subject to this recommended for Low Suburban or Suburban Land
for plan except Uses. This recommendation is contrary to the
Bladensburg- those east of existing development in these areas, which is single-
New Finns Lane family residential at medium-high densities. This
Carrollton master plan carried forward the Rural Residential
and Vicinity All affected Suburban Future | ;,ning and low suburban land use recommendations

properties | Land Use of prior plans. The combination of RR zoning and

subject to this Low Suburban Future Land Use recommendation

plan east of precludes most infill development types and are

Finns Lane inconsistent with the uses proposed in this zone by
this legislation.
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Policy/

Strategy

Location

Recommendation

Inconsistency

2010
Approved
Subregion 4
Master Plan

380

Map 14-2:
Proposed Land
Use

Randolph
Village
Subdivision

Medium Density
Residential 3.5 to
8 du/acre

This neighborhood north of MD 214 (Central Avenue)
and east of Garrett A. Morgan Boulevard is
recommended for medium density residential land
uses at 3.5 to 8 dwelling units per acre. This
recommendation is consistent with the existing
density of the neighborhood but inconsistent with its
RR Zoning. The combination of RR zoning and
Medium Density Residential 3.5 to 8 du/acre future
land use recommendation precludes most infill
development types and are inconsistent with the
uses proposed in this zone by this legislation.

Staff notes that the 2025 Proposed Central Avenue-
Blue/Silver Line Corridor Sectional Map Amendment
currently recommends retaining this neighborhood
in the RR Zone.

Walker Mill
Regional Park

Public and Private
Open Space

Walker Mill Regional Park is recommended for Public
and Private Open Space future land uses. These
parcels are not recommended for private residential
development.
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Policy/

Strategy

Location

Recommendation

Inconsistency

2010
Approved
Subregion 4
Master Plan

380

Map 14-2:
Proposed Land
Use

PEPCO Rights-
of-Way and
WMATA
property

Medium-High
Density
Residential Future
Land Uses

PEPCO rights-of-way and WMATA properties within
this master plan affected by this legislation are
recommended for Medium-High Density Residential
future land uses.

This recommendation appears to be a mapping error
that will be further analyzed for possible
administrative correction.

However, these properties are currently used for
PEPCO transmission lines and emergency access to a
Blue/Silver Line Metrorail tunnel and residential
development on them is highly unlikely in the
foreseeable future.

Staff anticipates that such an administrative
correction can be approved prior to approval of LDR-
05-2026.

2000 Marbury
Drive

Institutional
Future Land Use

The master plan recommends Institutional Land Uses
on the subject property. This property is the District
Heights City Hall.
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Policy/

Strategy

Location

Recommendation

Inconsistency

2010
Approved
Subregion 4
Master Plan

380

Map 14-2:
Proposed Land
Use

711 Rollins
Avenue

Medium Density
Residential 3.5 to
8 du/acrel

The master plan recommends Medium Density
Residential future land use at 3.5 to 8 du/acre. This
parcel is part of the Rollins Avenue Park.

This parcel was isolated from the remainder of
Rollins Avenue Park, whose future land use is Public
and Private Open Space and is zoned Agriculture and
Preservation (AG).

This recommendation appears to be a mapping error
that will be further analyzed for possible
administrative correction. Staff anticipates that such
an administrative correction can be approved prior
to approval of LDR-05-2026.

Were this a correct land use designation, the
combination of RR zoning and Medium Density
Residential 3.5 to 8 du/acre future land use
recommendation precludes most infill development
types and are inconsistent with the uses proposed in
this zone by this legislation.

Oak Knoll
Neighborhood

Medium Density

Residential 3.5 to
8 du/acre Future
Land Use

This neighborhood at the southeast corner of MD 4
(Pennsylvania Avenue) and MD 458 (Silver Hill Road)
is recommended for medium-density residential land
uses at 3.5 to 8 dwelling units per acre. This
recommendation is consistent with the existing
density of the neighborhood but inconsistent with its
RR Zoning. The combination of RR zoning and
Medium Density Residential 3.5 to 8 du/acre future
land use recommendation precludes most infill
development types and are inconsistent with the
uses proposed in this zone by this legislation.
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Policy/

Strategy

Location

Recommendation

Inconsistency

2013 66 | Map 17: St. Gordon’s Residential Low This subdivision at the southeast corner of the
Approved Barnabas Land | Corner Future Land Use interchange of MD 5 (Branch Avenue) and MD 414
Central Use Plan Subdivision (Saint Barnabas Road) is recommended for
Branch Residential Low future land use consistent with its
Avenue RR Zoning. The combination of RR zoning and
Corridor Residential Low future land use recommendation
Revitalization precludes most infill development types and are
Sector Plan inconsistent with the uses proposed in this zone by
this legislation.
112 | Map 43: Woodlane This subdivision on the west side of MD 5 (Branch
Corridorwide Subdivision Avenue) north of [-95/495 (the Capital Beltway) is
Future Land recommended for Residential Low future land use
Use consistent with its RR Zoning. The combination of
RR zoning and Residential Low future land use
recommendation precludes most infill development
types and are inconsistent with the uses proposed in
this zone by this legislation.
2000 CP | Comprehensive | Deer Park Low Suburban This subdivision on Deer Park Drive north of MD 414
Approved Plan Heights Future Land Use (Saint Barnabas Road) is recommended for Low
Master Plan Subdivision Suburban future land use consistent with its RR
for The Zoning. The combination of RR zoning and Low
Heights and Suburban future land use recommendation precludes
Vicinity most infill development types and are inconsistent

South side of
Iverson Street

west of
Wheeler Road

with the uses proposed in this zone by this
legislation.

This subdivision on Iverson Street west of Wheeler
Road is recommended for Low Suburban future land
use consistent with its RR Zoning. The combination
of RR zoning and Low Suburban future land use
recommendation precludes most infill development
types and are inconsistent with the uses proposed in
this zone by this legislation.
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Policy/

Location Recommendation Inconsistency
Strategy

2000 CP | Comprehensive | 5000 St. Institutional The master plan recommends Institutional Future

Approved Plan Barnabas Road | Future Land Use Land Use for this property, which is a church. The

Master Plan master plan does not anticipate private residential

for The development on this property.

Heights and

Vicinity Deer Park Low Suburban This subdivision on the south side of MD 414 (Saint

Subdivision Future Land Use Barnabas Road) west of Temple Hill Road is

recommended for Low Suburban future land use
consistent with its RR Zoning. The combination of
RR zoning and Low Suburban future land use
recommendation precludes most infill development
types and are inconsistent with the uses proposed in
this zone by this legislation.

2013 80 | Figure 37: 5300 Auth Institutional This property is recommended for Institutional

Approved Branch Avenue | Road Future Land Use Future Land Use to support continuation of the

Southern Future Land current temple on the property. This parcel is not

Green Line Use recommended for future private residential

Station Area development.

Sector Plan

2006 CP | Land Use, 99 West M-NCPPC This parcel is part of Oxon Hill Manor and is

Approved Transportation, | Balmoral Drive | Parkland recommended as M-NCPPC Parkland.

Master Plan and Public

for the Facilities Map

Henson

Creek-South

Potomac

Planning

Areas

11
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Table 2 identifies those locations where the provision of the uses proposed to be permitted by LDR-05-2026 are consistent with
the applicable master, sector, or transit district development plan.

Table 2: LDR-05-2026 Master Plan Consistencies

Policy/

Strategy

Location

Recommendation

1989 Approved CP | Comprehensive | 5901 Westchester The master plan recommends High Suburban Future Land
Master Plan for Plan Park Drive Use on this property, which is not consistent with its RR
Langley Park- Zoning but is consistent with the types of housing proposed
College Park- by LDR-05-2026. However, this property is developed as a
Greenbelt and private school and would be considered an Institutional Use
Vicinity by today’s planning standards.
2010 Approved 380 | Map 14-2: 1201 Addison Road | The master plan recommends Medium-High Density
Subregion 4 Proposed Land | South Residential future land uses on this property, which is not
Master Plan Use consistent with its RR Zoning but is consistent with the types
of housing proposed by LDR-05-2026. This property is
currently developed with a senior living facility.
67 | Development 910 Rollins Avenue | “Designate the following undeveloped sites for medium- to
Pattern: Land high-density residential to serve as transitional sites...along
Use Plan: Policy Rollins Avenue.”
7, Strategy 1
380 | Map 14-2: The master plan recommends Medium-High Density
Proposed Land Residential future land uses on this property, which is not
Use consistent with its RR Zoning but is consistent with the types
of housing proposed by LDR-05-2026. This property is
currently developed with a commercial use.
2006 Approved CP | Land Use, 6371 Oxon Hill Road | The master plan recommends the subject property be
Master Plan for Transportation, redeveloped as part of a mixed-use area. The housing
the Henson and Public anticipated by this legislation could support such a broader
Creek-South Facilities Map mixed-use area within the Oxon Hill Neighborhood Center.
Potomac
Planning Areas
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(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

v)

(vi)

Addresses a demonstrated community need;

While the LDR seeks to expand housing diversity, staff finds that this may be
achieved through a variety of existing and potential zoning tools that could be
applied to properties currently zoned RSF-A, RMF-65, and RSF-95, and can be
addressed through construction of two-family and/or townhouse dwellings in
the many zones in which they are permitted, including the Commercial and
Transit-Oriented /Activity Center Zones, before a need exists to develop RR-
zoned properties with these uses.

Is consistent with the purpose and intent of the zones in this Ordinance, or
would improve compatibility among uses and ensure efficient
development within the County;

The LDR conflicts with the RR Zone's stated purpose and intent, as set out in the
Policy Analysis above in Section III.

Is consistent with the implementation of the strategies and priority
recommendations of the Prince George’s County Climate Action Plan;

The draft Climate Action Plan (CAP) outlines strategies to achieve a carbon-free
County by addressing County operations, reducing greenhouse gas emissions,
and preparing for the impacts of climate change. The CAP emphasizes
coordinated growth within designated centers, protection of environmentally
sensitive lands, and integration with adopted master plans.

LDR-80-2026 is partially consistent with the Climate Action Plan's strategies and
priority recommendations. The legislation permits higher-density residential
development near transit facilities, which may reduce vehicle miles traveled and
associated greenhouse gas emissions. However, it amends the RR Zone to allow
development inconsistent with the zone's intended low-density character and
conflicts with several adopted master and sector plan land-use
recommendations. Additionally, because the LDR applies broadly to properties
within the RR Zone, including areas with environmental constraints, its
alignment with the CAP’s environmental protection and coordinated growth
strategies is limited.

Accordingly, while the legislation advances certain transit-supportive objectives,
it does not fully align with the Climate Action Plan’s broader land-use and
environmental framework.

Is consistent with other related State and local laws and regulations; and
LDR-80-2026 complies with this criterion.

Would avoid creating significantly adverse impacts on the natural
environment, including but not limited to water, air, noise, stormwater

management, wildlife, vegetation, wetlands, and the natural functioning of
the environment.
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VI

The LDR does not directly create significant adverse environmental impacts.
However, permitting higher-density development within the RR Zone, including
areas that may contain woodlands, floodplains, or other environmental
constraints, introduces the potential for associated environmental impacts.

B. Pursuant to Section 27-3501(c)(2)(C), this technical staff report “shall contain an
independent, non-substantive assessment of the technical drafting conventions of
the proposed legislative amendment, in order to ensure consistency with the
legislative style and conventions of the current Zoning Ordinance.”

This analysis was provided above in Section II of this technical staff report.

C. Finally, Section 27-3501(c)(2)(D) requires the Planning Board to make a
recommendation on the proposed amendment in accordance with the Legislative
Amendment Decision Standards that guide the District Council’s final decision on the

approval of a proposed legislative amendment.

See Section VI below.

2. Referral Comments

Staff referred LDR-80-2026 to colleagues throughout the Planning Department and received
referral comments that were reviewed and integrated into this staff report.

PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING

Section 27-3501(c)(2)(D) of the Zoning Ordinance requires the Prince George’s County
Planning Board to hold a public hearing and make comments on the proposed legislative
amendment within 30 days of the date of the transmittal of the Clerk of the Council. Said
public hearing must be noticed by electronic mail at least 21 days prior to the public
hearing, sent to every community organization in the County registered pursuant to Section
27-3407(b)(3) of the Zoning Ordinance, and to any person or organization registered
pursuant to Section 27-3402(d) of the Zoning Ordinance.

Notice for the public hearing on LDR-80-2026 was sent on April 16, 2026, as required by the
Zoning Ordinance. The Planning Board public hearing will be held on May 7, 2026, thus
meeting the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.

Comments offered by the public prior to and during the Planning Board’s public hearing will
be summarized, along with the Planning Board’s comments, in the Board’s recommendation
to the Clerk of the Council.

ANALYSIS OF LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENT DECISION STANDARDS

LDR-80-2026 has been reviewed for consistency with Section 27-3501(d), Legislative
Amendment Decision Standards, of the Zoning Ordinance. Staff finds the following:

The advisability of amending the text of this Ordinance is a matter committed to the
legislative discretion of the County Council sitting as the District Council and is not
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VIIL

VIII.

controlled by any one factor. Within each zone listed in the Classes of Zones (Section
27-4102), the (D)istrict (C)ouncil may regulate the construction, alteration, and uses
of buildings and structures and the uses of land, including surface, subsurface, and air
rights. The provisions for each zone shall be uniform for each class or kind of
development throughout the zone, and no legislative amendment may create different
standards for a subset of properties within a zone, unless such standards are
necessary to implement development policies within the applicable Area Master Plan,
Sector Plan, development policies of the General Plan, or other approved
development district; however, any differentiation of a subset of properties within a
zone shall be reasonable and based upon the public policy to be served.

The Department finds that LDR-80-2026 establishes different development standards for
RR properties within the Beltway than for those outside the Beltway, raising uniformity
concerns inconsistent with Section 27-3501(d) of the Zoning Ordinance.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

Following review of LDR-80-2026, the Department has offered the technical drafting
convention edits required for this proposed bill in Section Il above. As to the substantive
aspects of the bill, the Department has no amendments at this time and reiterates the need
to coordinate with the bill’s sponsor to pursue LDR-80-2026 through appropriate Planned
Development and rezoning processes rather than the legislative approach proposed.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the foregoing analysis, the Planning Department’s legislative team recommends
that the Planning Board adopt the findings of the staff reports for LDR-05-2026 and LDR-80-
2026 and SUPPORT the stated goal of expanding housing diversity but opposes the
legislative approach proposed in LDR-80-2026.

Staff recommends that such development be advanced through appropriate Planned
Development and rezoning processes, as outlined at the end of Section III:

A. Utilize a Residential Planned Development (R-PD) Zone or other nearby high-
density zone that already permits the suggested uses

B. Zoning Map Amendment (ZMA) in Section 27-3601 or Planned Development Zoning
Map Amendment (PD-ZMA) in Section 27-3602

C. Sectional Map Amendment (SMA)

D. Countywide study of Missing Middle housing

15 LDR-80-2026





Attachment A: Two-Family & Townhouse Dwellings in RR Zones
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Item Title: AN ORDINANCE CONCERNING USE REGULATIONS - RESIDENTIAL
INFILL for the purpose of promoting higher density residential development by
permitting infill two-family and townhouse dwellings in the Residential, Rural (RR)
Zone inside the Capital Beltway; providing for use standards for infill dwellings in
the RR Zone; amending intensity and dimensional standards for infill dwellings
within the RR Zone; setting forth minimum and maximum parking standards for
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL
2026 Legislative Session

Bill No. CB- -2026

Chapter No.

Proposed and Presented by  Council Member Fisher

Introduced by

Co-Sponsors

Date of Introduction

ZONING BILL
AN ORDINANCE concerning
Use Regulations — Residential Infill

For the purpose of promoting higher density residential development by permitting infill two-
family and townhouse dwellings in the Residential, Rural (RR) Zone inside the Capital Beltway;
providing for use standards for infill dwellings in the RR Zone; amending intensity and
dimensional standards for infill dwellings within the RR Zone; setting forth minimum and
maximum parking standards for infill dwellings within the RR Zone.
BY repealing and reenacting with amendments:

Sections 27-4202, 27-5101 and 27-5102

The Zoning Ordinance of Prince George's County, Maryland,

being also

SUBTITLE 27. ZONING.

The Prince George's County Code

(2023 Edition; 2025 Supplement).

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED by the County Council of Prince George's County,
Maryland, sitting as the District Council for that part of the Maryland-Washington Regional
District in Prince George's County, Maryland, that Sections 27-4202, 27-5101 and 27-5102 of
the Zoning Ordinance of Prince George's County, Maryland, being also Subtitle 27 of the Prince
George's County Code, be and the same are hereby repealed and reenacted with the following

amendments:
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SUBTITLE 27. ZONING.
PART 27-4. ZONES AND ZONE REGULATIONS
SECTION 27-4200. BASE ZONES
Sec. 27-4202. Residential Base Zones

CB- -2026 (DR-1)

% % % % % % % % %
(¢) Residential, Rural (RR) Zone
* * * * * * * * *

(2) Intensity and Dimensional Standards

Standard(1) Single-Family Two-Family Townhouse Other Uses

Detached Dwelling Dwelling Dwelling

Density, max. (du/ac 2.17 14 (5) 14 (5) No requirement

of net lot area)

Net lot area, min. 20,000 No requirement | No requirement 20,000

(s)

Lot width, min. (ft) 80 (4) 20 16 100

Lot frontage (width) 70 16 16 70

at front street line,

min. (ft)

Lot coverage, max 25 45 (6) 45 (6) 60

(% of net lot area)

Front yard depth, 25 10 10 25

min. (ft)

Side yard depth, 8 8 (1) 8(N 8

min. (ft) (2)

Rear yard depth, 20 15 (8) 15(8) 20

min. (ft)

Principal structure 40 50 50 40

height, max. (ft)

Accessory structure 15 25 25 15

height, max. (ft) (3)

Notes: du/ac = dwelling units per acre; sf = square feet; ft = feet

(1) See measurement rules and allowed exceptions in Section 27-2200, Measurement and
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Exceptions of Intensity and Dimensional Standards.

(2) On corner lot, min. side yard depth alongside street = 25 ft. This footnote shall note apply to

two-family or townhouse dwelling units.

(3) May be increased for certain purposes by approval of a special exception pursuant to
Section 27-3604, Special Exception, and may be increased to forty (40) feet with approval of a
Special Exception, if the building is used for agricultural purposes and is erected on property
(used for agriculture) containing at least five (5) acres.

(4) Minimum 100 ft if the lot is not served by a public or other approved water supply system.

(5) May be increased based on distance from public transit: 17 du/ac permitted if within one-

half mile of a Bus Rapid Transit stop; 20 du/ac permitted if within one-half mile of a Metrorail,

Purple Line, or MARC station.

(6) Applicable to the lot coverage of the development lot as a whole rather than individual lots

under townhouse units.

(7) Applicable to the buildings on the edges of the development as a whole. Within the

development lot as a whole, a minimum separation of eight (&) feet is required between

(8) May be reduced to 0 feet when a twenty (20)-foot-wide or wider alley is provided, or to a

range between five (5) and ten (10) feet when an alley less than twenty (20) feet in width is

provided.

PART 27-5. USE REGULATIONS.
SECTION 27-5100. PRINCIPAL USES.





27-5101. Principal Use Tables

(c) Principal Use Table for Rural and Agricultural, and Residential Base Zones

Table 27-5101(c): Principal Use Table for Rural and Agricultural, and Residential Base Zones

P = Permitted by Right SE = Allowed only with approval of.a Special Exception X' =Prohibited

CB- -2026 (DR-1)

Residential Uses

Household Living

Uses

*

Dwelling, townhouse

[X]

]

27-
S102(c)(1)(E) ;
27-
5102(c)(1)(H)

Dwelling, two-family

[X]

la]

27-
5102(c)(1)(E);
27-
5102()(1)(H)
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Sec. 27-5102. Requirements for Permitted Principal Uses
* * * & & & & & &
(¢) Residential Uses
(1) Household Living Uses

%k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k

(H) Residential Infill in the RR Zone

(i) Two-family and townhouse dwellings on property (or an assemblage of

property) comprising twenty (20) acres or more shall be permitted in the RR Zone Inside the

Capital Beltway provided that the use is located:

(aa) within one-half mile of high-frequency bus service:

(bb) within one-half mile of a Bus Rapid Transit stop:

(cc) within one-half mile of a Metrorail, Purple Line, or MARC

station; or

(dd) adjacent to or within 500 feet of land zoned RSF-A, RMF-20,

RMF-48, or other comparable higher-density residential or mixed-use zones.

(ii)) The minimum number of required off-street parking spaces shall be:

(aa) 1.5 spaces per unit for townhouse dwellings: or

(bb) 1.25 spaces per unit for two-family dwellings.

(cc) Driveways may be used to satisfy minimum off-street parking

standards, provided that such driveway meets the requirements found in Sec. 27-6305(f),

Driveways Used to Satisfy Standards.

(dd) Two-family and townhouse dwellings permitted under this

subsection shall not be subject to the parking limits listed in Sec. 27-6305(d), Maximum Number

of Off-Street Parking Spaces.

(iii) Two-family and townhouse dwellings shall require approval of a

detailed site plan in accordance with Section 27-3605. Detailed Site Plan. The Planning Board or

Planning Director, as appropriate, may approve a site plan application for a two-family or

townhouse dwelling on finding all of the following:

(aa) The proposed use is compatible with the character of surrounding

properties and the general neighborhood:;

(bb) The proposed use and/or development is consistent with the
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objectives the County’s Plan 2035 General Plan;

(cc) The site plan shows evidence of sustainable design features:

(dd) The site plan demonstrates that at least fifteen percent (15%) of

the gross tract area has been set aside as open space or green space: and

(ee) The site plan provides for at least one public benefit. For the

purposes of this subsection, a public benefit may be demonstrated through any of the ways listed
in Sec. 27-4301(d)(3)(C).
SECTION 2. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that this Ordinance shall take effect forty-five

(45) calendar days after its adoption.
Adopted this day of , 2026.

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE’S
COUNTY, MARYLAND, SITTING AS THE
DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PART OF
THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL
DISTRICT IN PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY,
MARYLAND

BY:
Krystal Oriadha
Chair

ATTEST:

Donna J. Brown
Clerk of the Council

KEY:

Underscoring indicates language added to existing law.

[Brackets] indicate language deleted from existing law.

Asterisks *** indicate intervening existing Code provisions that remain unchanged.

%k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k










standards for infill dwellings within the RR Zone; setting forth minimum and maximum parking standards for infill dwellings
within the RR Zone.

witl
</ gf THE COUNCIL

Donna J. Brown, Clerk of the Council
0:301-952-3528 F: 301-952-5178 E: dibrown@co.pg.md.us Telework: 240-351-9777

This E-mail and any of its attachments may contain Prince George’s County Government or Prince George's County 7th Judicial Circuit
Court proprietary information or Protected Health Information, which is privileged and confidential. This E-mail is intended solely for the
use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient of this E-mail, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution, copying, or action taken in relation to the contents of and attachments to this E-mail is strictly prohibited by
federal law and may expose you to civil and/or criminal penalties. If you have received this E-mail in error, please notify the sender
immediately and permanently delete the original and any copy of this E-mail and any printout.


mailto:djbrown@co.pg.md.us

