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Review of All Unbuilt Master Plan Rights-of-Way 

The review of all unbuilt master plan rights-of-way includes all roadway classifications that have 
not yet been built or expanded to the ultimate master plan right-of-way width and cross section. 
This effort involved reviewing existing content in Table 4 of the 2009 MPOT, providing greater 
detail on all existing roadways, where available, and inclusion of additional information and details 
gathered from subsequent area master and sector plans. Using GIS and available aerial 
mapping, the team determined the existing condition of these roadways (right-of-way widths 
along critical segments, number of lanes built, key locations such as intersections and pinch 
points, and identification of changes in development (urban, suburban, and rural)). 

Data Collection and Existing Resources 

M-NCPPC provided a comprehensive list of active master and sector plans in Prince George’s 
County to be reviewed. A total of 63 plans were provided dating as far back as 1989 and 
separated into two categories: pre-MPOT 2009 and post-MPOT 2009. This list provided simplified 
plan names, plan types, plan years, and additional notes for each item as needed. All of the 
documents were accessed through links provided to the Prince George’s County Planning 
Department website. 

Additional Prince George’s County documents were sourced and reviewed outside of the list 
provided by M-NCPPC. Prince George’s County’s Plan 2035, 2021-2026 Capital Improvement 
Program, and BRT Feasibility Study Report were all reviewed, in addition to a handful of 
standards created by DPW&T. These documents were all downloaded from appropriate County 
agency websites .   

Findings 

Table 4 of MPOT 2009 provides a list of roadway facilities with corresponding identification 

numbers, as well as project limits, proposed right-of-way widths, proposed number of lanes, and 

the name of the master/sector plan document from which this information was sourced. 

Reviewing these documents and pulling relevant information was an iterative process intended to 

make Table 4 and the GIS layers as clear and descriptive as possible. Table 4 as provided in 

MPOT 2009 and the Updated Table 4 can be found in Attachment A and Attachment B, 

respectively.  The GIS layer can be found in Attachment C. 

After reviewing a portion of the plans provided by M-NCPPC, it became clear that a large amount 

of relevant information would need to be added to Table 4. This finding further shifted the focus 

away from making new evaluations and toward making sure all relevant information was included.  

All new information was divided into one of three categories: new facilities, new information 

added to an existing facility, and new information conflicting with an existing facility.  

New Facilities 

A total of 111 facilities were added to Updated Table 4. These facilities appeared for the first time 

in master and sector plans newer than MPOT 2009. Most new entries fall under the categories of 

Primary Roads and Urban Center Streets. However, some new Arterial, Major Collector, and 

Collector roads were found. Table 4 as provided in MPOT 2009 did not include any Secondary 
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Roads or Urban Center Streets, meaning these categories are entirely composed of new 

facilities. All new facilities are shown with blue highlights in Updated Table 4.   

The data in Updated Table 4 is strictly a compilation of recommendations; the status of these 

projects has not been explored. These entries should be further explored using the companion 

GIS map to evaluate build status, where applicable. It was not possible to add some details to the 

GIS map for new facilities where not enough detail was provided to correctly plot them .       

New Information Added to Existing Facilities  

Table 4 as provided in MPOT 2009 contains several facilities where right-of-way widths and lane 

numbers are presented as a range of values. Where applicable, data from the additional sector 

and master plans were added to eliminate and further refine these ranges within tighter limits. 

These facilities maintain the same Road ID/Facility Name and are presented as new items in 

Updated Table 4. These new entries are shown with purple highlights in Updated Table 4. Table 

1 and Table 2 below show an example of this scenario using new information found for A-61 

(Crain Highway). 

Table 1 
A-61 in Table 4 as Provided in MPOT 2009 

Road ID Facility Name Route ID Project Limits 
Right of 
Way 
(Feet) 

Lanes 
Most Recent Master Plan 
Citation(s) & Year of Approval 

A-61 Crain Highway US 301 Old Crain Highway to Collington Road Varies 4 to 6 Subregion 6-2009 

 
Table 2 

A-61 in Updated Table 4 

Road ID Facility Name Route ID Project Limits 
Right of 
Way (Feet) 

Lanes 
Most Recent Master Plan 
Citation(s) & Year of Approval 

  A-61 Crain Highway US 301 Old Crain Highway to Central Avenue Varies 4 to 6 Subregion 6-2009 

  A-61 Crain Highway US 301 Central Avenue to Mount Oak Road 120 4 
2022 Bowie-Mitchellville and 
Vicinity 

  A-61 Crain Highway US 301 Mount Oak Road to Collington Road Varies 4 to 6 Subregion 6-2009 

Table 4 as provided in MPOT 2009 presented A-61 as one line item with Project Limits stretching 

from Old Crain Highway to Collington Road. With information sourced from the 2022 Bowie-

Mitchellville and Vicinity plan, this listing was refined to eliminate the uncertainty about right-of-

way width and lane numbers for a segment of this facility. 

A total of 30 facilities were further refined using this method (some multiple times using several 

documents). These refinements were most prevalent along larger segments, typically Arterial and 

Collector roads.   

New Information Conflicting with an Existing Facility 

Several conflicts were identified between Table 4 as provided in MPOT 2009 and the new data 

sourced from the master and sector plans. These conflicts are shown with red highlights and are 
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given a footnote number that links the two items and provides further explanation in Updated 

Table 4. A total of eight conflicts were identified, with most of them being an issue of Road ID 

appearing differently between planning documents. Other conflicts include right-of-way and/or 

lane width values appearing differently across documents for the same facility.   

There is one unique conflict pertaining to F-3/F-12 (Intercounty Connector). Table 4 as provided 

in MPOT 2009 contained a note saying to “delete east of current MDOT ICC project limits.” Upon 

further investigation, this note is referencing an offshoot of the ICC in the form of a new County 

road identified as A-44. A-44 has since been removed from master planning efforts because of its 

environmental impacts, and any Intercounty Connector recommendations will no longer include 

this. 

Updated Table 4 and GIS map 

Updated Table 4 reflects all roadway recommendations obtained through active Prince George’s 

County master planning documents. This includes information provided from the County, from the 

2009 MPOT, and from the list of additional master and sector plans provided by Staff. Updated 

Table 4 is meant to be a summary of these recommendations and does not provide any final 

recommendations or reevaluations.  

The GIS map contains geometric shapes representing the items listed in Updated Table 4. Each 

shape represents an independent segment associated with one line item. These shapes are 

bounded by the existing right-of-way and do not represent the recommended right-of-way widths 

listed in Updated Table 4. When selected, each shape will show a dialog box noting the 

recommended right-of-way width and other relevant data from Updated Table 4. The 

recommended right-of-way widths do not currently account for pinch points where sensitive 

obstacles and protected properties need to be avoided. In these situations, the roadway 

centerline may need to be adjusted and impacts to other properties evaluated.  

The objective of this GIS map is to compare the data in Updated Table 4 with existing conditions 

to evaluate the major differences and compounding effects. Projects listed in Updated Table 4 

may appear in GIS as overlapping segments or in conflict with recent developments. As some 

facilities in MPOT 2009 were first recommended as far back as 1989, these facilities may have 

already been built or reconstructed per recommendations newer than MPOT 2009.  

Updated Table 4 and its companion GIS map identify the recommended roadway projects and 

improvements currently active throughout Prince George’s County. These are intended to be 

reviewed further to inform the final roadway recommendations for MPOT 2035 in later tasks.   

 


