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Open House Survey Summary 
 

On March 13th and 16th, 2024, the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission (M-NCPPC), Prince George’s County Planning Department, Central Avenue-
Blue/Silver Line Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment (SMA) project team hosted an 
open house at the Sports and Learning Complex in Landover, Maryland. During the open 
house event, the team conducted four project brie�ings (two each day) where they 
presented the results of the market analysis, socioeconomic data �indings, and provided 
attendees guidance on how to participate in the event and provide input. During the open 
house event, the team conducted four project brie�ings (two each day) where they 
presented the results of the market analysis, socioeconomic data �indings, and provided 
attendees guidance on how to participate in the event and provide input. The project team 
unveiled large display boards around the facility containing an area-wide draft vision 
statement as well as speci�ic vision statements for the Capitol Heights, Addison Road/Seat 
Pleasant, and Morgan Boulevard Local Transit Centers, and the Washington Commanders 
Football Stadium property outlining the transformative potential of these areas over the 
next two decades. This was accompanied by draft planning goals and urban design 
concepts that the project team developed based on input received from residents, business 
owners, and other stakeholders during the months leading up the open house event. 

Sector plans are intended to amplify a collective community voice and this event provided 
an additional opportunity to the communities most impacted by this future plan to provide 
the project team much needed guidance. Utilizing a survey developed just for this event, the 
project team asked attendees to answer a series of questions regarding the draft goals, 
vision statements, and development concepts for the entire plan area and each of the three 
Local Transit Centers, and the Washington Commander’s Stadium property. 
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The survey, was made available during the event in both English and Spanish, was 
distributed in digital form for use on smart phones and on paper (Figure 1). The digital 
survey was delivered using Slido.com, an online engagement tool, and was accessed 
through a QR code presented on large boards set on easels throughout the room and 
included in the open house brochure.  

Copies of the display boards from the open house were uploaded to the project web site on 
Wednesday, March 27th to allow stakeholders an additional ten days to review the 
information and provide comments. A Constant Contact email and social media posts were 
used to advertise this additional opportunity to comment on the open house material 
online via the Slido.com survey, the survey closed on Friday, April 5th. 

In total, 99 people attended the event in person and the Slido.com survey was viewed 187 
times. This document provides a summarization of the results of the survey from the 30 
users who provided responses to some, if not all, of the survey questions. The raw survey 
responses can be found in the Appendix.  

Area-Wide 

1.  What major strengths/weaknesses/opportunities/threats are missing from these 
existing conditions? 
• Strengths: construction of more housing, dedication of resources to this area/project 
• Weaknesses: lack of bicycle and pedestrian connection and way�inding, lack of retail and 

business investment, lack of a grocery store and medical facilities  
• Opportunities: to transform Central Avenue, develop vacant properties, and entice retail 

establishments into the area 
• Threats: lack of sense of safety, impacts of development on the school system, creation of 

more vehicular traf�ic, poor walkability 
2. What improvements (e.g. more traf�ic signals, speed cameras, etc.) would you want to 

see along the whole of Central Avenue? 
• Respondents’ ideal Central Avenue had fewer lanes, better lighting and landscaping, 

traf�ic calming and enforcement measures, wider and more connected sidewalks, bicycle 
lanes, bus shelters, public art, and quality businesses fronting the corridor. 

3. Overall Vision - Does the vision statement accurately re�lect what you want for your 
community? If yes with changes or no, what do you think should be changed? 
• 84% said “yes” or “yes with changes”  
• Comments indicated a desire for greater attention to attracting retail, increasing green 

space, and encouraging walkability and TOD principles. 
4.  Do you agree with the ___________ goal? 

 Very Much Somewhat Not Really Not At All 
Land Use 50% 39% 4% 7% 
Economic Prosperity 71% 18% 7% 4% 
Housing and 
Neighborhoods 

63% 19% 11% 7% 
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Community Heritage, 
Culture, and Design 

57% 25% 11% 7% 

Healthy Communities 71% 14% 11% 4% 
Public Facilities 52% 33% 11% 4% 
Transportation and 
Mobility 

67% 22% 4% 7% 

Natural Environment 56% 33% 4% 7% 
 Key Comments 

o Land Use 
 Concerns regarding neighborhood compatibility and prevent fragmentation 

of existing single-family neighborhoods.   
o Housing and Neighborhoods 

 Consideration that “maintaining character of established neighborhoods” is 
too weak, as some areas need improvement and beauti�ication.   

 Encouraged to do more than preserve affordable housing stock, but to 
enhance and improve it. 

o Community Heritage, Culture, and Design 
 Calls out corner lot at Central Avenue and Brightseat Road, and the Ridgely 

Church, as a key area for preservation. 
o Public Facilities 

 Respondents cite the need for new schools alongside increased 
development. 

o Transportation and Mobility 
 Greater emphasis is needed on slow streets to ease safety and walkability 

concerns. 

Capitol Heights 
1. Does the vision statement accurately re�lect what you want for this area? If yes with 

changes or no, what do you think should be changed? 
• 85% said “yes” or “yes with changes” 
• Comments included insights like “this is a gateway to and from the Nation’s Capital” and 

“it needs to be safe and beautiful” and positively referred to the WMATA proposed 
changes and potential for retail and housing development at the Capitol Heights Metro 
Station, noting that traf�ic will need to be assessed. 

2. Which DRAFT development scenario (site plan) do you prefer? Why do you prefer the 
scenario you picked? If there is anything you would want to change, what would it be? 
• 64% selected Scenario #2 
• More development along Old Central Ave, as seen in Scenario #2, was viewed as 

favorable and catalytic to creating a sense of place and a gateway. 
• Comments indicated support of more housing choice to accommodate missing middle 

and to attract more residents to support a vibrant retail environment. 
3. What types of housing would you prefer to see here? Choose up to 3.  

• Multifamily (52%), townhouses (52%), quadplexes (44%), and small-lot single-family 
(44%) were the most supported housing types.   

4. What type of green/open space would you prefer to see here? 
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• Active recreation areas (42%), plazas (17%), and passive recreation areas (17%) were 
the most supported green/open space options. 

5. What new civic amenity (gathering space, cultural hub, etc.) do you wish you had in 
this area? 
• Respondents want more open space, cultural hubs, and entertainment venues. 

Addison Road/Seat Pleasant 
1. Does the vision statement accurately re�lect what you want for this area? If yes with 

changes or no, what do you think should be changed? 
• 92% said “yes” or “yes with changes” 
• Suggestions for changes were the inclusion of retail, open space, and support for small 

businesses and workforce development.  
• Question as to what amenities would attract visitors to become a popular destination  

2. Which DRAFT development scenario (site plan) do you prefer? Why do you prefer the 
scenario you picked? If there is anything you would want to change, what would it be? 
• 59% selected Scenario #2 
• Respondents support scenario #2 because of its provision of more opportunities for 

areas to live, work, and play, adding to the vibrancy of the center and density around the 
Metro station. 

• One respondent made note that the implementation of scenario #2 would involve the 
destruction of their home at Rolling Ridge Road and suggested zoning that would allow 
accessory dwelling units on existing lots.  

3. What types of housing would you prefer to see here? Choose up to 3. 
• Multifamily (54%), townhouses (46%), and quadplexes (46%) were the most supported 

housing types. 
4. What type of green/open space would you prefer to see here? 

• Active recreation areas (41%), linear parks (36%), and plazas (14%) were the most 
supported green/open space options. 

5. What new civic amenity (gathering space, cultural hub, etc.) do you wish you had in 
this area? 
• Responses ranged from a cultural hub to bike trails, to open parks, to children’s 

museums and learning facilities, to coffee shops and food halls. 

Morgan Boulevard 
1. Does the vision statement accurately re�lect what you want for this area? If yes with 

changes or no, what do you think should be changed? 
• 90% said “yes” or “yes with changes” 
• Comment that there needs to be clari�ication on how the ‘sports and entertainment-

focus’ of this area aligns with a healthy lifestyle. Another comment wished the Metro 
station was centralized and more embedded into the community. 

2. Which DRAFT development scenario (site plan) do you prefer? Why do you prefer the 
scenario you picked? If there is anything you would want to change, what would it be? 
• 59% selected Scenario #2 
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• Respondents wanted more green space, such as the linear green connection from the 
Metro station to Central Avenue, density, and retail opportunities. 

• Contradictory comments existed where respondents called for more parking for new 
uses and others called for less parking and more ef�icient use of space. 

3. What types of housing would you prefer to see here? Choose up to 3. 
• Townhouses (65%), multifamily (52%), and small-lot single-family (39%) were the 

most supported housing types.  
4. What type of green/open space would you prefer to see here? 

• There was no strong preference for any one open space. Active recreation areas (25%), 
linear parks (25%), passive recreation areas (19%), and pocket parks (19%) were the 
most supported green/open space options.   

Stadium 
1. Which DRAFT development scenario (site plan) do you prefer? Why do you prefer the 

scenario you picked? If there is anything you would want to change, what would it be? 
• Scenario #2, where the stadium stays with supporting uses, was preferred (55%) over 

scenario #1 (45%) where the stadium is demolished and replaced with a 
sports/convention/entertainment complex. 

• Several comments were along the lines of “the existing stadium is a waste of space” and 
“the commanders have not been additive to the community” and indicated 
improvements to transportation infrastructure and traf�ic control would be needed. 
Much of the feedback echoed support for scenario #1, including the potential for 
additional recreational offerings and entertainment opportunities, despite the poll 
results showing the opposite. 

• Comments in support of scenario #2 indicated the traf�ic circle as a positive design in 
addition to the opportunities for housing and retail where game day activities do not 
impact existing residents. 

2. What types of housing would you prefer to see here? Choose up to 3. 
• Townhouses (54%), multifamily (38%), and quadplexes (38%) were the most preferred 

housing types. 
3. What type of green/open space would you prefer to see here? 

• Active recreation areas (43%), plazas (24%), linear parks (19%) were the most 
preferred green/open space options.  
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Appendix 
Figure 1. Print Version of Survey 
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 Figure 1. English Print Version of the Open House Survey 
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Figure 2. Survey Results 
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