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1.1 Executive Summary
1.11. Introduction
Atkins was selected in October 2011 to
lead a master planning effort focused on the
design and implementation of a transit oriented
development (TOD) for the College Park MARTA
station and surrounding area. Aiming to capitalize on its unique location, history, and linkage to
various transportation opportunities, the City of
College Park embarked on an ambitious strategy to become one of the most desirable transit
oriented communities in Georgia. There were
many assets on which to build upon—a large
urban historic district and structures, a unique
setting that is in close proximity to Atlanta, a rich
transportation history that includes linkage to
the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport, Interstates I-85 and I-285, the CSX railroad,
and Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA). Prior master planning activities outlined a plan for development to capitalize on
the substantial potential that is evident in College Park. The City identified potential target
sites within that defined study area. Working
with the Atlanta Regional Commission, MARTA,
a diverse stakeholder group, city staff, local
business leaders, and residents, the design team
formulated an ambitious vision for the TOD and
existing core downtown area.

1.12. Goals of the Project
The overarching goal of our assignment
was to build on this early conceptual work contained within various past studies to create a
detailed template for growth over the next
decade. To achieve this goal, our team drew
upon several framework documents to refine
our vision.
The first of which was the recently adopted TOD guidelines developed by MARTA. These
policies were developed to provide a common
frame of reference or vocabulary for the community of potential TOD locations. These guidelines set out a general direction for each station
within the overall system and examples of specific strategies and techniques for potential developments surrounding those stations. Our proposed development is aimed to respect these
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policies so that the end product is one that can
be implemented by MARTA and future development stakeholders.

boundaries. It is the intent of the TOD project
to provide a master plan that aligns with these
guideline goals.

The City of College Park also has in place
a set of downtown development guidelines
that were prepared by ARC in 2011. A majority
of the proposed TOD development resides within these district boundaries. The intent of these
design guidelines are to serve as standards for
all new development and redevelopment within downtown College Park. These development
standards provide for a uniform landscape and
urban design theme throughout the district’s

Lastly, our design is intended to build
upon the prior comp plan and LCI studies. With
community input and involvement focused
throughout the entire process on this specific
area within the community, we have been able
to provide a design with a much greater level of
detail than prior studies could attain.

City of College Park Activity Center LCI Study.
City of College Park Downtown Development
Guidelines.

City of College Park Downtown Development
Guidelines Boundary & District Map.

LCI Study Master Plan - Enlargement of City of
College Park Downtown and MARTA Site.
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1.13. TOD Stakeholder Group
Prior to the project kick-off meeting a diverse group of stakeholders was assembled by
the City of College Park Staff. The core group
steering committee was made up of members
of the Main Street Association, developers, architects, brokers, real-estate professionals, BIDA
board members, city, council and staff members, county staff, clergy, Hartsfield-Jackson
representatives, MARTA, FAA, bankers, GICC,
and residents. A total of five public meetings
were held along with additional meetings at
the staff level with the City and MARTA. These
groups provided their collective expertise and
experiences to create an exciting, accessible,
inclusive, and sustainable development for the
City of College Park and the Atlanta region.

TOD Stakeholder Group and Meeting Participants
Name 											

Organization/Role

Tom Carpenter..........................................................................................Main Street Association/Developer
Randy Zaic.............................................................................................................................Resident/Architect
Johnny Easterling..................................................................................... The Wiley Real Estate Group/Broker
Robbie Roberts..........................................................................................Red Door Realty/Broker & Resident
Rod Mullice.........................................................................................................Newmark Knight Frank/Broker
Frank Giles.....................................................................................................................GICC/Parking Manager
Edrick Harris.............................................................................................................. HJ Russell & Co/Developer
Aaron Daily.........................................................................................................Historical Concepts/Architect
Shelley Lamar............................................................................................................................. HJAIA/Planning
Michael Green................................................................................................................................ BB&T/Banker
Rusty Slider................................................................... Woodward Academy/Vice President for Admissions
Eileen Murphy............................................................................................CPHNA/Board Member & Resident
Beth Sanders....................................................................College Park First United Methodist Church/Pastor
Jeff Green...............................................................................College Park BIDA/Board Member & Resident
Jon Ritt.....................................................................................College Park BIDA/Board Member & Resident
Connie Johnson................................................................................. MARTA Senior Development Associate
Ambrose Clay...................................................................................... City of College Park/Council Member
Jason Myrick........................................................................................ SunTrust Bank/Banker & Local Business
Ginger Blackstone.................................................................................................................................. Resident
Staff
Barbra Coffee......................................................................... City of College Park/Economic Development
Bill Johnston....................................................................................................................................... City Planner
Erica Rocker..................................................................................City of College Park/Main Street Manager
William Moore............................................................................................... City of College Park/Engineering
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Consultants
Rich Rohrer................................................................................................................................................... Atkins
John Boudreau............................................................................................................................................ Atkins
Chad Hayes . .............................................................................................................................................. Atkins
Don Carnell.................................................................................................................................................. Atkins
Todd DeLong............................................................................................... Real Estate Research Consultants
Jared Lombard............................................................................................................................................. ARC
MARTA Meeting Participants
Ted Tarantino......................................................................................................Manager, Joint Development
Connie Johnson............................................................................................ Senior Development Associate
John Crocker ............................................................ Director of Development and Regional Coordination
Brittany Lavender.....................................................................................................................Service Planner II
Jolando Crane ...............................................................................................................Senior Service Planner
Monte Howard ..............................................................................................................MARTA Bus Operations
John McMath................................................................................................ MARTA Bus and Rail Scheduling
Greg Floyd.................................................................................................................... Senior Landuse Planner
Ravi Sharma............................................................................................................................. MARTA Architect
Major N. Easting......................................................................................................MARTA Police Department
City Development Committee Meeting Participants
Oscar Hudson.......................................................................................... City of College Park/Building Safety
Terry Anderson.....................................................................................................................College Park Power
Hugh Richardson.................................................................................................................College Park Power
Brian Steele...............................................................................................................................College Park Fire
Barbra Coffee......................................................................... City of College Park/Economic Development
Bill Johnston....................................................................................................................................... City Planner
Erica Rocker..................................................................................City of College Park/Main Street Manager
William Moore................................................................................................City of College Park/Engineering
Additional Meeting Participants
Bob Ellis.......................................................................................... Main Street Board member, Local Business
Fritz Engelmann ......................................................................................................................................Resident
C. Derda .................................................................................................................................................Resident
Bo Causey...............................................................................................Main Street Board Member, Resident
John Aldridge.......................................................................................................... CPHNA President, Resident
Jean Clay.................................................................................................................................................Resident
Betsy Easton.............................................................................................................................................Resident
Sidney Douse...........................................................................................................................................Resident
Quintasha Swanson ...............................................................................................................................Resident
Stuart Gulley ..................................................................................Woodward Academy President, Resident
Monica Williams ......................................................................................................................................... HJAIA
Michael D. Martindill ..........................................................................................Tim Haahs & Associates, Inc.
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1.14. Design Process
The first phase of the design process involved an extensive due diligence study. Information was assembled regarding existing and
future land use maps, zoning, land ownership
maps, pedestrian and bicycle accessibility, public transportation routes, on- and off-site parking
location and availability, and infill opportunities.
Due to the location of the station and proximity to Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International
Airport, a complex series of airport restrictions
were evaluated. These included object free
and runway protection zones, height restrictions, and noise contours. An opportunities and
constraints graphic was generated from the
data gathered. A detailed presentation was
provided to the stakeholder group outlining the
opportunities and constraints, as well as MARTA
and College Park development guidelines prior
to design. A group ranking exercise was also given to the group to gain input on building style,
scale, and appropriate land uses for the district.
A meeting was held with MARTA to obtain staff
input and provide due diligence information.
Phase two marked the beginning of the
design phase. An open public charrette process
was led by the Atkins design team and resulted
in three unique design concepts. From these
three concepts, a preferred plan was generated. The preferred plan was presented back
to the stakeholder group, MARTA, and city staff
for review and comment. The final design incorporated input from all groups involved.

Historic District Boundary & Parcels.
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Historic Street Grid Map.

Airport Height Restriction Map.

Airport Sound Contour Map.
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Opportunities and Contraints Map.

Infill and Redevelopment Opportunities Map.
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1.15. Existing & Future Market Conditions
Sitting at the doorstep of the Hartsfield-Jackson
International Airport, the City of College Park
is the gateway to the Atlanta region. In addition to hosting one of the largest employment
centers in the region, the city boasts the second largest convention center in the state of
Georgia. For these and other reasons, the city
is logically well positioned for future economic
growth, but obstacles and barriers have made
it difficult to capitalize on its location and proximity to major employers.

Market Context:
•

College Park is a major employment center in the region with nearly 60,000 jobs.

•

Only 12% of the city’s residents work in
the city, creating a substantial jobs/housing imbalance. In other words, 88% of the
jobs in the city are filled by individuals who
commute from areas outside the city.

•

71% of the nearly 60,000 jobs within the city
are in the transportation and warehousing
industry.

Real Estate Research Consultants, Inc. (RERC)
was retained as a subconsultant to Atkins to
assist the City in creating a concept for Transit
Oriented Development (TOD) near the city’s
downtown MARTA station. RERC’s role was to
evaluate and analyze existing market conditions as well as future potential demand for TOD
in downtown College Park, focusing on areas
within one-half mile of the station. The following
are selected key findings from this analysis:

•

College Park’s retail market has remained
unchanged over the past 12 years. Only
310,000 SF of retail space were added to
the supply since 2000. Only 7,690 SF of
retail were added within one-mile of the
MARTA station.

•

Retail occupancies experienced a gradual decline over the past 12 years, however,
occupancies within 1.0-mile from the station dropped at a much higher rate.

Background:

•

Despite oversupply of retail and declining occupancies, lease rates have not
changed much in the city.

•

Limited new commercial development
can be found in areas easily accessible
to major roadways, but new commercial
development in the downtown core and
near the station has been negligible.

•

The office market in College Park has also
remained relatively unchanged since
2000. No additional space has been added to the inventory within 0.5 miles from
the MARTA station in the last 12 years.

•

Gateway Center I, located adjacent to
the Georgia International Convention
Center (GICC) and within one mile from
the MARTA station, added 128,396 SF of office space to the total available inventory.
The building is about 90% leased.

•

Between 2000 and 2006, nearly 70,000 single and multifamily permits were issued in
the Atlanta MSA each year. In 2011, only
8,692 total permits were issued.

•

College Park experienced similar trends
with zero total permits issued in 2010 and
seven total permits issued in 2011. Between
2003 and 2006, the city issued 292 single
family and 104 multifamily permits.

•

College Park provides easy access to the
busiest passenger airport in the U.S., the
second largest convention center in the
state, and nearly 60,000 employees. There
are substantial assets that are not fully being leveraged.

•

Population in College Park decreased by
approximately 31% between 2000 (20,382)
and 2010 (13,942). The decrease is mostly
attributed to the expansion of the airport,
which led to the demolition of many of the
city’s residential neighborhoods.

•

The owner/renter split of occupied housing
units in the city is 26%/74%, compared to
66%/34% in the Atlanta MSA and 54%/46%
in Fulton County.

•

The median household income in College
Park ($30,220) is notably less than Fulton
County ($56,709) and the state ($54,344),
and their trends over the past 10 years indicate few signs of improvement.

•



Nearly 60% of the households within the
city earn less than $35,000 per year. 54%
of the employees in the city (regardless of
where they reside) earn more than $40,000
per year.
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COLLEGE PARK TRANISIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

•

Residential activity has shown few signs of
a comeback despite the removal of nearly 3,000 housing units and an economic
base of nearly 60,000 employees.

•

College Park’s stability in terms of job
counts (regardless of each respective
employee’s place of residence) may be
attributed to the direct and indirect employment related to the Hartsfield-Jackson
International Airport.

•

The city is well positioned to capitalize on
development activity near the airport,
particularly from city-owned properties recently bought from the City of Atlanta.

•

Employment and activity centers will continue to draw interest, but they also have
the potential to cannibalize potential
growth in the city’s core.

•

Retail analysis considers demand generated by three primary groups – residents/
households within the market area, visitors
to the GICC, and non-resident workers
within the city.

•

Demand for new office space is based on
the city’s historical share of office development in Fulton County. This methodology
assumes demand for space in the near
future will be filled by existing vacancies
first, with greater growth potential in 10 to
15 years.

•

If there are no significant public investments or initiatives implemented to target
TOD activities near the station, there will
likely be minimal market response from the
private sector.

•

Demand for future growth will be constrained by declining population and
households within the market areas.

•

Assuming the public sector does intervene,
the analysis evaluates the potential to implement the Preferred TOD Plan designed
by Atkins.

•

The preferred plan calls for:

•

The plan is estimated to create 573 new
households, or 1,375 residents, and over
1,000 new jobs.

•

These new households would generate
approximately $32,776,000 in total household income.

•

Employees generate nearly $170,000,000
in potential expenditures, but only a small
portion of these expenditures can be captured near the station.

•

While the type of visitors to the city includes family/personal, business, and airport related visitors, the analysis focuses on
the visitation associated with the activities
taking place at the GICC.

•

The estimated 800,000 visitors to the GICC
represent approximately $100,000,000
in total retail expenditures. Again, only a
small percentage of these expenditures
are likely to be captured within the primary trade area.

•

Total estimated demand is shown in the
following table.

Executive Summary |
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•

New residents would account from about
10% of all demand, while visitors and employees would account for 34% and 56%,
respectively.

•

Between 110,000 and 141,000 SF of office
space can be supported over the next 25
years.

•

The potential to support additional residential development depends on a mix of
redevelopment policies, removing, or limiting, negative perceptions such as crime
and blight, and developing parcels in such
a manner that creates a sense of place in
the downtown core.

•

As evidenced by the opening of the 142room Hotel Indigo in downtown and the
completion of a $3,000,000 renovated
Holiday Inn and Suites, the city’s location
proximate the airport and the GICC provides increased opportunities for hotel development.

•

At least an additional 120 to 150 rooms
could be supported in the downtown area
over the next 25 years. Additional rooms
could be supported as visitation increases
at the GICC.
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•

With significant public sector support and
involvement, the analysis undertaken indicates the TOD plan designed by Atkins for
the City could be reasonably supported
over the next 25 years.

Strategies:
•

The demand for each of the uses described
above depend significantly on major public intervention in terms of redevelopment
initiatives allowable under state and federal law.

•

Georgia has a number of redevelopment
programs that can be combined or used
discretely. Some of these include: tax allocation districts; the Urban Redevelopment
Act; Enterprise Zones (currently applied in
the city); Opportunity Zones; revolving loan
funds; property taxes (dedicated millage
to support development); special assessments and special benefit fees or charges
to support redevelopment; sales taxes to
support redevelopment; user fees/charges/surcharges; developer fees, exactions,
or charges; federal spending, grants, and
other special funding; and privatization
and partnerships.

COLLEGE PARK TRANISIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

•

Substantial deviation from the plan could
have a material impact on the demand
for retail, service and entertainment space
adjacent to the MARTA station. The timing
of the new demand depends upon market conditions turning around to allow for
redevelopment with a mix of uses around
the station area. These conditions are not
likely to change in the next two to four
years, but it would be important for the
City to begin planning their implementation and redevelopment strategies to assure it is ready when the market appears
ripe for redevelopment.

•

There are a variety of the strategies for the
City to consider, most of which depend on
the tools selected and the availability of
financing/funding.

•

The city should focus on a series of small
catalytic projects intended to increase private investment and private sector interest
in the target area. Successful short term
strategies can be leveraged to create and
sustain long term value.

•

The retail and hotel uses within the program
also generate sales tax revenues flowing
directly into the City’s coffers.

•

Potential tax revenues generated by new
development is particularly important
since several of the redevelopment tools
discussed in this analysis, such as tax allocation districts and their ability to utilize tax
increment financing, are based on successfully increasing the city’s tax base.

•

Near term opportunities include residential, retail, and parking development near
the station. Attracting new residents to the
downtown core to take advantage of the
city’s proximity to a major employment
center, easy access to MARTA, and major
highways is critical to successfully achieving significant and meaningful redevelopment.

•

Parking infrastructure should not be
planned on a project by project basis, but
should address the parking needs for a district, or larger area.

•

Based on current economic and market
conditions, other uses, such as office and
hotel, will require some time to be viable in
the market place. Additional hotel rooms
may be warranted as visitation increases
to the GICC.

•

Implementing the plan as presented would
generate significant tax revenue for the
City and other affected taxing entities.

Executive Summary |
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2.1 College Park Neighborhood
2.11. Location
The City of College Park comprises about 10
square miles just southwest of the City of Atlanta. The incorporated area is split between two
counties – Fulton and Clayton Counties – but
lies predominantly within Fulton County. The
City is easily accessible through its proximity to
Interstate Highways I-85 and I-285, U.S. Highway
29, the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International
Airport, and its connection with Metropolitan
Atlanta Rapid Transit (MARTA). The city has a
population of approximately 14,000. The city
lies within an area that is characterized with hills
and flat plains.

2.12. History
The city was originally established in 1890 as
the City of Manchester, but became known as
the City of College Park in 1896. It was situated
along the Atlanta-Westpoint Railway. The city’s
name was derived from being the home of Cox
College and the Southern Military Academy
(later to be named Georgia Military Academy).
Cox College closed in 1938, but several of the
buildings are still in use today. City Hall, the city
auditorium, a public library, and McClarin High
School are located on the old Cox College
campus. The Georgia Military Academy became Woodward Academy after the military
program was eliminated in 1966. This private
school is the largest independent day school in
the continental United States and is known as
one of the top education institutions in the state.
The City’s rich heritage and strong ties to education is still evident today within the fabric of
central business district. The east-west avenues
in College Park are named for Ivy League colleges, and the north-south streets are named
for influential College Park residents. Because of
its accessibility and location, the city continues
to serve as a gateway to the Atlanta region.

11 | College Park Neighborhood

3.1 Phase One Inventory and Assessment
3.11. MARTA TOD Guidelines
MARTA adopted Transit Oriented Development
(TOD) Guidelines in 2010. The purpose of these
guidelines were to provide a common framework, or vocabulary for designers to reference.
They were also to aid MARTA itself to:
•

Guide their role as a TOD sponsor for joint
development built on MARTA property or
connected to the station.

•

Guide TOD stakeholders with development
that is to occur within the one half mile of
their stations.

•

Guide TOD advocates with sustainable
land use decisions along MARTA corridors.

MARTA staff were involved with throughout the
design process giving valuable input and understanding into the workings of the current College
Park station. They also were represented in the
charrette process and addressed key issues associated with the current station configuration.
The MARTA Guidelines were used as a point of
reference for the design team and examples of
current stations provided by the guidelines were
used to illustrate design concepts and densities
recommended for the College Park TOD. Meetings were held at key points during the project
with MARTA staff to receive input on the designs
under consideration. This information was used
to make revisions to the preferred plan so that
the final product reflected their ideas and address staff concerns.
The MARTA Guidelines were built around four
key TOD principles:
1. Density: The development within the station
area should be compact and dense relative
to surrounding areas. This greater density allows more people to live, work, shop, or go
to school within walking distance of the station.
2. Variety of Land Uses: The development
should contain a mix of “live, work, play”,
uses to create a sense of place that allows
people the opportunity to do all they need
to do within walking distance to the station.
Phase One - Inventory and Assessment |
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This mix of uses helps to strengthen the link
between transit and development and allows transit to function more cost-effectively.
. An Energized Public Realm: TOD developments are pedestrian-oriented developments that are focused on the quarter-mile
radius that most people will walk to the station as part of their daily routine. By creating
easy to navigate routes that are accessible,
well lit, and have appropriate amenities
helps to create a safe environment. Energizing the street level with shops, restaurants,
and other active uses improves the experience of the user and increases ridership.
. A Creative Approach to Parking: Parking
should be shared as much as possible, taking advantage of multiple uses and reducing the required number of spaces provided.
Parking should be designed in such a way
that it does not overpower the pedestrian
environment. Many users will still come and
go by car and will need a place to park, but
demand for parking should be reduced due
to the number of available transit options.

MARTA Guidelines - Commuter Town
Center Diagram.

Station Designation
The College Park station is designated as a commuter town center. A commuter town center
has the following characteristics:
•

Has similar characteristics to a traditional
town center

•

Contains a mixed-use node

•

Is a capture point for commuters

•

Has large capacity park-and-ride (1000+
spaces)

•

Is designed to accommodate large volumes of local and regional bus passengers

•

Must be planned to accommodate large
volumes of rush hour commuters traveling
in opposite directions:

•

Commuters bound for urban core
•

Reverse commuters traveling to work
in commuter town center

•
Is located at strategic points on interstate system
•

Has densities of 25-75 residential units per
acre and 4-15 story buildings

MARTA Site Diagrams.
Phase One - Inventory and Assessment |
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Examples of Commuter
Town Center Station Types

Lindbergh City Center - Atlanta, GA

13 | Phase One - Inventory and Assessment
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White Flint City Center - Bethesda, MD
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3.12. Land Use
The TOD study focused on the station area and
the surrounding properties within the one half
mile radius of the site. The College Park Station
itself is currently zoned as Transit Station Commercial district. The area directly adjacent to
the MARTA site to the north and northeast are
also in this zoning. Currently these areas consist
of the FAA site, a hotel, the First United Methodist Church, residential lots, and vacant properties. West of the property is the historic Downtown Business district. Directly adjacent to the
MARTA property to the south and east is property owned and controlled by Hartsfield-Jackson
Atlanta International Airport.

City of College Park Zoning Map.

15 | Phase One - Inventory and Assessment

Property Ownership Map.
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3.13. Transit
The College Park MARTA Station is classified
by MARTA as a commuter town center station
along the Red Line and the Gold Line. The station is directly adjacent to a CSX rail line and
there is a single shared platform with split access points on either side of the railway.

3.14. Station Users
In 2010, ARC released a survey completed on
Transit On-Board Ridership. The survey interviewed riders of all transit systems in the region
provides detailed information about specific
bus routes and stations. In 2010, ARC released
its Transit On-Board Ridership Survey. The survey
interviewed riders of all transit systems in the region and allows for detailed information about
specific bus routes and stations. The following
information was gathered from the ridership relating to the College Park station.

Phase One - Inventory and Assessment |
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Bus Routes

Sky Train Station

The College Park station is currently connected
to a number of MARTA bus routes. Connecting
MARTA bus routes include:

As part of a new rail line connection HartsfieldJackson Atlanta International Airport to its new
airport Rental Car Center, passengers can exit
at its first station located at the Georgia International Convention Center. This new station
is located within the City of College Park and
is connected to the study area via the GoBus
program.

82
89
172
180
181
189

Camp Creek / Welcome All
Flat Shoals Road/Scofield Road
Sylvan Road/Virginia Ave.
Fairburn / Palmetto
South Fulton P/R / Fairburn
Old National Hwy/Union Station

College Park GoBus Program
The City of College Park launched a new circulator public transportation system in 2012. This
system, made up of seven vehicles powered by
compressed natural gas, will begin by operate
a lunch time express route between the hours of
11 a.m. and 2 p.m. The bus line is a free shuttle
circulating through out College Park and connects the MARTA station, key attractions, places
of employment, the College Park business district, education, government facilities, and hotel areas.

MARTA Bus and Rail Map.
17 | Phase One - Inventory and Assessment

Sky Train Gateway Station at the GICC.
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College Park GoBus Program Map.

Sky Train Station Map.
Phase One - Inventory and Assessment |
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3.15. Parking at the Station
The College Park Station currently has +/- 2687
spaces on site. This total is divided between five
lots.
•
A MARTA surface lot south and west of the
existing station containing +/-409 spaces
•

A MARTA surface lot directly east of the existing station containing +/-1280 spaces

•

A structured parking lot north and east of
the existing station containing +/-770 spaces

•

A surface lot directly north of the MARTA
station and west of the parking garage
containing +/-138 spaces

•

A surface lot for the First United Methodist Church on the north end of the MARTA
property containing +/-110 spaces

In 2011 the City of College park completed a
study of parking with the downtown business
core. The parking areas within this study predominantly lie with the TOD study area. Current
parking conditions consist of +/- 414 spaces of
which 209 were on street parking and 205 were
contained within four off street lots. The study indicated that with current demands and a built
in supply factor, there is a 103 space surplus in
parking through 2020.

Off Site Parking Map.

On Site Parking Map.
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Off Site Parking Occupancy Map.
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3.16. Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation
The current state of connectivity from the surrounding neighborhood into the College Park
Station for pedestrians and bicycles is not safe.
There are accessibility issues with routes within
the study area. The existing sidewalk grid is incomplete and in some areas in poor repair. Broken sidewalks, gaps in the sidewalks, and buckled pavement are common on many streets.
There are currently five multi-use trails in place
or planned for. The current pedestrian and bicycle circulation system is inadequate and the
experience does not encourage non-vehicular
transit to the station.

Existing Bicycle Trails and Sidewalk Map.

Existing and Recommended Bicycle Trails and Sidewalk Map.
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4.1 Phase Two The Design Process
4.11. The Design Charrette
Phase two marked the beginning of the design
phase. An open public charrette was led by the
Atkins design team. The charrette was attended by members of the steering committee, as
well as residents and local business owners. The
group was divided into three teams and each
provided their collective expertise and experiences to create unique concepts. At the conclusion of the charrette, each team presented
their design and pros and cons of the plans were
discussed by the group. The Atkins team took
the charrette designs and input and prepared
formal master plans of each option. Rendered
conceptual master plans, development summaries, and three dimensional massing models
were prepared for each. From these options, a
draft preferred plan was also prepared and all
options were presented back to the charrette
participants. Additional input was received
from the stakeholders and incorporated into
the preferred plan. Subsequent meetings were
held with both MARTA and city staff to present
the preferred design and receive comment.
The Atkins team prepared a final preferred plan
for presentation to the group which incorporated the input from all meetings.

Design Charrette Group Presentations.
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4.12. Concept One
Concept one contains 5 two-five story mixed use
buildings with two containing their own internal
parking decks. Two stand alone retail structures
and two office buildings are also shown. These
buildings are primarily ones story due to height
restrictions associated with Hartsfield Jackson
Atlanta International Airport. This option contains a proposed exit ramp at the east end of
the existing MARTA site from south bound I-85.
One main stand alone parking structures is located just east of the MARTA station and will
handle MARTA short and long term parking as
well as associated bus pick up and drop off.
The centerpiece of the development is a dynamic community commons space with mixed
use and retail directly adjacent to and north of
a revitalized MARTA station. This will act as the
heart of the development fostering a greater
sense of “place.” There is also a smaller transit
plaza east of the MARTA station. These areas
provide ample opportunity for outdoor dining
and gathering spaces for festivals and fairs. The
majority of the residential density occurs in three
blocks of the development. A total of 448 residential units and 150 hotel rooms are indicated.
These units are located just west of Main Street
between Harvard and Columbia Avenue, on
the northern edge of the MARTA site, and north
of Harvard Avenue between Washington and
Jefferson Street. Additional residential at lower
density rates are shown on the north side of
Princeton Avenue.

Key elements of the preferred TOD master plan
include:
•

Mixed use developments on the blocks in
the core of the site would include commercial uses and restaurants on the ground
level and high-density residential uses on
the upper levels.

•

Emphasis is placed on maximizing residential uses in close proximity to the station in
order to create a viable and vibrant 24hour community.

•

Development on the west side of Main
Street would provide linkage to the TOD
core area. The mixed use facility includes
commercial retail uses on the ground level
and residential or office on the upper levels.

•

In-fill development is provided south of
the station area, which would replace the
large surface parking lots with higher value commercial office uses.

•

A central plaza/public open space, in the
middle of the core, will serve as a focal
feature for the TOD

•

In-fill residential development, north of
Princeton Avenue, would act as a transition zone to step down density and scale
as the development reaches the existing
residential neighborhood.

•

Pedestrian linkage between the existing
downtown and the proposed TOD core is
provided at John Wesley Avenue, Columbia Avenue, and Harvard Avenue.

•

A proposed vehicular crossing is shown at
John Wesley Avenue to return a portion
of the historic grid to the fabric of Main
Street.

The numbers:
•

193,200 s.f. Retail/Commercial

•

268,000 s.f. Office

•

448 Residential Units

•

150 Hotel Rooms

•

2,506 Structured Parking Spaces

•

+/- 4,000 Total Parking Spaces
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Design Charrette Option One Perspective Massing Model Sketch Looking Northeast.

Design Charrette Option One Conceptual Master Plan.
Phase Two - The Design Process |
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4.13. Concept Two
Concept two contains 12 two-five story mixed
use buildings with one containing its own internal parking deck. Three stand alone retail structures and three office buildings are also shown.
These buildings are primarily ones story due to
height restrictions associated with Hartsfield
Jackson Atlanta International Airport. This option contains a proposed exit ramp at the east
end of the existing MARTA site from south bound
I-85. Two main stand alone parking structures
are located just east of the MARTA station on
both sides of the proposed exit ramp and will
handle MARTA short and long term parking as
well as associated bus pick up and drop off. The
centerpiece of the development is a dynamic
community commons space with mixed use
and retail directly adjacent to and north of a revitalized MARTA station. This will act as the heart
of the development fostering a greater sense
of “place.” There is also a smaller transit plaza
east of the MARTA station surrounded by retail.
These areas provide ample opportunity for outdoor dining and gathering spaces for festivals
and fairs. The majority of the residential density
occurs in three blocks of the development. A
total of 466 residential units are indicated. These
units are located just west of Main Street between Harvard and Columbia Avenue, on the
northern edge of the MARTA site, and north
of Harvard Avenue between Washington and
Jefferson Street. Additional residential are contained within three multi-family buildings and at
lower density rates on the north side of Princeton Avenue.
The numbers:
•

149,300 s.f. Retail/Commercial

•

241,450 s.f. Office

•

466 Residential Units

•

2,036 Structured Parking Spaces

•

+/- 4,000 Total Parking Spaces
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Key elements of the preferred TOD master plan
include:
•

Mixed use developments on the blocks in
the core of the site would include commercial uses and restaurants on the ground
level and high-density residential uses on
the upper levels.

•

Emphasis is placed on maximizing residential uses in close proximity to the station in
order to create a viable and vibrant 24hour community.

•

A larger development on the west side
of Main Street would provide linkage to
the TOD core area. The mixed use facility includes commercial retail uses on the
ground level and residential or office on
the upper levels.

•

In-fill development is provided south of
the station area, which would replace the
large surface parking lots with higher value commercial office uses.

•

A central plaza/public open space, in the
middle of the core, will serve as a focal
feature for the TOD

•

In-fill residential development, north of
Princeton Avenue, would act as a transition zone to step down density and scale
as the development reaches the existing
residential neighborhood.

•

Pedestrian linkage between the existing
downtown and the proposed TOD core is
provided at John Wesley Avenue, Columbia Avenue, and Harvard Avenue.

•

A proposed vehicular crossing is shown at
John Wesley Avenue to return a portion
of the historic grid to the fabric of Main
Street.

COLLEGE PARK TRANISIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

Design Charrette Option Two Perspective Massing Model Sketch Looking Northeast.

Design Charrette Option Two Conceptual Master Plan.
Phase Two - The Design Process |

26

CITY OF COLLEGE PARK, GEORGIA

4.14. Concept Three
Concept three contains 12 two-five story
mixed use buildings with three containing
their own internal parking decks. Six stand
alone retail structures and three office buildings are also shown. These buildings are primarily ones story due to height restrictions
associated with Hartsfield Jackson Atlanta
International Airport. This option contains a
150 room hotel adjacent to a proposed exit
ramp at the east end of the existing MARTA
site from south bound I-85. One main stand
alone parking structures is located just east of
the MARTA station adjacent to the proposed
exit ramp and will handle MARTA short and
long term parking as well as associated bus
pick up and drop off. There is also a large
surface lot directly south of the proposed
structure. The centerpiece of the development is a dynamic community park space
aligned with Columbia Avenue with mixed
use and retail directly adjacent to and north
of a revitalized MARTA station. This will act
as the heart of the development fostering
a greater sense of “place.” There is also a
smaller transit plaza east of the MARTA station surrounded by retail. These areas provide ample opportunity for outdoor dining
and gathering spaces for festivals and fairs.
The majority of the residential density occurs
in three blocks of the development. A total
of 396 residential units are indicated. These
units are located just west of Main Street between Harvard and Columbia Avenue, on
the northern edge of the MARTA site, and
north of Harvard Avenue between Washington and Jefferson Street. Additional residential units are contained within four multi-family buildings, three townhome structures, and
lower density residential areas on the north
side of Princeton Avenue.
The numbers:
•

216,750 s.f. Retail/Commercial

•

300,600 s.f. Office

•

396 Residential Units

•

2,357 Structured Parking Spaces

•

+/- 4,100 Total Parking Spaces
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Key elements of the preferred TOD master plan
include:
•

Mixed use developments on the blocks in
the core of the site would include commercial uses and restaurants on the ground
level and high-density residential uses on
the upper levels.

•

Emphasis is placed on maximizing residential uses in close proximity to the station in
order to create a viable and vibrant 24hour community.

•

A larger development on the west side
of Main Street would provide linkage to
the TOD core area. The mixed use facility includes commercial retail uses on the
ground level and residential or office on
the upper levels.

•

In-fill development is provided south of
the station area, which would replace the
large surface parking lots with higher value commercial office uses.

•

A central plaza/public open space, in the
middle of the core, will serve as a focal
feature for the TOD.

•

In-fill residential development, north of
Princeton Avenue, would act as a transition zone to step down density and scale
as the development reaches the existing
residential neighborhood.

•

Pedestrian linkage between the existing
downtown and the proposed TOD core
is provided at John Wesley Avenue, Columbia Avenue, and Harvard Avenue and
through a tunnel from Main Street under
the CSX line to the proposed station.

•

A proposed vehicular crossing is shown at
John Wesley Avenue to return a portion
of the historic grid to the fabric of Main
Street.

COLLEGE PARK TRANISIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

Design Charrette Option Three Perspective Massing Model Sketch Looking Northeast.

Design Charrette Option Three Conceptual Master Plan.
Phase Two - The Design Process |
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4.15. Preferred Concept
The preferred concept contains 11, two to five
story mixed-use buildings with three containing
their own internal parking decks. Eight standalone retail structures and two office buildings
are also shown. These buildings are primarily
one story due to height restrictions associated
with Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International
Airport. A 150- room hotel is located on the
proposed I-85 exit ramp at the east end of the
existing MARTA site. Two stand-alone parking
structures are just east of the MARTA station and
will handle MARTA short- and long-term parking,
as well as associated bus pick up and drop off.
The centerpiece of the development is a dynamic community commons space with mixed
use and retail directly adjacent to and north of
a revitalized MARTA station. This will act as the
heart of the development, fostering a greater
sense of “place.” The Central Park and Commons contains a smaller transit plaza east of the
MARTA station. A fountain acts as a focal point
to guide riders from the MARTA bus drop off
area through a covered access to the station.
The Central Park and Commons area provides
ample opportunity for outdoor dining and gathering spaces for festivals and fairs. The majority
of the residential density occurs in three blocks
of the development. A total of 573 residential
units are indicated on the preferred plan. These
units are located just west of Main Street between Harvard and Columbia Avenue, on the
northern edge of the MARTA site, and north
of Harvard Avenue between Washington and
Jefferson Street. Additional residential at lower
density rates are shown on the north side of
Princeton Avenue.
The numbers:
•

221,550 s.f. Retail/Commercial

•

134,700 s.f. Office

•

573 Residential Units

•

150 Room Hotel

•

3,461 Structured Parking Spaces

•

+/- 4,875 Total Parking Spaces
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Key elements of the preferred TOD master plan
include:
•

Mixed-use developments on the blocks in
the core of the site would include commercial uses and restaurants on the ground
level and high-density residential uses on
the upper levels.

•

Emphasis is placed on maximizing residential uses in close proximity to the station in
order to create a viable and vibrant 24hour community.

•

Development on the west side of Main
Street would provide linkage to the TOD
core area. The mixed-use facility includes
commercial retail uses on the ground level
and residential or office on the upper levels. A parking deck, to provide overflow
parking for the TOD development and on
street parking convenient to the proposed
mixed use, is also included.

•

In-fill development is provided south of
the station area, which would replace the
large surface parking lots with higher value commercial office uses.

•

A central plaza/public open space, in the
middle of the core, will serve as a focal
feature for the TOD.

•

In-fill residential development, north of
Princeton Avenue, would act as a transition zone to step down density and scale
as the development reaches the existing
residential neighborhood.

•

Pedestrian linkage between the existing
downtown and the proposed TOD core is
provided at John Wesley Avenue, Columbia Avenue, and Harvard Avenue.

•

Improved bicycle access is a key element
in the success of the TOD. Connections to
built and planned bike routes have been
studied and are incorporated in the final
design.

•

A proposed vehicular crossing is shown at
John Wesley Avenue to return a portion
of the historic grid to the fabric of Main
Street.

COLLEGE PARK TRANISIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

Perspective Massing Model Sketch Looking Northeast.

Preferred Option Conceptual Master Plan.
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Perspective Massing Model Sketch Looking North.

Perspective Massing Model Sketch Looking West.

Perspective Massing Model Sketch Looking East.
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Road Network Plan.

Proposed Typical Street Sections.
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Proposed Typical Street Sections.
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5.1 Phase Three Implementation Plan
5.11. Phasing
The study is only the first step in developing
a TOD development at the College Park MARTA
station. A successful development will only occur if the city and major stakeholders work cooperatively in pursuing development opportunities at the station. Due to the large scale of the
overall TOD project, it is recommended that the
project be completed in three phases over a
20-year period.
Phase 1, from 2012-2017, shown in green
on the following graphic, includes improvements on parcels that can be developed to increase residential units within the TOD project
limits. These sites are generally undeveloped or
contain parking that can be replaced in close
proximity to the original use. Buildings noted
with a 2, 3, 4, and the open space in area 5 are
meant to be developed early in the phase to
complement improvements to the existing MARTA station, while providing a dynamic, vibrant,
pedestrian-friendly urban core to the planned
TOD. Streetscape improvements leading to and
alongside this new core will add to this pedes-

trian friendly urban fabric. These recommended
improvements include:
•

A continuation of improvements along
Main Street from Princeton Avenue to Yale
Avenue

•

Princeton Avenue from Main Street to
Madison Street

•

Harvard Avenue from College Street to
Jefferson Street

•

Columbia Avenue from College Street to
Main Street

•

John Wesley Avenue from College Street
to Main Street

•

Washington Street from Temple Avenue to
Harvard Avenue

•

College Street from Harvard Avenue to
Yale Avenue

Blocks designated with a 9 or a 10 are
meant to be available for temporary parking as
future phases of the development on the MARTA site disturb existing parking areas. Phase 1,
as indicated, would provide 198 new residential
units, 30,000 square feet of retail space, 4,800
square feet of office space, and improvements
to the existing MARTA station.

Phase One Implementation/Phasing Plan.
Phase Three - Implementation Plan |
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Phase 2, from 2017-2022, shown in burgundy on the following graphic, includes additional
improvements on parcels near and surrounding
the core that focus on increasing residential
units within the TOD project limits. These sites are
generally on undeveloped parcels or parcels
used for temporary parking during Phase 1. The
buildings noted with a 2, 3, and 4 are meant to
be developed early in this phase to provide the
greatest density of residential units near the station area. The building noted with a 6 is a continuation of the retail at the heart of the development. Included in this phase of work are four
major vehicular improvements to help energize
the development and allow for increased access to the MARTA station. The first vehicular improvement is the addition of an exit ramp from
I-85 into the center of the development aligning with John Wesley Avenue. The second is an
at-grade crossing from the MARTA site to West
Main Street at John Wesley Avenue. The third is
the removal of a portion of the Lee Street Connector between the I-85 south ramp and Columbia Avenue.

Phase Two Implementation/Phasing Plan.
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The final improvement is the extension of Washington Street through the development to the
south side of the project. Additional streetscape
improvements connecting to the Phase 1
streetscapes are also recommended. These
recommended improvements include:
•

A continuation of improvements along
Main Street from Yale Avenue to the Lee
Street Connector

•

Jefferson Street from Temple Avenue to
Columbia Avenue

•

Temple Avenue from Main Street to Madison Street

•

Yale Avenue from College Street to Main
Street

•

Columbia Avenue from Jefferson Street to
the Lee Street Connector

•

Lee, Jackson, and Adams Street from Temple Avenue to Princeton Avenue

COLLEGE PARK TRANISIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

The building noted as 8 is a proposed hotel located to take advantage of the new I-85
off ramp. A new MARTA parking deck and bus
pick-up and drop-off facility, indicated with a
7, is shown as part of this phase. The block designated with a 9 is meant to be available for
temporary parking and a new structured parking facility noted with a 5 for permanent parking as future phases of the development on the
MARTA site disturb existing parking areas. Phase
2, as indicated, would provide 375 new residential units, 150 hotel rooms, 91,300 square feet of
retail space, and 20,900 square feet of office
space.

Phase 3, from 2022-2031, shown in blue
on the following graphic, includes additional
improvements on parcels near and surrounding
the core that focus on retail and office within
the TOD project limits. These sites are generally on undeveloped parcels or parcels used
for temporary parking during Phase 2 and existing MARTA parking. Additional streetscape
improvements connecting to the Phase 1and 2
streetscapes are planned. These recommended improvements include:
•

Columbia Avenue from the Lee Street Connector to Adams Street

•

Adams Street from Princeton Avenue to
Columbia Avenue

A new MARTA structured parking facility,
noted with a 6, is planned to offset parking displaced by retail and office developments noted as 3, 4, and 7. Phase 3, as indicated, would
provide 100,250 square feet of retail space and
109,000 square feet of office space.

Phase Three Implementation/Phasing Plan.
Phase Three - Implementation Plan |
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5.12. Education
The City of College Park has a rich heritage founded on education. The importance
of a school in a community cannot be overestimated. People view their school as a central
hub, the heart and soul of a neighborhood. The
sustainability of a community is inherently connected to the school environment. It is one of
the important determining factors for people
moving to a community and is considered an
essential component of any society. As part of
the overall master plan, Atkins identified potential school site locations adjacent to the TOD
development. We feel that locating a future
school facility near these locations will allow for
the increased growth within the school district
and allow the school to be walkabe for not only
the TOD development but also future residential
development outlined in the overall LCI studies.

Resident population and public school
enrollment impacts of the proposed development are estimated to be between 350 to 400
students. This number is based on reasonable estimates of average household sizes for the various housing products which are proposed for
the site using US Census information. According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, approximately 34% of the City’s
total household population consists of children
under age 18. Of those children, nearly 79% are
of school age and enrolled in school.

Potential School Site Locations / Existing Site Renovations / Improvements with Recommended and Existing
Trails, Paths, and Sidewalks.
37 | Phase Three - Implementation Plan

COLLEGE PARK TRANISIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

5.13. Zoning
According to the City of College Park
Zoning Map, there are five zoning districts that
the proposed TOD development is located
within. These districts are Transit Station Commercial (TSC), Downtown Business District (DB),
Planned Development Residential (PDR) Multi
Family (MF), and Community Business (C1). Portions also lie within two overlay districts. These
are the Hospitality District and the Downtown
Development Guideline District. In general,
the zoning principles that are already in place
within these districts support the proposed uses
within the preferred master plan with a few exceptions. Residential density does not appear
to be high enough in select areas to support a
vibrant TOD. Provisions should be put in place to
allow for densities greater than what a FAR (3)
would allow. Likewise, height restrictions close to
the core of the TOD should be relaxed to allow
for greater height in select locations. Parking requirements should be viewed in relationship to
the overall development and not on a block by
block basis.

One of the advantages to a TOD development is that it requires less parking than similar developments in non-transit locations. Parking can also be shared, taking advantage of
multi-purpose trips to reduce further the actual
number of spaces provided. A reduction in the
parking requirements within the TOD development would not only reduce the environmental impacts, but also reduce costs for potential
developments. Finally, we would suggest that
the city consider developing a single district for
the TOD development that would encompass
its principles and streamline the standards that
a potential developer would need to adhere
to. Development standards within this district
should be focused on four key factors.
1. Promoting active walkable streets.
2. Providing the scale and density needed to
create a vibrant TOD.
3. Integrating transit with the adjacent
development.
4. Preserving the historic character, feel, and
fabric of the existing downtown.

City of College Park Zoning Map.
Phase Three - Implementation Plan |
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6.1 Existing and Future
Market Conditions
6.11. Introduction
Real Estate Research Consultants, Inc. (RERC)
was retained as a subconsultant to Atkins to
analyze the market and economic context
specific to the City’s effort in devising a strategy to catalyze economic development based
around the College Park MARTA station.
Because of its accessibility and location, the city
continues to serve as a gateway to the Atlanta
region. Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International
Airport is the world’s busiest passenger airport
and a major economic engine for the state.
The Georgia International Convention Center
(GICC), a 400,000 SF facility, is Georgia’s second
largest convention center. As part of the redevelopment plans associated with the GICC,
two new hotels - a 403-room Marriott Headquarters hotel and a 147-room SpringHill Suites
- were opened in 2010 and 2009, respectively.
The GICC has also sparked office development
as Gateway Center I was completed in 2009,
comprising nearly 130,000 SF of office space.
The city is also home to a number of large employers such as Delta Airlines, Federal Aviation
Administration, Chick-fil-A, Sysco Foods, AirTran,
and Coca-Cola Bottling Company, to name a
few.
The following analysis, which builds upon prior
planning initiatives completed for the city, focuses on the potential demand for retail, office,
hotel, and residential product immediately surrounding the MARTA station located in downtown College Park. The analysis focuses on
testing the supportability of the development
plan designed by Atkins, which was finalized after several rounds of public input from city staff
and key stakeholders in the community. Given
recent economic and development trends in
the city, and near the MARTA station, it is expected there will be little to no growth without
any significant public investment or redevelopment initiatives aimed at promoting transit oriented development (TOD).
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6.12. Market and Economic Context
As the basis for evaluating the opportunity to
initiate redevelopment in downtown College
Park, the population, household, and economic trends for the city and targeted areas near
the station were evaluated and compared to
the greater Atlanta metro area. The economic
profile herein focuses on those variables that
drive demand for retail, restaurants, office, and
residential, and how the level of demand present in the market compares to existing supply.
There are three principal generators for retail
and service expenditures in the College Park
downtown area. These include residents, workers, and visitors/tourists. The analysis estimates
the demand from each of these groups and in
total over the next 25 years, the assumed buildout period for the development program designed.
Recent data from a number of industry sources
provide context for the assumptions used in the
accompanying analysis. This information should
not be construed as an affirmation of the market
in which potential development projects might
perform, but it does provide some perspective
on the underlying economic influences associated with the area’s real estate sales and leasing activity.
Population
The Atlanta Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
spans up to 28 counties and is the most populous metro area in Georgia. Despite the state of
the economy, population continues to increase
in the Atlanta MSA, as well as Fulton and Clayton Counties, providing implicit opportunities
for both housing development and commercial activities. The 2010 estimate census counts
place the MSA population at approximately
5,268,860 people, up from 4,247,981 people in
2000. Fulton County, the region’s most populous county, also experienced growth in the
past 10 years, but at a slower rate than the MSA.
The county’s population increased by a compounded average annual growth rate (CAGR)
of 1.21% between 2000 and 2010, which is less
than the 2.18% CAGR experienced within the
MSA. A portion of the City of College Park resides in Clayton County as well, where popula-
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tion has also increased in the previous ten years.
Between 2000 and 2010, Clayton County’s population increased from 236,517 to 259,424, a
CAGR of 0.93%.

Table 2: Age Distribution, 1990 – 2010

Unlike these jurisdictions, the City of College
Park experienced a sharp decline in population
between 2000 and 2010. The approximate 31%
decline in population between these years is
mostly attributed to the expansion of HartsfieldJackson Atlanta International Airport, which led
to the demolition of many residential neighborhoods in the city. The removal of these neighborhoods led to a decline in population from
20,382 in 2000 to 13,942 in 2010, a CAGR of 3.73%.
Given the local and regional trends, the population in Fulton and Clayton Counties is likely
to continue increasing at a modest pace over
the next five years. Population in the city is expected to continue decreasing, but at a more
moderate pace of -1.48% CAGR over the next
five years. Table 1 illustrates population trends
from the census, as well as estimated for 2012
and projected for 2017.
Table 1: Population Trends and Projections,
2000-2017

Households and Income
The change in households since 2000 generally mirrors the population trends over the same
timeframe. Table 3 illustrates household trends
since 2000 as well as estimated and projected
for 2012 and 2017, respectively. The strong
economy, particularly in the housing industry,
helped the Atlanta MSA achieve a CAGR of
2.23% between 2000 and 2010. Undoubtedly,
the majority of the increases in the number of
households occurred between 2000 and 2006.
Table 3: Number of Households, 2000-2017

Table 2 presents the age cohorts of the city’s
population for the last three census counts.
Approximately 34% of the population in 1990
was between the ages of 20 and 35, whereas
in 2010, these age groups comprised less than
25% of the total population. Possibly even more
telling of the age distribution trends in the last 30
years, about 18% of the 1990 population were
over the age of 45. In 2010, about one-third of
the population is over the age of 45. While the
2010 median age in the city was only 30.5, these
trends suggest an aging population with fewer
younger people migrating or staying in the city.
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The recession had a substantial impact on housing in the Atlanta MSA, particularly concerning
new construction. As shown in Figure 2, building permit activity in the Atlanta MSA dropped
significantly starting in 2007. Between 2000 and
2006, nearly 70,000 single and multifamily permits were issued each year. In 2010, only 6,500
total permits were issued within the MSA. Given
the region’s past growth, the number of permits issued will improve to prior levels even if the
timeframe is uncertain.
Figure 2: Building Permits in the Atlanta MSA,
2000-2010

Figure 3: Building Permits in College Park, 20002010

41 | Existing And Future Market Conditions

As illustrated in Figure 3, building permit activity
in the City of College Park experienced more
adverse trends, ending 2010 with zero total permits issued. During the height of the residential
market between 2003 and 2006, the city issued
a total of 292 single family and 104 multifamily
permits. On average, the city captured approximately 0.066% of the residential permits
in the MSA between 2000 and 2010. The overwhelming majority of permits issued were for
single family detached units.
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Despite the limited growth in multifamily product in the city, home ownership is substantially
more prevalent in Fulton and Clayton Counties
and the Atlanta MSA than the city where 74%
of the occupied households are renters. Figure
4 illustrates the housing tenure within the city,
Fulton and Clayton Counties, and the Atlanta
MSA.

Traditionally, such a high percentage of renter
occupied households indicates a greater proportion of households with low incomes and
higher housing cost burden. Table 4 presents
the distribution of households by household income.

Figure 4: Housing Tenure – Occupied Units,
2010

Table 4: Households by Household Income, 2000
and 2010
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As presented in Table 5, the median household
income in College Park is notably less than Fulton County and the state. Between 2000 and
2010, the median household income showed little signs of improvement with a CAGR of -0.20%.
The median household income in Fulton County
increased by nearly 1.83% each year, while in
Clayton County, incomes remained relatively
stagnant during the same time period.
Table 5: Median Household Income, 2000 and
2010

Employment
The entire state of Georgia continues to experience a slowdown even though the recession is
now reported to have officially ended. In both
the Atlanta MSA and the state, unemployment
rates were higher than the national rate in February 2012. For the United States, unemployment was reported to be approximately 8.3%
compared to 9.0% and 9.1% for the MSA and
Georgia respectively. Within the MSA, Fulton
County posted an unemployment rate of 9.8%,
compared to Clayton County with 11.4% unemployment. As shown in Figure 5, unemployment
rates in the region have increased sharply over
the past 10 years. However, the data also suggests these rates are starting to decline as the
regional economy begins to recover from the
recession.
Figure 5: Unemployment Rates in the Atlanta
MSA and Fulton and Clayton Counties, 20022012 (Feb)
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As of December 2011, actual employment
counts in the MSA are up 2.28% from the 2010
annualized number of 2,390,486 workers to an
estimated 2,444,914 workers reported for December 2011. The December 2011 number is
about 0.067% less than the average annual employment over the previous ten years. The MSA
hit its historical peak employment of 2,589,484
people in 2007, in the end of the economic expansion that ended that same year. The unemployment rate was under 5% five times over the
past 10 years. In 2009, however, the unemployment rate increased from 6.2% to 9.7% while total employment declined by over 127,000 jobs.
In the multi-county MSA, Fulton County is the
principal commercial center, yet only represents
about 18% of the region’s total employment. Between 2000 and 2007, the unemployment rate
in Fulton County averaged 4.9%. Data from the
most recent four years (2008-2011), however,
reveal a substantial increase with an average
unemployment rate of 9.2%. Clayton County
has traditionally experienced higher unemployment rates than Fulton County. These trends
continue today as the Clayton County’s unemployment rate has been higher than 11% for the
past three years.
The City of College Park has also experienced
high unemployment rates. The city’s unemployment rate remained relatively unchanged between 2000 (8.3%) and 2005 (8.4%), but in 2010,
the unemployment rate in the city increased to
9.8%.
The city is a major employment center in the region with nearly 60,000 jobs, but only 12% of the
city’s residents are employed within the city limits. Essentially, 2010 employment data suggests
that over 58,000 jobs within the city were filled by
individuals commuting from outside
College Park. The data indicate
an obvious jobs to population mismatch. In other communities analyzed, the ratio of jobs to population typically ranges from 0.4 to 0.6
for commonly vibrant communities.
This ratio in College Park is 4.02, significantly higher than more normal
communities. This gross imbalance
between jobs and population suggests opportunities to increase the
share of jobs filled by College Park

COLLEGE PARK TRANISIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

residents, as well as a unique prospect to attract new residents and households to the community who now commute from other areas.
Interestingly, there is a noticeable difference
in the distribution of employment by industry
between the industries in which the city’s residents are employed and the total jobs in the
city. Of the nearly 60,000 jobs reported in the
city, more than 71% are in the transportation
and warehousing industries. As shown in the
Table 6, the next highest is accommodation
and food service. These figures are not completely unexpected given the city’s proximity
to the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International
Airport and the GICC. However, the industries
in which the city’s residents are employed are
dispersed among a variety of sectors. Approximately 47% of the city’s residents are employed
in one of the following industries: transportation
and warehousing (11.0%), administration and
support (11.3%), health care and social assistance (11.5%), and accommodation and food
service (13.1%). Retail trade and educational
services are also strong employment sectors for
the city’s residents. These comparisons suggest
a potential mismatch between resident job skills
and the skill requirements of the jobs available
in the city.

6.13 Overview of Market Assessment
In light of the current and near term market
conditions in the Atlanta MSA, residential and
non-residential markets continue to seek equilibrium in terms of supportable demand and
values. While the near term will be a period
of correction of overbuilt local conditions relative to historically high unemployment levels,
mid- and long-term growth in population and
employment – along with potential investment
initiatives in transit, convention business, expansion of airport related commerce, and corresponding private investment – could ultimately
stabilize the market and provide favorable conditions for new real estate development.
As previously discussed, College Park has historically experienced negative to slow growth in
population and household income, which has
supported only limited additions to the building
inventory, with expanding patterns of obsolescence and property abandonment.

Table 6: Employment by Industry – Resident and
Total Employment in the City, 2010
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While the analysis has considered the economic conditions of College Park, its primary focus
is the potential demand for new development
near the downtown MARTA station. The obvious goal is to provide a land use platform and
planning environment capable of attracting
private and public investments, which may also
allow reorganization of neighborhoods to take
advantage of the transit system and potential
commerce nearby.
Based on past development trends, there will
be little to no growth in the downtown core if no
significant public investments or redevelopment
initiatives are implemented to support TOD. Ultimately, the analysis outlined herein focuses
on the potential supportable demand for the
Preferred TOD Plan designed by Atkins (see Figure 6). The analysis provides a general review
of whether the plan designed can reasonably
be supported. It does not address whether a
specific type of tenant is in demand at the proposed location.

Market Area
The market area considered in the analysis is
commensurate with traditional TOD projects.
Generally, most development around transit
stations, particularly rail transit, focuses on development opportunities within a one-half mile
radius from the station. Given the layout of
downtown College Park and the location of the
city’s primary base of employment, the analysis
also examines the areas within a one-quartermile and one-mile radii from the station. Figure
6 illustrates the location of the MARTA station
and denotes the market areas considered in
the analysis.

Figure 6: Map of MARTA Station and Market Areas Analyzed
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Socio-Economic Profile of the Market Areas
Data available from third-party sources were
analyzed to define each trade area’s socioeconomic context and compare its characteristics to the City of College Park and Fulton and
Clayton Counties. The future data included
here indicate general trending and are in no
way predictive of actual outcomes. Third-party
population and household projections are consistent within standard industry practices and
are included as one perspective in the analysis.

Table 6 illustrates the data analyzed for the analysis. Between 2000 and 2012, the population
within the market areas declined significantly,
mostly the result of the airport expansion and
demolition of residential neighborhoods. While
the trends indicate continuing declines in population within the market areas and the city, the
rate of these declines will be much slower than
the previous 12 years.

Table 6: Demographic Trends Analysis – Market Areas
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The study areas have a noticeable lower income
when compared to the Atlanta MSA and Fulton
and Clayton Counties, but they are relatively in
line with the median household income within
College Park. The MSA and the counties exhibit
an owner/renter split of about 60%/40%, while
the occupied households within College Park
are significantly more occupied by renters.
Assessment of Existing Market Conditions
Retail
College Park’s retail market has remained relatively unchanged over the past 12 years. Within
the city, only 310,000 SF of retail space were added to the supply since 2000, and nearly 260,000
SF of such space were added in the last three
years. The existing conditions within the market
areas analyzed exhibit a more negative market
condition with only 7,690 SF added within one
mile from the station and zero space added to
the market within one-half mile. Table 7 illus-

trates the total leasable space available in the
areas analyzed, compared to the Atlanta market area, Fulton County, and Clayton County.
Despite the addition of nearly 260,000 SF to the
retail supply in the city within the last three years,
the city achieved a net absorption of 170,000
SF during this same period. This low absorption
is indicative of a market with an oversupply of
retail which also results in lower occupancy
rates. Table 8 compares the occupancy rates
in College Park to those within the Atlanta market area and Fulton and Clayton Counties. All
areas examined experienced declines in occupancy rates over the past several years, but
College Park posted a slightly sharper decline,
particularly between 2010 and 2011. At the beginning of the decade, retail and restaurant
space within a quarter-mile, half-mile, and onemile radius from the MARTA station boasted
strong occupancy rates through 2005.

Table 7: Total Leasable Retail Square Footage, 2000-2011

Table 8: Occupancy Rates, 2000-2011

47 | Existing And Future Market Conditions

COLLEGE PARK TRANISIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

The declining occupancy rates starting in 2006
likely result from a combination of influences
such as fewer residents and households in the
community caused by the expansion of Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport and
the recession beginning in 2007. The removal
of a significant portion of the city’s housing inventory caused nearly half the city’s population
to relocate outside the city. Consequently, the
amount of retail space per capita in the city increased dramatically from 98 SF per capita to
more than 150 SF per capita. Given the community’s trends in households and household
income, there is an obvious oversupply of retail
square footage in the city.
Interestingly, even with an apparent oversupply of built retail space and the impact from the
recession, lease rates have remained relatively
unchanged. As Table 9 reports, the 2011 average retail lease rate is higher than rates commanded in 2003.

Retail shopping centers and retail buildings currently in operation are showing signs of age and
wear throughout the city, even physical and
functional obsolescence, while others sit vacant or abandoned and further deteriorating.
Limited new commercial development can be
found in areas easily accessible to major roadways and the interstates, but new commercial
development in the downtown core and near
the station has been negligible. Common commercial uses within the city include fast food
and limited/full service restaurants, hotel/motel
properties, bank branches, pawn shops, auto
parts stores, dealerships and used car lots, and
gas stations. Specific to downtown, there are
several locally owned limited and full service
restaurants, gas stations, bank branches, hair
salons/barbershops, and a few clothing stores.

Table 9: Reported Lease Rates (per SF), 20002011
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Office
As shown in Table 10, the office market in College
Park has remained relatively unchanged since
2000. No additional office space was added
to the inventory within 0.5 miles from the MARTA
station in the last 12 years. Within one-mile from
the station, located adjacent to the GICC and
Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport,
Gateway Center I added 128,396 SF of office
space to the total available inventory. Currently, this building is reported to being about 90%
leased, providing evidence for demand for similar types of space around the GICC. Total leasable SF available in Fulton County increased at
a CAGR of 1.61% between 2000 and 2011, but
experienced a modest 0.93% CAGR between
2007 and 2011.

The last five years have been difficult for the Atlanta area office market. At year end 2009, the
Atlanta market area experienced a total negative net absorption or more than 1,292,000 SF. A
significant portion (883,000 SF) of that amount
occurred in Fulton County. College Park was
also impacted in 2009 with negative net absorption of nearly 5,500 SF. As shown in Table
11, these areas began to absorb some of that
space in 2010 and 2011.

Table 10: Total Leasable Office Square Footage,
2000-2011

Table 11: Total Net Absorption of Office Space, 2000-2011
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Given the state of the economy since 2007, the
drop in occupancy rates is not unexpected.
According to the data presented in Table 12, office product within one-half mile from the MARTA station went through the recession relatively
unscathed as this area consistently boasted the
highest occupancy rates of those evaluated for
this analysis. The office market within one-mile
from the station also experienced high occupancy rates until a sharp drop of nearly 30% in
2009. However, the data presented do show
signs of a slight rebound in occupancies within
one-mile of the station.

Similar to the experiences in the retail market,
lease rates throughout the region have remained unchanged since 2000. The data summarized in Table 13 indicate the declining occupancies and increased unemployment had
little impact on the lease rates reported.

Table 12: Office Occupancy Rates, 2000-2011

Table 13: Average Lease Rates Reported – Office, 2000-2011
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Residential

Implications

Residential construction activity has declined
statewide and within the Atlanta MSA, mirroring
other areas throughout the U.S. Statewide, the
number of permits issued has fallen to levels not
seen in more than a decade. Table 14 shows
the total number of permits issued annually for
the 11-year period between 2001 and 2011 in
College Park, Fulton County, Clayton County,
the Atlanta MSA, and the state of Georgia.

Even as the overall unemployment rate has
inched upwards, actual job counts in the MSA,
generally, and College Park, specifically, have
shown some growth. College Park’s stability in
terms of job counts (regardless of employee’s
place of residence) must be attributed to the direct and indirect employment related to Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport. The
city is well positioned to capitalize on development activity near the airport, particularly those
city-owned properties recently bought back
from the City of Atlanta. The airport, coupled
with the expansion of the GICC, have increased
private sector interest in College Park, particularly in the hotel and office environments.

More than half the residential permits issued in
the state were located within the Atlanta MSA.
All areas presented in the table show a sharp
decline in permit activity initially starting in 2007,
but even more pronounced in 2008 and 2009.
Preliminary results for 2011 provide some indication that 2009 was the “bottom” of permit activity in the region and the state, with potential
for gradual incremental increases in permits
over the next several years. Obviously, the areas presented in Table 14 have a way to go before they reach activity levels experienced prior
to the recession. While questions likely remain
about the general health of the housing market, prices may be at or very near their floor.
Table 14: Residential Permits Issued, 2001-2011
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These employment and activity centers outside
of downtown itself will continue to draw interest, but they also have the potential to cannibalize potential growth in the city’s core. As the
demand for additional retail and office space
is recognized, it is more likely that needed facilities will be built in areas more accessible to
the interstates and highway network, with little
attention being paid to MARTA and downtown
College Park. There is an ostensible demand for
new residential product in the city resulting from
the removal of nearly 3,000 housing units, but recent trends in residential activity has shown few
signs those units will be rebuilt in the foreseeable
future.
The negative growth trends, the lack of significant new development downtown, and the
significant loss of population over the past 10
years would likely continue if no significant investments or initiatives implemented to target
TOD activities near the downtown MARTA station. The city’s proximity to the Hartsfield-Jackson
Atlanta International Airport and the GICC creates opportunities to stimulate some new retail,
hotel, industrial/flex, and office development at
areas easily accessible to the airport and major
roadway network. Market and demographic
trends suggest that unless a number of redevelopment initiatives are implemented population
and households will continue a gradual decline,
or at best, very limited growth over the next 25
years. The current status of the commercial environment within the market areas, and the city
overall, indicates significant oversupply across
the retail and office sectors of the marketplace.
Demand for future growth will be constrained
by declining population and households within
the market areas. However, some new growth
is likely as a result of the increased visitation to
the GICC as well as anticipated employment
growth mostly generated by airport-related activities. That said, the oversupply is so substantial, this new demand merely chips away at the
surplus within the study area.

6.14 Future Demand
The analysis considers recent trends in the marketplace as well as potential redevelopment
activity to help determine the level of future
demand for commercial and residential development in the target area. The retail demand
analysis takes into account demand generated
by three primary groups – residents/households
within the market areas, visitors to the GICC, and
workers within the city. Using a variety of data
sources, a series of demand models were built
and calibrated specific to College Park. These
models estimate expenditures by each of these
groups and translate these expenditures into
the demand for square feet of retail space.
The demand for new office space is based on
the city’s historical share of office development
in Fulton County. This methodology assumes
new demand for space in the near future will
be accommodated in existing vacancies, with
greater growth potential for new growth in 10
to 15 years.
Noted Benefits of Transit Oriented Development
Mixed use developments have become popular in recent years, combining residential products with shopping, services, and workplaces.
Focusing new development in smaller areas fertile for revitalization could allow the downtown
to begin a renaissance as a district easily accessible to growing employment centers and a
variety of transportation modes.
TOD is generally referred to a mix of housing and
commercial uses in a walkable neighborhood
with easy access to quality transit options. Creating a successful TOD requires planning and
thought beyond the station. The existence of
transit may not create demand for new development by itself. To take advantage of this access, a successful TOD requires the understanding of the characteristics within the surrounding
neighborhoods, the real estate market, employment centers, and travel patterns.
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Many residents may not choose to live in a TOD
setting, but having a well-designed and active
station area creates an amenity for the entire
community, not just those living within one-half
mile from the station.
TODs are typically undertaken to achieve some,
or all, of the following perceived benefits:
•

reduced automobile trips

•

increased transit ridership and revenues
for the transit agency

•

increased land and building values near
transit

•

improved access to jobs for all households,
including those which are economically
disadvantaged

•

reduced transportation costs for residents

•

improved public health

•

creation of a sense of place/community

Preferred TOD Plan
The central purpose of this analysis was to evaluate the area’s demand potential for redevelopment, assuming an emphasis on TOD elements.
Future growth, particularly in the downtown
core, will be limited if there is not meaningful and
effective intervention from the public sector. To
posit an alternative future, this analysis assumes
the public sector does indeed intervene with a
particular emphasis on redevelopment around
the downtown MARTA station. Reflecting the
catalytic value of the station, the analysis estimates new demand potential based on the
build-out of the Preferred TOD Plan designed by
Atkins (see Table 15 and Figure 6). The analysis
evaluated potential demand within the three
defined market areas previously discussed.
However, to examine the future potential demand over the build-out period of the Preferred
TOD Plan, the analysis focused specifically on
the demand potential within a 0.5-mile radius
from the station. This market area is consistent
with properties most affected by station area
planning through the promotion of walkability,
mix of uses, and improved transit access and
ridership.

Table 15: Development Program from Preferred TOD Plan
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Figure 6 illustrates the plan design evaluated for
this analysis.
Figure 6: Preferred TOD Plan

Retail, Restaurants, and Services
Considering local and industry standard ratios,
the plan could create 573 new households, or
1,375 residents, and over 1,000 new jobs. Local
residents’ expenditures are a key driver of demand for retail and services. For purposes of this
analysis, only these new residents were considered in estimating new retail demand from the
residential population.
To derive the estimated demand for retail, restaurants, and services needed from the residential population, the analysis estimates the
expenditures from the new residents and estimates the square footage needed by those
expected expenditures. The Atlanta MSA’s

median household income was applied in the
analysis to estimate the total anticipated nonauto retail expenditures. Based on the program
presented in Table 14, the 573 new households
will generate approximately $32,776,000 in total household income. An estimate of non-auto
retail expenditures for the market area is made
by multiplying the total household income by
the percent of income spent on non-auto retail
goods. According to the Department of Commerce’s Consumer Expenditure Survey, Atlanta
area households spend about 22.17% of their
income on non-auto retail goods. This calculation results in $7,265,000 in total potential retail
expenditures. To determine the estimated deExisting And Future Market Conditions |
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mand in terms of square footage, the analysis
estimates the average sales per square foot for
stores in the market area based on ULI’s Dollars
and Cents of Shopping Centers. Of the approximate 33,500 SF of retail space demanded by
these households, the analysis assumes 60% of
this demand will be met within the market area.
In other words, these households will purchase
40% of their retail, restaurant, and service needs
from facilities outside the market area. Table 16
summarizes the range of estimated SF demanded by the new households at build-out.
The demand from non-resident employees is
derived from employees within the city, but residing somewhere else. According to the U.S.
Census, nearly 58,000 people work in the city,
but live someplace else. In addition to these
non-resident employees, the analysis considers
full-time equivalent employees from the development program presented in Table 15. According to a recent report completed by the
International Council of Shopping Centers, an
average employee in an urban area spends
nearly $3,000 per year on retail, restaurant and
service needs near their place of employment.
Dividing the total potential gross expenditures
by annual sales per square foot estimates yields
the square footage demanded by the existing
and new employees. Realistically, not all of the
potential spending would occur in the downtown core. Therefore, the analysis applies a
conservative capture rate of 15% to estimate
the total potential demand within the market
area. Table 15 summarizes the range of estimated SF demanded by existing and new employees that could be captured by stores near the
MARTA station.

While visitors to the city include family/personal,
business, and airport related visitors, the analysis
focuses on the visitation associated with the activities taking place at the GICC where there is
an estimated 800,000 visitors in 2012. Considering the plans for further expansion at the facility, it would be reasonable to suggest these figures will increase. That said, the analysis applies
the 2012 figure of 800,000 visitors to estimate
the potential retail demand. The GICC does
not track average expenditures from its visitors, but the dollars spent by business travelers is
tracked by the Atlanta Convention and Visitors
Bureau. After factoring out such expenditures
as hotel stays and transportation, each visitor
is estimated to spend about $126 on retail and
entertainment during their visit. Based on these
estimated expenditures, the 800,000 visitors to
the GICC are estimated to generate demand
for approximately 450,000 SF of retail and entertainment space. Again, it would be unreasonable to suggest all of this demand could be met
within the market area, or even the city. A capture rate of 15% was applied to calculate the
estimated space that could be captured near
the MARTA station, assuming the preferred plan
from Table 15 is implemented. Table 16 summarizes the range of potential demand from visitor
spending as well as the total demand from all
three demand generators.

Table 16: Estimated Demand for Retail, Restaurants, and Services
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As shown in Table 16, new residents account for
about 10% of all demand, while visitors and nonresident employees (new and existing) account
for 34% and 56% of the demand, respectively.
Potential tenants of this space would include retailers and service providers within the following
categories:
•

Department stores and general merchandise

•

Discount stores

•

Furniture and home furnishings

•

Appliances and electronics

•

Building materials and hardware

•

Apparel and accessories

•

Miscellaneous retail stores

•

Food stores and supermarkets

•

Drug stores and pharmacies

•

Convenience stores and gasoline

•

Beer, wine and liquor

•

Cosmetic, health and beauty

•

Full services restaurants

•

Limited service restaurants

•

Specialty food service

•

Drinking places

•

Personal services

•

Social services

•

Banking and real estate

In its current state, the market area is oversupplied. As such, the demand presented in Table
16 assumes redevelopment patterns and product design consistent with the plan presented
in Figure 6. Substantial deviation from the plan
could have a material impact on the demand
for retail, service, and entertainment space adjacent to the MARTA station. The timing of the
new demand depends upon market conditions
turning around to allow for redevelopment with
a mix of uses around the station area. These
conditions are not likely to change in the next
two to four years, but it would be important for
the City to begin planning their implementation and redevelopment strategies to assure it is
ready when the market appears ripe for redevelopment.

Office
The demand for new office space in the defined market area is based on the city’s historical share of the estimated office space in Fulton County. This approach assumes the rate
of growth in office space within Fulton County
over the past 12 years continues over the next
25 years. Between 2000 and 2011, Fulton County experienced a CAGR of 1.61%. The average
capture rate of all Fulton County office space
within 0.5 miles from the MARTA station has averaged at about 0.19% since 2000. Understanding there is currently about a 17% vacancy within the office market in Fulton County, most of
the new growth in the next five years is expected to fill these vacancies prior to the market
area increasing its ability to capture a greater
percentage of office space in the county. It
is more than reasonable to suggest that over
time, assuming new development is built consistent with the Preferred TOD Plan in Figure 6,
the area within 0.5 miles from the MARTA station
will be able to achieve a higher capture of the
county’s growth.
Under this approach and assuming effective redevelopment initiatives are implemented, the
analysis suggests between 110,000 and 141,000
SF of office space can be supported over the
next 25 years. Again, the majority of this space
would likely be built and absorbed in the later
years of the plan’s build-out.
Other Uses – Residential and Hotel
Between 2000 and 2010, the City of College
Park lost nearly half of its population, primarily
due to the expansion of Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport. The City has recently
bought back some of the land originally purchased for the airport’s expansion, but much of
this land is not suitable for residential development because of noise ordinances and other
regulations.
Generally, demand for new residential product
is based on expected population and employment growth. College Park is unusual in that
population trends indicate a continued decline
in population, while employment in the city remains strong with signs of continued economic
expansion. This economic expansion provides
opportunities for the city to leverage the large
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employment base and its proximity to airportrelated activities to support additional residential units.
With nearly 60,000 employees in the city, the
majority of which reside outside the city, there
is ample opportunity for increased residential
development over the next 25 years. Although
an overwhelming majority of the households in
the city are renter occupied, there is apparent
demand for additional multifamily in the downtown core. Some of this new demand would
likely require the demolition and replacement
of outdated and dilapidated structures. Again,
the potential to support additional residential
activity is contingent on a mix of redevelopment
policies, removing, or limiting, negative perceptions such as crime and blight, and developing
parcels in such a manner that creates a sense
of place in the downtown core. These improvements will foster development that will attract
potential new residents with easy access to the
airport, interstates, transit, employment, and a
variety of retail and entertainment offerings.
The city’s location proximate to Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport and the GICC
provides increased opportunities for new hotel
development within the city limits. Even if the
city opts to implement no redevelopment initiatives targeting TOD near the MARTA station,
demand for additional hotel rooms will likely remain. The location of such demand, however,
will be targeted for land or properties directly
adjacent to the GICC or other areas with direct
access to the interstate highway system or the
airport. At year-end 2011 there were over 5,400
hotel rooms within the city limits with an overall
occupancy of 65% and an average daily rate
(ADR) of $80. New hotel development is generally supportable once occupancies reach
around 70%.
There has been recent hotel development activity in downtown College Park. Hotel Indigo
(part of the InterContinental Hotels Group) was
originally set to open a 142-room boutique hotel in 2009, but economic concerns caused
construction delays, and the facility opened in
May 2012. Located just outside of downtown on
Virginia Avenue, Holiday Inn and Suites anticipates completion of its $3,000,000 renovation in
June 2012. The renovated facility will offer 333
rooms, lounge, conference room, and pool.
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With most of the area’s hotel development occurring closer to the airport or GICC, the success
of these facilities will be important in determining
the future demand for hotel rooms in downtown
College Park, and within a block from the MARTA
station.
Hotel development will reasonably occur without regard to the city’s policies pertaining to
downtown development, but this development
will not likely take place downtown. The basis for
this new demand is generally in response to increased passenger traffic at the airport and/or
visitation to the GICC. However, assuming redevelopment strategies are implemented to create
a desirable environment offering residents the
opportunity to live, work, and play via increased
walkability downtown and near the MARTA station, and increased commercial development
activity, it is reasonable to believe a limited service hotel comprising between 120 to 150 rooms
could be supported near the MARTA station.
The analysis employed suggests the plan as presented in Figure 6 and Table 15 is supportable
over a 25-year build-out period, assuming the city
commits to a combination of redevelopment initiatives and incentive packages to promote redevelopment around the MARTA station and in
the city’s downtown core.
The demand for each of the uses described
above depend significantly on major public intervention in terms of redevelopment initiatives
allowable under state and federal law. If redevelopment is not targeted through a combination of redevelopment tools, new development
occurring in the city will be located away from
the downtown core in areas easily accessible to
the interstate highway network and adjacent to
the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport and the GICC.
There are many different ways redevelopment
can proceed. The usual challenges stem from
prohibitive market conditions, local capacity
– primarily as that capacity is limited by funding
availability – and the conflicts among priorities.
These conflicts often stem from uncertainty about
future conditions, political priorities, and the difficulty in evaluating what efforts might achieve
the most significant return given limited time and
financial resources.
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6.15 Possible Redevelopment and Funding
Strategies
Financing and funding are usually the biggest
barriers to redevelopment. Here, there are
many strategies and funding sources that may
be used to implement redevelopment activities and improvements. Although these comments focus on the financial resources typically
or legally available within the state of Georgia
and College Park, the discussion is purposefully broader to provide some perspective on
the means or methods in place outside of this
state. In total, these observations suggest a series of best practices that are applicable to College Park as well as almost any redevelopment
area.
While local ordinances, statutes, and the Georgia constitution limit the options currently available, it can be instructive to understand what is
occurring in other settings to benchmark local
performance. For the most part, the differences
from state to state or jurisdiction to jurisdiction
are not so much the financial sources themselves but rather how they are implemented
and applied.
In reality, there are only a handful of financial
sources but they may assume a very different
character depending on policy and applicable
law. Unless there are very particular nuances or
differences comprising a financial resource, its
primary features are described categorically
and more generally in this document.
Because there are both similarities and differences in funding options, the criteria for classifying or typing them is fluid but attempts to group
the options as discretely as possible, providing
examples to illustrate how the option might be
used. Generally, the various PROS and CONS
cited consider political sensitivity, difficulty in
implementation, depth of resource, and overall
efficacy in College Park.
Though sometimes used interchangeably, funding and financing are to be clearly distinguished.
Unless described otherwise, funding speaks to a
committed source of financial resources, and
financing is the vehicle used to apply these financial resources. This discussion focuses on the
former, addressing the latter only in the broadest terms.

Overview of Major Programs in Georgia
The State of Georgia has a number of programs
that can be combined or used discretely. For
the most part, the use and structure of these
programs follow the form found in other states,
recognizing limitations on overall monies that
might be raised or allocated and the procedures that must be followed to secure these programs. Once these programs are in place, they
provide a variety of planning as well as financial tools which improve their overall usefulness.
Except in unusual cases, the tandem usage of
programs creates a leveraging effect such that
the opportunities, options, or funds available to
a community or area are enhanced beyond
those possible when the programs are used on
an ad hoc basis.
It should not be construed that these are the
only options availed but they do comprise the
foundation of an integrated redevelopment
program.
Tax Allocation Districts (TAD)
Authorized as part of the Georgia Redevelopment Powers Act, Georgia’s TADs are virtually
identical to the concept of tax increment districts found in almost every state. The concept
directs tax proceeds beyond those realized as
of a certain date to a targeted area for redevelopment purposes. In Georgia, both property
taxes and sales tax may flow into an account
for redevelopment of area infrastructure and
related initiatives. With some exceptions, all tax
collecting units in the area must contribute but
schools are often exempted.
Advocates of these and similar districts elsewhere reason but for the investment of net proceeds in an area, redevelopment would not
occur and the general tax base would erode.
The proceeds available are not new taxes but
merely a reallocation of taxes already legislated and collected, hence the name of the program.
All property owners potentially affected by the
financial or legal aspects of TAD’s must approve
use of this redevelopment mechanism. Because
TAD’s do not involve new taxes, property owners can see the nearby and immediate use of
their tax dollars while the governmental units
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contributing to the TAD keep their historic collections as they also improve the prospect of
receiving enhanced proceeds in the future. An
important distinguishing factor of Georgia’s program is that no more than 10% of an area’s tax
base can be directed to a targeted redevelopment area, and contributing tax units may never lower the tax millage in place once a TAD is
implemented. So, while money is available and
no contributor is financially disadvantaged relative to prior collections, various jurisdictions may
have other financial plans somewhat limited.
Debt can be issued under this program but it
can be difficult because the proceeds are slow
to build and provide sufficient revenues to secure the debt. Alternative approaches using
these funds are available but the procedures
can be complex and cumbersome.
In addition to these powers with a financial dimension, there are many powers of an administrative and programmatic function that focus
on redevelopment strategies. Eminent domain
is still available in some cases.
Pros:
•
access to a tool that allows multiple jurisdictions or local governments to agree on
a mutually beneficial direction for redevelopment
•

access to a very broad range of powers
and policy initiatives

•

with a committable source of revenues
somewhat guaranteed, specific initiatives
are reasonably assured

•

reflects the benefits implicit in the value of
the property which are easily understood

•

does not require an additional layer of taxation for actions to gain momentum

•

debt legally permissible outside of local
government’s general obligations

•

may avail policy makers of eminent domain powers when needed

Cons:
•
debt can be difficult to secure without
added pledges or security
•

certain growth in underlying tax base will
occur without TAD policy
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•

base may not expand as rapidly as the
need for supporting infrastructure

•

historically, property taxes have been used
for broad operational activities, not debt

•

appears to lock in local governments to a
fixed millage rate that may be inappropriate over time

•

defaults, even though not incurred against
a local government, can still adversely affect credit

Well suited to:
•
major area wide initiatives requiring significant capital and programmatic options.
Seems perfectly suited to the circumstances of College Park.
Urban Redevelopment Act (URA)
The Urban Redevelopment Act is procedurally
less difficult to implement than the Georgia Redevelopment Powers Act which authorizes the
operation of TADs. Though URA also permits certain financial powers, the emphasis in the URA
is implementing a sweeping vision and plan for
eradicating the conditions and context that
have lead to slum and blight, conceptually discouraging reinvestment in a specifically defined
area. The primary objective underlying the URA
is the certainty that accompanies a plan which
fully describes the intent of a local government,
the directions to be pursued, and locations that
may be affected by redevelopment. The plan is
the principal document linking needs, priorities,
resources, and properties that may be involved
together as a unified strategy for redevelopment.
Unlike TADs, the identification of an area and
the adoption of a redevelopment plan do not in
themselves assure the availability of a financial
resource. While these areas do receive certain
legal powers to generate debt, the financial
obligation will have to be secured through the
management of projects or activities enabled
by this act. In principle, these resources are likely
to mean partnerships with the parent government, partnerships with private developers,
mortgages, the sale of lands, leases, and similar
kinds of activities. While any local jurisdiction issuing debt under the terms of the URA are insulated from this debt, they may also secure the debt
with unrelated revenue streams, grants, or other

COLLEGE PARK TRANISIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

kinds of financial resources. While these tools or
devices may be paired with special taxes, fees
or charges, these tend to be somewhat limited
under this act and are not an assured form of
revenue for long term debt. The application or
viability of these optional revenue streams must
be investigated thoroughly in each case.
In addition to these powers, there are other
powers of an administrative function that also
involve related issues or strategies. Eminent domain may still be available in some cases.
Pros:
•
a comprehensive policy tool intended to
make a sweeping statement about intentions and directions planned for redevelopment
•

•

•

provides many options for implementing
redevelopment without obligating local
government itself to pursue redevelopment initiatives directly
powers include the ability to waive certain
ordinances and permit the assembly or replatting of land
focuses initiatives on infrastructure improvements which are often the largest
barriers to redevelopment

•

debt legally permissible outside of local
governments general obligations

•

may avail policy makers of eminent domain powers when needed

Cons:
•
does not directly provide a source of revenue for specific programs or initiatives
•

revenues must come almost exclusively
from real estate or site specific redevelopment activities

•

debt can be difficult to secure without
added pledges or security

•

defaults, even though not incurred against
a local government, can still adversely affect credit

Enterprise Zones (EZ)
In designated enterprise zones, eligible properties may have their property taxes abated for
up to ten years with these taxes fully abated in
the first five years. Other taxes and various ordinances may also be waived or abated to further a specific objective. The area designated
as an EZ must satisfy a series of criteria not that
dissimilar to the criteria necessary to create an
URA.
Pros:
•
property tax abatement is always an attractive marketing device for business recruitment
•

tends to be available subject to the same
criteria pointing to a need for redevelopment

•

sum of taxes abated directly reflects the
benefits implicit in the value of the property

Cons:
•
can impact needed services with no obvious sources of additional revenue
•

underlying tax base may not expand as
rapidly as the need for supporting infrastructure

•

historically, property taxes have been used
for broad operational activities, not debt

Well suited to:
•
immediate business activities or recruitment
College Park currently employs this redevelopment strategy. The properties included in the
enterprise zone are illustrated in Figure 7.

Well suited to:
•
redevelopment activities where local governments have obvious real estate assets
that can be leveraged and incorporated
into a redevelopment program
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Figure 7: City of College Park Enterprise Zone

Revolving Loan Fund
Monies, up to $250,000, are made available
by the state for discrete revitalization projects.
These can be used in conjunction with other
funds – often as a kind of gap or bridge financing resource – but are restricted to communities
with a population of 100,000 or less.
Pros:
•
good for gap financing and launching a
financially difficult plan
•

attractive as a collateral source of funding
or financing

•

at the maximum allowable amount of
funding represents a material percentage
of a large project or undertaking

•

flexible in its application and use
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Cons:
•
may subject a local government to added
losses from non-performing investments
•

likely to be sufficient only for very focused
projects occurring in a predetermined sequence

Well suited to:
•
immediate business activities or recruitment

COLLEGE PARK TRANISIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

Opportunity Zones (OZ)
Opportunity Zones are a formalized and structured combination of three programs in place
in Georgia. As already observed, almost any
program can be a powerful redevelopment
influence but the benefits of leveraged funds
multiply the individual impacts available from
any one resource. Here, Enterprise Zones, areas designated for redevelopment under URA,
and Georgia’s tax credit program for jobs are
linked together. In the Opportunity Zone, almost
any business that creates jobs (two or more)
will qualify for a $3,500 tax credits applicable
to that business’s full tax liability. Where poverty
rates are unusually high – a common theme in
targeted redevelopment areas – the job bonus
may be higher.
Pros:
•
very easily implemented
•

very relevant to recruiting businesses

•

affected or benefitting parties realize immediate rewards

•

tax credits for job creation have become
almost a requirement in today’s highly
competitive economic development climate

•

allows the community to access the financial powers of the state without directly inserting the state in local activities

Cons:
•
businesses receiving these kinds of tax
credits, especially the smallest ones, are
often undercapitalized, and may fail
quickly thwarting the program’s intentions
•

where failures occur, the loss of that business subjects the local government to criticism

•

regardless of the program’s structure, existing businesses often complain that they
are not treated the same as new businesses

Use of General Fund to Support Redevelopment
As used here, the reference is primarily to ad
valorem (real and personal property) revenues
collected at the local level. In most states, ad
valorem revenues represent the largest part of
the general fund.
While these dollars will likely be combined with
other revenue sources for a number of activities, they are primarily for operational functions
and broad program administration. In some
cases, ad valorem may flow or be committed
to specially designated authorities, bodies or
programs.
Pros:
•
highly visible so it insures accountability
from the elected leadership
•

among the strongest and most pledgeable [secure] sources of revenue

•

reflects the benefits implicit in the value of
the property

Cons:
•
politically volatile when increases or modifications are advocated
•

going forward this source is could become
a target of legislative growth caps as it has
in many other states

•

base may not expand as rapidly as the
need for supporting infrastructure in the
typical redevelopment setting

•

historically, property taxes have been used
for broad operational activities, not debt

Well suited to:
•
immediate activities, assets, or activities
with relatively short lives. Could act in conjunction with programmatic options made
viable with URA.

Well suited to:
•
immediate business activities or recruitment
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Property Taxes, Dedicated Millage to Support
Development
These are distinguished from general fund receipts because they require a special vote of
the electorate in most states. Case law in Georgia would substantiate the usefulness or availability of this option here. Typically such funds
would be restricted to capital uses and apply to
general obligation debt.
Pros:
•
highly visible so it insures accountability
from the elected leadership
•

among the strongest and most pledgeable [secure] sources of revenue

•

reflects the benefits implicit in the value of
the property

•

because it functions as a dedicated
source, it does not impact other collections or funding allocation decisions

Cons:
•
has proven to be politically volatile unless
marketed very well to the electorate
•

like regular ad valorem taxes, the base
may not expand as rapidly as the need for
supporting infrastructure

Well suited to:
•
major capital improvements with strong
community support. If the local community agrees that TAD’s are a viable tool then
other revenues might also become available through a referendum.
Special Assessments and Special Benefit Fees
or Charges to Support Redevelopment
These may be levied to support a specific activity, typically on an area wide basis. In this situation, statute and case law in Georgia must be
thoroughly vetted to determine the full options
and benefits available to the City of College
Park. As described here, the intention is to identify levies that stem primarily from the direct action of a local government.
In Georgia, even if legally permissible, it is possible that any financial advantages outlined here
could diminish or improve if the tools or mechanisms described are administered or imple63 | Existing And Future Market Conditions

mented by a separate and independent unit
or authority. Community development districts,
transportation districts, water districts, and other
kinds of service districts are common in many
states but their character and form stems from
legislation often specific to the kind of assessment, area or ultimate beneficiary.
Pros:
•
directly ties each unit of benefit to the
source of the revenue
•

formulas to accomplish the allocation of
benefit can be simple and clear

•

eliminates issues of accountability because of visible relationships involved

•

among the strongest and most pledgeable [secure] sources of revenue. Collections stand equal to property taxes.

•

benefits and costs are conferred directly
to affected properties

•

does not compete with operational requirements of property taxes

•

can allow constituents access to the lower
cost of publicly secured financing

Cons:
•
in Georgia, almost certain to be the subject of a specific legislative action by the
local or higher body
•

may assume the appearance of an additional tax

•

sometimes raises questions and issues
about ownership and control of facilities
funded through these resources.

•

may be difficult to isolate discrete benefit
areas on the basis of geography.

•

overly simple formulae may distort the actual benefits received

•

suggestive of a financial scheme based
on locational and economic advantage

•

are not typically suitable for system wide
improvements or expenditures

Well suited to:
•
assets with relatively longer lives and many
ongoing operational activities in a defined
area. Could be very useful in conjunction
with other redevelopment options in College Park.
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General Sales Taxes to Support Redevelopment
Though we have not completed a detailed
budgetary analysis – in most states – sales taxes
together with real and personal property taxes
represent the greatest portion of the local government general fund. In Georgia, like other
states, there are some limited options to raise
the basic sales tax at a modest level but these
will require legislative action and not atypically
a local referendum specific to the proposed tax
increase or surcharge. Whatever is sold legally
at that point would be subject to the general
sales tax, and there are precedents for self-imposed sales taxes virtually everywhere in the
United States.
A common variation is a sales tax on certain discrete items such as food service, lodging, auto
rentals or others similar activities where the burden of the tax reflects a particular need, service
or simply an alternative. The usual criticism is that
sales taxes are very regressive.
Pros:
•
substantial share of funds are often generated by non-local residents. In College
Park, because of the proximity of major
employment centers, the GICC, and the
airport, it may be an unusually high rate
generated by non-residents
•

often seen as politically attractive because
burdens appear incrementally modest

Well suited to:
•
operational activities without substantial
debt components. If legally permissible,
could be very attractive in College Park as
part of a comprehensive strategy used in
conjunction with other available programs
and resources. Could be seen as the additional financial resource that enhances the
benefits of activities undertaken as part of
a URA in particular.
User Fees, Charges, or Surcharges
User fees are a tariff exchanged for a service
or access to a facility. A surcharge is simply an
added level of user cost atop a transaction that
is already being processed. Whenever the fee
is levied against a direct user relative to some
activity or service, it can be thought of as a user
fee. Most states, for example, impose a fee on
rental cars that is often not available to any local governments.
Pros:
•
strongly ties each unit of a consumed benefit with source of the revenue regardless
of the transaction activity
•

fees function as measures of the desired
level of service constituents demand

•

should discourage over production or underutilization

•

unlikely to be cast as a tax
absolutely best for activities with specific
and identifiable users

•

it can be avoided by controlling usage
and spending so it can be viewed as a
user fee

•

•

highly elastic so capacity improves with
economic expansion

Cons:
•
almost certain to be the subject of a specific legislative action by the local or higher body

Cons:
•
elasticity makes these sums vulnerable to
economic contractions
•

variability makes it only a moderately attractive resource for long term debt

•

in most states, subject to very restrictive
caps and tax rates

•

proceeds are shared among different levels of government with little regard to actual source of collections

•

substantial separation between financial
resource and the planned financing or
spending activity

•

such fees may deter public usage of services historically seen as community benefits

•

raises the question of which services are
more properly paid for through other taxes
already paid to local government.

•

not an altogether reliable source of funds
for long term debt. May be problematic
for certain operational costs.
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Well suited to:
•
specific services with discrete users, including both operating and capital items.
Again, where legally permissible, could
be very useful in College Park as part of a
comprehensive strategy used in conjunction with other available programs and resources. Could be seen as that additional
financial resource that enhances the benefits of activities undertaken as part of a
URA in particular.
Developer Fees, Exactions, or Charges
In their broadest definition, these include any
kind of costs or fees absorbed directly by a developer in the provision of a facility.
Here, the reference also includes impact fees
though others might describe these separately. This category of charges or costs is certainly
among those subject to the most flexibility and
negotiation among the developer, local government, and other developers or individuals.
Pros:
•
in areas of new or rapid growth, appears
to avoid burdening existing constituents so
these sources are politically attractive
•

centers cost directly on the source of the
emerging demand

•

well within the police powers of local government [land development regulations]
even in the era of anti-tax sentiment

•

if properly structured can encourage preferred development patterns that maximize other efficiencies

•

can apply to costs often envisioned or
considered to be off-site improvements or
needs

•

unlikely to be cast as a tax.

Cons:
•
may be viewed as a disincentive when encouraging investors to move to a redevelopment area
•

•

conventional thinking about these sources
does not deal with historical deficiencies
or inadequacies
if debt is placed privately, costs are increased to affected constituents who
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might otherwise gain the marginal financial benefit of public resources.
•

requires complex administrative systems
to balance differing costs and physical
needs area to area

•

appear to offer flexibility but becomes
controversial when costs are shared or negotiated outside of specific precedent

•

almost universally confined to capital
needs or expenses and not available for
maintenance and related costs

•

not a reliable source of funding suited to
long term debt

Well suited to:
•
large areas of new growth or rapid growth.
This is rarely the situation in a redevelopment area.
Federal Spending, Grants, and Other Special
Funding
These descriptions are limited given the range
of opportunities that may be available. Some of
the more attractive options today include New
Market Tax Credits and the EB-5 immigrant investor program, both of which have very explicit rules and procedures. In general, the federal
role in the support of redevelopment activities
has been significant. Historically, the programs
available are varied, competitive, and very
specific to some activities. Still, it is virtually impossible to predict from year to year precisely
how grants or special funding will be available
and budgeted.
Pros:
•
they are often windfall dollars for the local
government
•

leveraging value of grants can be strong
because they maximize use of local financial resources

•

their primary rationale is that there are certain hidden costs, spillovers, or externalities
that extend beyond the local government
and any obvious local funding initiative

Cons:
•
they distort local decision making and
hide true costs of services and capital expenditures
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•

often highly competitive but there may be
preferred categories in which size or type
of project warrants additional consideration

•

they lead to overconsumption of local services and facilities

•

most grants are likely to be conditional or
restricted

•

most grants are likely to require local funding matches that may otherwise be earmarked for other activity

•

absolutely not a stable funding or financing source

•

accountability is often poor although
grants can impose rigid and consuming
reporting standards

Well suited to:
•
unusual, one-of-a kind major investments
of varied life or utility

•

if properly structured, can push political liability for rents and financial performance
onto the private sector

•

assumes private sector will maintain any
assets to secure highest return.

•

evidence of growing private market interest

•

in many respects nothing new. The concept has been applied successfully for
many services.

•

if an existing asset is leased or sold, provides immediate opportunity to generate
cash for other transportation activities

Cons:
•
state law may not fully support this concept
although it is consistent generally with the
guidelines of URA
•

governments highly criticized for surrendering what have come to be seen as public
owned or controlled assets or programs

Privatization and Partnerships

•

Among the most exciting and controversial approaches to support redevelopment efforts or
their related activities, these partnerships seek
to involve the private sector in varied roles associated with design, financing, funding, construction and operation of improvements that
will support or comprise a redevelopment activity. Generally, the objectives are to attract
outside capital and to limit the public’s use of
capital dollars.

concerns about accountability of public
partners in such ventures

•

sometimes difficult if not impossible to secure knowledgeable and capable partners locally

•

requires extraordinary level of expertise
and/or generates need for highly qualified
consultants

•

requires extraordinary discipline and organizational skills to implement

The arrangements can take many varied forms
with the private sector potentially assuming full
responsibility for all financial risk. If the public desires a “no risk” position in these arrangements,
such a role materially limits the capital and the
control available to government. Despite the
attractiveness and the claims, there are few examples yet where the public has not assumed
some risk or loss of control.

Well suited to:
•
unusual, one-of-a kind major investments
of extremely long life
Table 17 summarizes these initiatives by the pros
and cons of each strategy.

Pros:
•
these may be the only approach that effectively creates new dollars for public
use
•

such dollars accrue outside of normal
channels without impacting other government business
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Table 17: General Evaluation Matrix for Redevelopment Activities and Funding

How these should be applied will be largely a local decision based upon reaction to the Preferred TOD
Plan and staff’s interest or capacity to apply the tools.
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6.16 Overall Findings and
Recommendations
Sitting at the front door of the world’s busiest airport, the City of College Park is well positioned
to realize economic expansion and start re-attracting the population it lost as a result of the
airport’s expansion plans. More positively, a series of influences and conditions can materially
invigorate the community’s longer term population growth. Employment, housing opportunities, and extraordinary educational resources
provide a favorable development outlook even
if timing is less than clear. However, the growth
envisioned in this analysis seems unlikely to occur without significant planning and public sector support which demonstrates the community’s own confidence in itself and its future. Given the very conservative analysis completed,
areas proximate to downtown and the MARTA
station are obvious locations to direct incentives
or support, drawing on the many strategies and
programs described above.
A beginning point is understanding the potential
to support new development around the MARTA station as that has been proposed by Atkins.
Using the Preferred TOD Plan designed by Atkins
(see Figure 6) as a guide to test the threshold
demand needed to support mixed use in downtown College Park, the analysis concluded that
the area’s existing conditions and trends could
sustain only limited growth. By contrast – assuming a number of key strategies and investments
managed by staff – it was also concluded that
the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport, GICC, the FAA, and other major employers
in the city are the foundation for a forward looking series of initiatives. Together with programs
or activities that align housing needs with jobs,
it’s reasonable to envision a substantial inflow of
new dollars into the community. In effect, the
data indicate the housing needs are so imbalanced relative to jobs and employment nearby
that the market will readily adapt and correct
if land resources are available and contextual
conditions are corrected or improved.
The State of Georgia offers several relevant programs that have been used elsewhere in the
region to deal with equally challenging circumstances. Though laws differ in other states, the
themes common in the problems specific to

College Park have been addressed by similar
programs elsewhere to assemble land, provide
area wide strategies, and to induce development by removing selected financial obstacles.
That said, there are immediate and obvious opportunities. There is not a single major project
that can be identified for near term implementation which would be as beneficial as leveraging or redirecting the many fixed pieces already in place. It is recommended that the City
focus on a series of small projects intended to
increase private investment and interest in the
area which complement the substantial investments nearby and simultaneously demonstrate
patterns of the community investing in itself. Extending this idea, implementation priorities and
phases should respond to funding availability
and market strengths, not solving the biggest
problem, however that might be identified. In
the end, successful short-term targeted strategies can create and sustain long-term value.
Virtually all the tools or programs outlined in the
previous pages provide the framework for this
approach.
In the near term (5 to 10 years), residential and
parking should be targeted for attention and
redevelopment opportunities. Attracting new
residents to the downtown core to take advantage of a major regional employment center,
easy access to MARTA and major highways,
and the City’s coveted private school is a fundamental and very viable strategy in the present circumstance. Parking to support the area is
also important because of its incremental cost
relative to other public facilities. Parking infrastructure should not be considered on a project
by project basis, but should address the parking
needs for a district, or larger area. The community’s demand for retail will increase as redevelopment progresses with household formations
and parking. To the degree retail should be targeted, efforts should focus on investor improvements which might be supported with selected
grants or lower interest loans.
Based on current economic and market conditions, other uses, such as office and hotel will
require some time to be viable in the market
place. Additional hotel rooms may be warranted as visitation increases to the GICC. There
should be a marketing effort initiated to target
Existing And Future Market Conditions |

68

CITY OF COLLEGE PARK, GEORGIA

the large influx of visitors to this facility to attract
them into downtown. These softer marketing efforts may need to be accompanied by selected
signage, streetscape or other corridor upgrades
that link the convention area to the downtown
core. It is also recommended that a data tracking system is initiated to identify spending patterns and other characteristics from visitors to
the GICC.
Build-out of the proposed plan identified in Figure
6 would generate significant tax revenue for the
City of College Park and other affected taxing
entities. Applying taxable values consistent with
other TOD projects around the region, Table 18
summarizes the real and personal property tax
revenues associated within the build-out of the
preferred alternative plan. For comparison purposes, the 2011 total taxable value for real and
personal property in the city was $1,186,927,000,
equating to approximately $12,622,000 in property taxes for the city.
Table 18: Summary of Annual Property (Real) Tax Revenues at Build-Out

The retail and hotel uses within the program also generate sales tax revenues flowing directly into the
City’s coffers. Table 19 presents a summary of sales tax revenues resulting from implementing the program described in Table 15.
Table 19: Summary of Annual Sales Tax Revenues at Build-Out

The amount of potential tax revenues generated by the new development is particularly important
should the city opt to create a TAD and utilize TIF as one of its redevelopment initiatives. By using TIF,
the City would be able to create significant financial incentives for targeted redevelopment within
one-half mile from the station.
-
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