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1.1 INTRODUCTION
Atkins was selected in July of 2016 to lead a master planning effort 
focused on a thorough transportation and land use analysis to 
connect Downtown College Park, with the Gateway Center, 170 
+/- acres of city owned land, the College Park Marta station, and 
proposed mixed use development adjacent to Hartsfield-Jackson 
Atlanta International Airport. 

Aiming to capitalize on its unique location, history, and linkage 
to various transportation opportunities, the City of College Park 
embarked on an ambitious planning and development process. 
This strategic location has many assets on which it can capitalize:

•	 A large historic urban core with an intact main street and 
historic street grid.

•	 Proximity to Atlanta’s central business district
•	 The Georgia International Convention Center, the 2nd 

busiest convention center in the state. The GICC, adjacent 
hotels and office space forms the Gateway Center of Col-
lege Park, which has seen increased amounts of mixed-use 
development.

•	 Direct linkage from the study area via the SkyTrain to the 
airport terminal and the airport consolidated rental car 
facility(CONRAC), the largest of its kind in the country. 

•	 The location sits at the front door of the busiest airport in the 
world serving more than 104 million passengers in 2016. The 
airport lands in the top five cargo airports in the country and 
is Georgia’s largest employer with over 63,000 employees.

•	 Convenient linkage to interstates I-85 and I-285, the CSX 
railroad, and Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority 
(MARTA)

•	 Multiple funding mechanisms in place to lure development.
•	 Increased new development within and surrounding the 

study area.

Prior master planning activities outlined plans for development to 
capitalize on the substantial potential that is evident within and 
surrounding the study area. The recent Aerotropolis study identi-
fied potential target sites within the defined study area as crucial 
to the overall airport development. Working with the Atlanta Re-
gional Commission, MARTA, a diverse stakeholder group, city staff, 
local business leaders, and residents, the design team formulated 
an ambitious vision to guide development for years to come.
(Figure 1.11)
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Figure 1.11 Aerial photograph identifying key landmarks
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Figure 1.21 Vicinity map

1.2 LOCATION AND HISTORY
The City of College Park comprises about 10 square miles just south-
west of the City of Atlanta. The incorporated area is split between 
two counties – Fulton and Clayton Counties but lies predominantly 
within Fulton County. It is easily accessible through its proximity 
to Interstate Highways I-85 and I-285, U.S. Highway 29, the Harts-
field-Jackson Atlanta International Airport, and its connection with 
Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit (MARTA). It has a population 
of approximately 14,600. 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 ed-
ucation 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. (Figure 1.21)
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Figure 1.31 Character image of pedestrian friendly street. 

Figure 1.32 complete streets with transit, bike lanes, and ADA 
sidewalks/crosswalks

1.3 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The goals and objectives for this project consist of building upon 
past planning studies to help create a vision and detailed tem-
plate for growth and development over the next decade.  Two of 
the goals identified include:

•	 Examine ways to link the existing Activity Center LCI Area 
- specifically Downtown College Park - with the Gateway 
Center, the 170-acre Master Land site, and the proposed 
mixed use development adjacent to Hartsfield Jackson 
Atlanta International Airport.  

•	 Look at appropriate land uses in these areas and help in the 
development of the “Airport City” indicated in the Atlanta 
Aerotropolis Alliance Blueprint document, which falls within 
College Park’s boundaries.

To achieve this goals, our team used the following objectives 
outlined below:

•	 Develop walkable vibrant center that support people of all 
ages and abilities (Figure 1.31)

•	 Mix of uses and a density of development that support walk-
ing, biking or transit 

•	 Mixed-income and workforce housing
•	 Transit-oriented development and bicycle and pedestrian 

access to transit
•	 Redevelopment of underutilized infrastructure, brownfield, 

or gray field sites
•	 Jobs - Housing balance and economic opportunity 
•	 Increased street connectivity, complete streets (Figure 1.32) 
•	 Aging-in-place and lifelong community concepts
•	 “Creative placemaking” strategies, creative public involve-

ment and demonstration projects
•	 Historic preservation and context-sensitive infill and devel-

opment
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1.4 STAKEHOLDER GROUP AND 
MEETING PARTICIPANTS
A diverse group of stakeholders was assembled by the City of Col-
lege Park Staff to guide the development of the LCI master plan. 
This group was made up of members of the Main Street Associ-
ation, developers, architects, brokers, real-estate professionals, 
BIDA board members, City Council and staff members, county 
staff, Hartsfield-Jackson representatives, MARTA, bankers, GICC, 
and residents. Public meetings, Open Houses and a Charrette was 
held along with additional one on one and small group meetings 
were conducted. 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 At-
lanta 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 
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Staff	
Artie Jones............................................................... City of College Park/Economic Development Director
Tasha Hall-Garrison................................ City of College Park/Economic Development Program Assistant
Lauren Blaszyk...............................................................................................City of College Park/City Planner
Terrence Moore.........................................................................................City of College Park/City Manager
William Moore............................................................................City of College Park/Director of Engineering
Jackson Myers............................................................... City of College Park/Special Projects Administrator
Gary Young.................................................................................City of College Park/Director, Airport Affairs

Consultants
John Boudreau............................................................................................................................................ Atkins
Rich Rohrer................................................................................................................................................... Atkins
Chad Hayes ................................................................................................................................................ Atkins
Steve Noble................................................................................................................................................. Atkins
Russell Archambault..........................................................................................................RKG Associates, Inc.

Atlanta Regional Commission
Amy Goodwin..................................................................... Livability and Transportation Program Manager
Robert Herrig....................................................................................................................... Community Planner
Jared Lombard ............................................................................................................Senior Principal Planner
Jon Tuley........................................................................................................................Senior Principal Planner

Georgia Department of Transportation
Paul DeNard............................................................................................................................District 7 Engineer
Rashini Lawrence................................................................................................................................... Planning
Kaycee Mertz................................................................................................... Atlanta Planning Branch Chief

Additional Meeting Participants
Alissa Baker.......................................................................................................................... City of College Park
Anthony Mitchell ............................................................................................................................. Ward 1 Rep.
Archie Polk............................................................................................................................St. John’s Episcopal
Ben Gibson................................................................................................................ CP Millennium Committee
Chisulo A. Ajanaku.................................................................................................................................. ------------
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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1.5 DESIGN PROCESS

The first phase of the design process involved an extensive due 
diligence study. Information was assembled that related to ex-
isting and future land use maps, zoning, land ownership maps, 
pedestrian and bicycle accessibility, public transportation routes 
with crash data, on and off site parking facilities.
 A review took place of all prior and ongoing studies, special taxing 
districts, incentives for development that have been established, 
design guidelines and studies previously produced for the study 
area. An inventory took place of all ongoing and future develop-
ment, planned improvements, and new transportation facilities.
Physical and legislative barriers to development were document-
ed such as steep slopes and transportation corridors.  Due to the 
location of the study area and its proximity to Hartsfield-Jackson 
Atlanta International Airport, a complex series of airport restrictions 
were evaluated. These included object free and runway protec-
tion zones, height restrictions, and noise contours. 
With the data collected the design team identified parcels of land 
within the study area that showed a tendency to be susceptible 
to change. A detailed presentation was provided to the public 
and stakeholder group outlining the information gathered prior to 
the design development. 
Time was set aside for public input.  Group input exercises took 
place allowing participants to voice their thoughts on potential 
development locations and land uses, transportation issues and 
opportunities for improvement, and the ranking of representative 
character images to consolidate an overall theme for potential 
future development areas.  Key words and phrases were provided 
by attendees that they felt best described the existing study area 
and the potential it holds for tomorrow. Finally, those attending 
the meeting were given the opportunity to provide a “Big Idea” 
that they felt would provide the best development potential for 
the design team to consider in the master plan that would follow. 
Following the initial public meeting, a series of small group and one 
on one meetings were held with key stakeholders. These meetings 
provided invaluable insight into specific opportunities and ongo-
ing initiatives that would impact the design team’s direction for 
the proposed master plan. Many needs and wish list items were 
provided. 

Phase two marked the beginning of the design phase. An open 
public meeting was held that began with a summary of our find-
ings to date. RKG Associates were in attendance and provided an 
overview on the real estate market trends for the study area. The 
office, industrial, apartments, hotel, and retail real estate sectors 
were outlined. An overview of development drivers and challeng-
es as well as future development opportunities were presented. 
Due to the overall size and complexity of the study area, the de-
sign team divided the planning area into 8 distinct sectors. These 
sectors were based on location, development density, building 
height, land-use, and overall style of development. Each has its 
own distinct character and carries with it its own challenges. 
An initial draft master plan (figure 1.51) was presented that focused 
on specific design concepts in four of the eight sectors. These ini-
tial four sectors represent the core of the proposed development.  
Plans and massing models were provided to illustrate the develop-
ment potential in these core sectors. Land-uses, density levels, and 
character images were presented for the remaining four sectors. 
The potential for a light rail corridor extending down Camp Creek 
Parkway from the airport property to I-285 and beyond was also 
discussed.   Following these initial design presentations, a char-
rette process was led by the Atkins design team. The purpose of 
the charrette was to allow those in attendance to provide input 
on the designs that were developed for the four core sectors. This 
input was specifically focused on the proposed land uses, building 
locations, density levels and massing models.  Attendees were also 
asked to provide input on the existing Golf course and potential 
reuse of this land and for feedback on the light rail corridor. For the 
remaining five sectors attendees provided input on potential de-
sign opportunities, gave guidance on proposed density levels and 
commented on the representative character image provided.
Building upon this input, a preferred plan was generated by the 
Atkins design Team. The preferred plan was presented back to the 
public at a scheduled open house. The preferred plan was also 
provided to the individuals and small groups that had been inter-
viewed earlier in the design process and city staff for review and 
comment. The design was also presented to representatives of the 
Atlanta Regional Commission and Georgia Department of Trans-
portation for review and potential action items were discussed. 
The final design incorporated input from all groups involved.
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Figure 1.51 Initial draft conceptual master plan
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2.1 THE STUDY AREA
The Study area (figure 2.1-1) is comprised of two parts. The first is 
the original LCI study area completed in 2008 and consisted of 
the College Park MARTA Station, Historic Downtown, Manches-
ter Pointe (the land bought by the airport that currently remains 
undeveloped) and the Virginia Avenue commercial corridor. The 
city golf course defined the western edge and the Airport Loop 
Road was the east boundary, while Camp Creek Parkway and 
Virginia Avenue defines the north and south boundaries. The CSX 
rail line running north- south divides the study area at the time into 
two distinct parts. The total study area for the 2008 LCI encom-
passed roughly 550 acres. Of this overall acreage, approximately 
50% lied vacant or was under developed. 

As part of the 2017 update, the second part of the study area was 
added. This additional acreage grew the original to the west and 
to the south of the original boundary. The new boundary extends 
to include the city Golf Course and to the south across Camp 
Creek Parkway to just south of Riverdale road.  This new southern 
acreage is bordered to the west by Hershel Road and crosses 
east of I-85 to include portions of the airport property. This add-
ed roughly 1,025 additional acres to the original study area. Two 
new major barriers now bisected the space. With the southern 
land addition, Camp Creek Parkway became a real challenge 
to connectivity north/south as did I-85 to the east/west connec-
tivity.   This new study area now comprised more than 1,575 acres 
including and directly adjacent to significant uses such as the 
College Park MARTA Station, Hartsfield Jackson Airport, the GICC 
and Woodward Academy.

2.2 LAND USE
The existing study area is governed by a variety of land uses and 
zoning classifications (figure 2.2-1).  The portion of the study area 
located north of Camp Creek Parkway and west of Main Street is 
made up of nine zoning classifications. The major uses that make 
up land being included in the proposed master plan are (OP) of-
fice professional, (BP) business park, (DB) downtown business dis-
trict, (C1) community business, (C2) central business, and (MF) 
multi family. Areas that are outside of the proposed development/
redevelopment area also include (R1 and R3) single family dwell-
ings, (MF-L) multifamily limited, much of this area falls within the 
hospitality district with limited areas falling in the assembly district 
and conditional use areas.

The portion of the study area located north of Camp Creek Park-
way and east of main street is made up of eight zoning classifi-
cations. Of these (TSC) transit station commercial lies within the 
proposed area to be developed/redeveloped. 

The final area is located south of camp creek parkway. The overall 
acreage of this area is dominated by three major zoning catego-
ries (BP) business park, (CC) Convention Center district, and (OP) 
office professional. Other uses found within this area include (C1) 
community business, (C2) central business, (C3) planned shop-
ping center, (R2) single family dwellings, (MF) multi family, and 
(M2) Heavy Industrial. Much of this area falls within the hospitality 
district with limited areas falling in the assembly district and condi-
tional use areas.
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Figure 2.1-1 Study area map

Primary Study Area
● +/- 1100 acres
● Camp Creek Pkwy and Oxford Ave to North
● Riverdale Road  to South
● Herschel Road to the West
● The Airport Terminal to the East
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Figure 2.2-1 Existing land use plan
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2.3 SITE INVENTORY
The first phase of the design process involved an extensive due 
diligence study. Information was assembled that related to ex-
isting and future land use maps, zoning, land ownership maps, 
pedestrian and bicycle accessibility, public transportation routes 
with crash data, on and off site parking facilities (Figures 2.2-1, 2.3-
1 - 2.3-6, 2.4-2, 2.5-3).

 A review took place of all prior and ongoing studies, special taxing 
districts, incentives for development that have been established, 
design guidelines and studies previously produced for the study 
area. An inventory took place of all ongoing and future develop-
ment, planned improvements, and new transportation facilities.

Physical and legislative barriers to development were document-
ed such as steep slopes and transportation corridors.  Due to the 
location of the study area and its proximity to Hartsfield-Jackson 
Atlanta International Airport, a complex series of airport restrictions 
were evaluated. These included object free and runway protec-
tion zones, height restrictions, and noise contours. 

With the data collected the design team identified parcels of land 
within the study area that showed a tendency to be susceptible 
to change. A detailed presentation was provided to the public 
and stakeholder group outlining the information gathered prior to 
the design development. 

Figure 2.3-1 Future land use plan

Figure 2.3-2 City Property ownership map
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Figure 2.3-4 Steep slope map (Green areas are greater than 25% Figure 2.3-6 Walking radius map

Figure 2.3-5 Existing parks/recreation and schoolsFigure 2.3-3 Historic district map

Camp Fulton/Truitt 4-H Center
● 38 acre hardwood forest 
● Five cabins sleeping up to 210
● Dining hall and educational 

center on site
Gordon Morris Memorial 
Golf Course
● 90 Acres 
● 9 hole course
● Driving Range
Charles E. Phillips. Sr, Esquire 
Park
• 9 Acres 
• Walking Trail, Playground, 

Tennis

Historic District
● Fourth largest urban historic 
district in Georgia
● 867 structures on the Historic 
Register

The Five-Minute Walk is a 
standard that is described 
as the average distance that 
a pedestrian is willing to 
walk before opting to drive.  
The unit of measurement is 
commonplace in the 
planning profession and is 
represented by a radius 
measuring ¼ of a mile. 
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2.4 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE CIRCULATION
The current state of connectivity within the study area and from the 
surrounding neighborhood into the study area for pedestrians and 
bicycles is unsafe. 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.  Camp Creek 
Parkway poses a significant hurdle to connectivity. The existing 
corridor lacks pedestrian and bicycle provisions forcing many to 
use the unpaved shoulder to access transit stops and crossing 
points. Crossing points at intersections require improvements to 
raise the level of safety for those wanting to connect from the 
southern study area and the GICC to the historic downtown and 
MARTA station.  The current condition poses too great of a barrier 
for visitors to access shopping and restaurants on foot.

There are currently six multi-use trails in place or planned for (Figure 
2.4-2). The City of College Park is in the process of planning and 
constructing a major pedestrian connection over Camp Creek 
Parkway (Figure 2.4-1). This pedestrian bridge and associated 
multi-use trail will provide a much-needed crossing point to im-
prove the north/south study area connectivity. The location of this 
improvement should be provided in an area that will complement 
ongoing developments and work within the proposed conceptu-
al plan to maximize its potential impact. Overall within the study 
area the current pedestrian and bicycle circulation system is in-
adequate and does not encourage nonvehicular transportation.

Figure 2.4-1 Bike and pesestrian access bridge
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Figure 2.4-2 Pedestrian and bicycle trail map
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2.5 TRANSPORTATION, TRANSIT AND PARKING
Transportation
The study area is connected, divided, and molded by several 
means of transportation. It has both prospered and suffered due 
to this direct and overarching relationship. 

Vehicular Transportation
The study area is directly adjacent to two interstates, one U.S. 
highway, and five major state highways. These connect the City of 
College Park to the surrounding region. Roosevelt Highway - Main 
Street is US 29. This acts as a key north-south route through the city. 
Camp Creek Parkway or State Route 6 and South Fulton Parkway 
or State Route 14 connect the City to communities to the west. 
I-85 and I-285 connect the city to the remainder of metro Atlanta. 
These major regional transportation corridors not only connect 
College park to the surrounding areas but also provide challenges 
to connectivity within the study area as well. While these transpor-
tation connections provide residents and businesses within the city 
easy access to the Atlanta region they are viewed as barriers to 
connectivity for pedestrian circulation and bicycle transportation. 
In addition to a well-developed vehicular transportation system 
the study area also has access to a wide range of transit options 
(Figure 2.5-1, 2.5-3, 2.5-4).

Transit
The College Park MARTA Station falls within this area. It 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 (Figure 2.5-2, 2.5-7).

In 2010, ARC released its Transit On-Board Ridership Survey. The 
survey interviewed riders of all transit systems in the region and 
it provided detailed information about specific bus routes and 
stations.

Figure 2.5-1 Roadway classification map

Figure 2.5-2 Railway map
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Figure 2.5-3 Crash data map (2013-2016, September) Figure 2.5-5 Marta bus service map

Figure 2.5-4 Transporation improvement - Artist Rendering Figure 2.5-6 GICC hotel connector shuttle route map

MARTA Site

GICC

MARTA Station

GICC

•	 I-285 at Camp Creek Parkway Diverging Diamond 
Interchange

•	 SR 6 (Camp Creek Parkway) 2 Signal Upgrades:     
Desert Road and Washington Road
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Bus Routes
The College Park MARTA station is currently connected to several 
MARTA bus routes. Connecting MARTA bus routes include (Figure 
2.5-5, 2.5-6, 2.5-8):
•	 82 - Camp Creek / Welcome All
•	 89 - Flat Shoals Road/Scofield Road
•	 172 - Sylvan Road/Virginia Ave.
•	 180 - Fairburn / Palmetto
•	 181 - South Fulton P/R / Fairburn
•	 189 - Old National Hwy/Union Station

College Park GoBus Program
The City of College Park launched a new circulator public trans-
portation system in 2012. This system, made up of seven vehicles 
powered by compressed natural gas, will begin by operating 
a lunch time express route between the hours of 11 a.m. and 2 
p.m. The bus line is a free shuttle circulating throughout College 
Park and connects the MARTA station, key attractions, places of 
employment, the College Park business district, education, gov-
ernment facilities and hotel areas (Figure 2.5-9)

Sky Train Station
As part of a new rail line connection Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta 
International Airport to the CONRAC facility, 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. As part 
of the proposed master plan the design team explored options for 
expansion of this service to additional areas within the study area 
and beyond (Figure 2.5-10, 2.5-11, 2.5-12)

Figure 2.5-7 College Park MARTA station

Figure 2.5-8 MARTA Bus Figure 2.5-9 College Park GoBus
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Figure 2.5-10 Map of Skytrain route and stations

Figure 2.5-11 Skytrain station at GIC Figure 2.5-12 Artist rendering of proposed airport rail station and mixed-use development
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Park ‘N Ticket lies to the west and contains approximately 1,400 
surface and structured parking spaces.

•	 Several large lots lie south of Camp Creek Parkway within the 
study area. 

○○ The Georgia International Convention Center has 
roughly 2100 surface spaces

○○ The proposed Atlanta Hawks D League arena includes 
500 structured spaces.

○○ Hartsfield Jackson Atlanta International Airport is plan-
ning a new 6000 spaces parking structure just south of 
the GICC and west of the Skytrain Station

○○ A key sector to development contains two privately 
owned surface parking lots. Delta has a 5,600 space 
employee parking lot and Preflight has a lot contain-
ing approximately 2700 spaces. 

○○ The CONRAC facility has structured and surface park-
ing totaling over 9900 spaces.

○○ A small privately owned 300 space parking deck is lo-
cated on Roosevelt Highway just south of the Gate-
way Blvd entry.

Parking
The study area has a vast amount of acreage dedicated to public 
and private surface parking. Many of these lots sit in areas crucial 
to redevelopment. Some of these less efficient lots occupy land 
that would allow for much needed residential development. The 
proposed masterplan outlines several strategies to bring these sur-
face lots to a higher and greater land use. Below is an inventory of 
the major parking lots within the study area (Figure 2.5-13).

•	 In 2011 the City of College park completed a study of park-
ing with the downtown business core. The parking areas 
predominantly lie within the study area. Current parking 
conditions consist of +/- 414 spaces of which 209 were on 
street parking and 205 were contained within 4 off street lots. 
The study indicated that with current demands and a built in 
supply factor, there is a 103 space surplus within the historic 
downtown core through 2020.

•	 The College Park MARTA Station currently has +/- 2687 spaces 
on site. This total is divided between five lots. 

○○ A MARTA surface lot south and west of the existing sta-
tion 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 

•	 A key intersection for development and vehicular/ pedestri-
an connectivity is Camp Creek Parkway and Conley Street. 
Adjacent to this intersection are two large privately help 
park and ride facilities. Park ‘N Fly lies east of Conley street 
and contains approximately 2200 surface parking spaces.
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Figure 2.5-13 Parking facility map
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2.6 AIRPORT RESTRICTIONS
Due to the location of the study area and its proximity to Harts-
field-Jackson Atlanta International Airport, a complex series of air-
port restrictions were evaluated by the design team.  Impacts on 
the proposed conceptual design were far reaching. Most of the 
area contained within the conceptual master plan was impact-
ed by one or more of these restrictions. It will be imperative for 
developers to undertake a more extensive study of these impacts 
to guide their individual development projects. The design team 
considered information available regarding restrictions related to 
object free and runway protection zones, height, noise and deed 
restrictions (Figure 2.6-1, 2.6-2, 2.6-3).

Figure 2.6-1 Airport RPZ map

Figure 2.6-2 Airport height restriction maps

OBJECT FREE AREA
● Ground Area 400’ feet to 
either side of runway centerline.
● Area to be clear of all objects 
except for those needed for air 
navigation.

RUNWAY PROTECTION ZONE
● Area extends 2700 feet from 
end of runway
● Parking facilities permitted 
but discouraged
● Residences and places of 
public assembly prohibited 
including: churches, schools, 
hospitals, office buildings, 
shopping centers, and other 
similar uses.
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Figure 2.6-3 Noise contour map

70 DNL contour and greater. No new 
residential uses or other new noise 
sensitive uses such as schools, owner 
occupied day care centers, places of 
worship, hospitals, nursing should be 
developed. Transient residential uses 
such as hotels and motels would be 
allowed with adequate sound 
insulation incorporated into the 
structures.

Between 65 and 70 DNL contours. 
New residential uses and other noise 
sensitive uses are discouraged. 
Sound insulation that achieves an 
interior level of 45 DNL (with windows 
and doors closed) should be required

Between 60 and 65 DNL contours.
No restrictions on the type of 
development are proposed. However, 
for all new residential (non-transient) 
development and other noise sensitive 
uses a written notification should be 
required to indicate that the area is 
subject to aircraft over flight and noise.
* From College Park Activity Center LCI, MARCH 2008
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2.7 SPECIAL TAX AND IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS
There are many funding mechanisms already in place to assist 
development within the study area. The following is a short list of 
programs that provide a direct impact to potential developments.

Community Improvement Districts
In 2014 the Airport West CID was established in Fulton County 
and was followed by the Airport South CID in Clayton County in 
2015. The two merged to form a new Aerotropolis CID in 2016. This 
new Aerotropolis CID represents 174 owners of commercial and 
industrial properties assessed at more than $322 million. This newly 
formed CID funds improvements in the district including (Figure 
2.7-1, 2.7-2):

•	 Street and road construction and maintenance
•	 Public Transportation, including but not limited to, services 

intended to reduce the volume of traffic
•	 Stormwater and sewage collection and disposal systems
•	 Development, storage, treatment, purification and distribu-

tion of water
•	 Parks and recreation areas and facilities
•	 Terminal and dock facilities and parking facilities
•	 Supports a public safety program

Figure 2.7-1 Airport West CID District Map

Figure 2.7-2 Airport South CID District Map
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GICC Infrastructure Special Tax District
The GICC Infrastructure Tax District was established in 2003 for the 
purpose of installing infrastructure, including roads and utilities, 
to serve the GICC area. The tax is assessed against the owner of 
each parcel of property included within the tax district. The tax 
rate is determined annually by the City (Figure 2.7-3).

Downtown Enterprise Zone 
The enterprise zone provides incentives to employers establishing 
a minimum of five new full-time jobs within the community and 
striving to employ low and moderate income individuals. This pro-
gram is administered by the Georgia Department of Community 
Affairs, and allows up to a $3,500 tax credit per job created within 
this area. The incentive, which is available for new or existing busi-
nesses is a job tax credit which can be taken against the business’s 
Georgia income tax liability and payroll withholding tax. They can 
also be used for a reduction in occupation taxes, regulatory fees, 
building inspection fees, and other fees to which a qualifying busi-
ness would otherwise be subject to (Figure 2.7-4).

Figure 2.7-3 GICC Area of infrastructure special tax district map

Figure 2.7-4 Downtown enterprise zone map
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Tax Allocation District
The Tax Allocation District (TAD) uses an increase in property tax 
revenues, which are generated primarily from new investment in 
the district, and allocates that money to pay infrastructure costs 
or certain private development costs within the TAD. The new TAD 
contains 1,166 tax parcels covering nearly 1,200 acres. Nearly 720 
of the 1,200 acres within the Redevelopment Area are current-
ly tax exempt. TAD #1 Contains 837 tax parcels covering 642.8 
acres. 439 of these acres are either owned by the City of College 
Park, BIDA, the City of Atlanta, Fulton County or by other private 
tax exempt entities. The creation of College Park TAD Number 1, 
known as Downtown and Airport Gateways, will provide the City 
with additional financial resources to attract private investment to 
key City/BIDA owned parcels. TAD #1 has 6 areas of focus (Figure 
2.7-5, 2.7-6).

•	 Area 1 the MARTA station and TOD area. 
•	 Area 2 Historic Downtown College Park Redevelopment
•	 Area 3 Main Street and Virginia Avenue
•	 Area 4 Wally Park Camp Creek mixed uses
•	 Area 5 North of Camp Creek Parkway mixed uses
•	 Area 6 Mixed commercial/ office/ retail just south of the study 

area limits

Figure 2.7-5 Tax allocaton district (TAD) map

Figure 2.7-6 Tax allocaton district (TAD #1) map
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Figure 2.7-7 Downtown Design Guidelines Map

Downtown Design Guidelines
The downtown design guidelines were adopted in 2011 by the 
Mayor & Council. They address rehabilitation and new construc-
tion in both the Virginia Neighborhood Commercial District and 
the Downtown Business District. They are meant to encourage 
quality design and livable, walkable spaces throughout the City. 
By establishing these guidelines, the City was seeking to create 
a consistent, cohesive character providing a ‘Sense of Place’ for 
the core of the downtown. They contain direction on site design, 
architecture, landscape and streetscapes, signage, lighting, and 
public art (Figure 2.7-7).

Bond Financing
Industrial Revenue Bonds are available through the City of College 
Park Business and Industrial Development Authority (BIDA) for real 
and personal property. Eligible projects must meet a $10 million 
threshold.

College Park Business & Industrial Development Authority 
(BIDA)

BIDA’s function is to attain development; purchase and sell prop-
erty; and promote trade, commerce, industry and employment 
opportunities by facilitating certain development projects through 
special financing and tax incentives
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The Economic Development Strategic Plan was adopted by the 
City in 2010. The Economic Development Strategic Plan establish-
es direction for College Park’s short and long term economic de-
velopment program. Specifically, the Plan guides future planning 
and land use decisions as it relates to economic development, 
and outlines strategies to enhance the City’s attraction, retention, 
expansion, and redevelopment efforts. By leveraging College 
Park’s existing strengths and taking advantage of key opportuni-
ties, this Plan aims to create a vital, diverse economy in the City.

2.8 PREVIOUS PLANNING STUDIES
One overarching goal of our assignment is 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. A list of the major documents reviewed and used 
by the design team follows. The design is intended to build upon 
prior comprehensive plans and LCI studies (Figure 2.8-2, 2.8-3). 
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.

The first of which was the TOD guidelines developed by MARTA. 
These policies were developed to provide a common frame of 
reference or vocabulary for the community of potential TOD loca-
tions. 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.
 
The City of College Park also has in place a set of downtown 
development guidelines that were prepared by ARC in 2011. 
Portions of the proposed study area resides with in these district 
boundaries. The intent of these design guidelines is 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 boundaries. It is the intent of the LCI to provide a master 
plan that aligns with these guideline goals.

Figure 2.8-1 ARC - College Park Activity Center LCI Plan
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Figure 2.8-2 Enlargement of ARC - College Park Activity Center LCI Plan
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Figure 2.8-3 College Park MARTA TOD study and plan
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Figure 2.8-4 Combined LCI and TOD plans within study area
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In 2015 the City of College Park commissioned the “COLLEGE PARK 
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN TAX ALLOCATION DISTRICT #1 DOWNTOWN 
AND AIRPORT GATEWAYS”. The study explored options to create 
a Tax Allocation District to support implementation of the City’s 
ongoing redevelopment efforts.  The priorities addressed in this 
redevelopment plan were to:

•	 Continue redevelopment and commercial expansion within 
Downtown College Park

•	 Implement Transit Oriented Development around the MARTA 
Station

•	 Invest in streetscape improvements and attract new com-
mercial infill development along Main Street and Virginia 
Avenue

•	 Attract new commercial/office development and jobs along 
Camp Creek Parkway and near the GICC

•	 Replace population and housing losses associated with ANR

The design team also referenced The Aerotroplis Atlanta Blueprint 
completed in 2016. The Aerotropolis Atlanta Alliance (AAA) and 
the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) partnered to develop 
the Aerotropolis Atlanta Blueprint. This plan provides a strategic, 
overarching framework to guide growth and development for the 
next 5 years that leverages Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta Internation-
al Airport. This document is intended to serve as a resource for 
policymakers to help guide development decisions that further 
the economic and quality of life interests of the area. Our study 
area falls within this Blueprint. The Blueprint refers to our area as the 
“AIRPORT CITY”.  This plan identified key opportunities, constraints, 
potential catalytic projects, and key considerations that were 
developed further in the proposed master plan. As part of the 
Aerotropolis Atlanta Blueprint the design team analysied multiple 
airport developments around the world. Figure 2.8-6, 2.8-7, and 
2.8-8 are examples of those case studies.

Figure 2.8-5 Aerotropolis Atlanta Blueprint Study

Figure 2.8-6 Aerotropolis and airport city initiatives
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Figure 2.8-6 Aerotropolis and airport city planning studies
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Figure 2.8-7 Aerotropolis and airport city planning studies
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Figure 2.8-8 Aerotropolis catalyst areas
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0-5 Minutes
● Renewable Energy
● Research + Skills Training
● Retail Fulfillment
● Agribusiness
● Professional Services
● Community Services
● Research + Development

5-10 Minutes
● Research + Development
● Education + Skills Training
● E Commence Fulfillment
● Advanced Manufacturing
● Tourism + Culture
● Artisan Training
● Sports + Recreation

Figure 2.8-9 Aerotropolis time distance map
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Figure 2.8-9 Aerotropolis artist rendering of GICC and potential mixed-use development
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CITY OF COLLEGE PARK COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2016 – 2036. 
This 20 year plan focused on 5 major goals.

GOAL ONE: 
Main Street and Virginia Avenue, while not the primary employ-
ment hub, will become the primary destination for residents and 
visitors in College Park. 
College Park will continue to invest in its LCI Plan by expanding the 
study to look at ways to connect Historic Downtown, the Georgia 
International Convention Center (GICC), Airport buyout/Master 
Land property, and the new mixed use development at Hartsfield 
Jackson Atlanta International Airport (ATL). 

GOAL TWO: 
College Park will capitalize on its regional location close to Harts-
field-Jackson Atlanta International Airport (ATL), its connections to 
the Interstate system, MARTA, and becoming the Gateway to the 
Atlanta Region, to expand its economic base while keeping its 
small town historic characteristics. 

•	 College Park will work with property owners to refresh and 
reimage aging retail and office properties to make the city a 
more attractive destination. 

•	 College Park will make use of its available land to attract new 
employers and residential opportunities. 

GOAL THREE: 
College Park will link its neighborhoods and connect to the region 
with high quality transportation and communication options. 

•	 College Park will create great public spaces with well-bal-
anced, fiscally sound infrastructure investments to connect 
to the region and to the world. 

GOAL FOUR: 
College Park will enhance community visibility through investments 
in branding, arts, and infrastructure to become a cosmopolitan 
city. 

•	 College Park has a great small town feel and will capitalize 
on that feel with gateways and public art investments. 

GOAL FIVE: 
College Park will promote recreational opportunities, guided by 
an ethos of environmental stewardship. 

•	 College Park will seek to incorporate sustainability into its 
public investments. College Park will create a Greenway 
Trails Plan. This plan will implement a system of greenways, 
walking paths, and bike paths that would connect the City’s 
existing parks, Camp Truitt, College Park Historic Golf Course, 
recreation centers, Gateway Center/Georgia International 
Convention Center (GICC), future bridge from the Gateway 
Center over Camp Creek Parkway, and the downtown area.
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Figure 2.8-10 City of College Park Comprehensive Plan 2016-2036
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2.9 FUTURE AND ONGOING PROJECTS
The overall study area is fortunate to have new developments not 
only in the planning stages but also in the construction process. 
The following is a brief list of known developments that are in the 
pipeline. The design team has made every effort to account for 
these plans as part of the overall master plan.

Wally Park
This development is not inside the study limits but is directly ad-
jacent to the western boundary. The development includes the 
relocation and expansion of the existing off-airport parking facility 
to 2,000 parking spaces and construction of supporting operations 
buildings. It also includes planning for a fuel / convenience market, 
pharmacy, three restaurants, and two hotels.

Figure 2.9-1 Aerial of Wally Park redevelopment under construction

Figure 2.9-2 Plan of Wally Park redevelopment
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The Pad on Harvard
The Pad on Harvard is a direct result of the original TOD planning 
effort that occurred in 2012. This new $35 million transit-oriented 
development broke ground in July 2015. The project is the first 
transit-oriented development since the formation of the Atlanta 
Aerotropolis Alliance in March 2014 and the first multifamily project 
built in College Park in 40 years. The project includes 109 deluxe 
apartments, a luxury 139 room boutique hotel and more than 
25,000 square feet of ground-level retail.

Figure 2.9-1 Aerial of Wally Park redevelopment under construction

Figure 2.9-3 Aerial image of location of the Pad on Harvard

Figure 2.9-4 Perspective artist rendering of The Pad on Harvard
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Gateway Center
Phase one of this award winning development included a four-sto-
ry, class A 128,396 SF, LEED Gold Certified office building with a 
400-room full  service Marriott Headquarters hotel with restaurants, 
meeting and fitness facilities, and a 150-room, LEED Gold Certified 
SpringHill Suites hotel with meeting and fitness facilities and parking 
deck. Marriott’s Renaissance Gateway Hotel opened in May of 
2017 adjacent to the Skytrain station.  BMW recently announced 
a new technical training facility will be constructed within the 
Gateway Center complex. Additionally, a new multipurpose 
arena will open in 2019 as the home court for the Atlanta Hawks’ 
Developmental League basketball team. This 3500-seat 110,000 
square foot arena will also be available for concerts, theatre, 
gospel events, comedy shows, and additional regional sports. A 
new 500 space parking deck will be constructed as part of this 
process. Hartsfield Jackson Atlanta International Airport has plans 
to expand its parking facilities to the Gateway center complex. 
This new 6000 space parking deck will allow users to directly ac-
cess the Skytrain station via an elevated people-mover. Figure 2.9-6 Gateway Center - Marriot Hotel

Figure 2.9-5 Gateway Center Plan Figure 2.9-7 Gateway Center - office building
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Marriott Renaissance
Opens late spring 2017

Figure 2.9-6 Gateway Center - Marriot Hotel

Figure 2.9-8 Gateway Center - Future home of the Atlanta Hawks
 developmental league basketball team

Figure 2.9-9 Gateway Center - Marriott Renaissance Hotel

Figure 2.9-10 Gateway Center - Marriott Renaissance Hotel Rendering

Figure 2.9-11 Gateway Center - Marriott Renaissance Hotel Under 
Construction
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Hartsfield Jackson Atlanta International Airport
  The airport continues to expand and diversify with a number of 
ongoing and planned projects. These include:

•	 Terminal expansion and overall improvements
•	 The addition of a new intercontinental Hotel attaching to the 

terminal.
•	 Office mixed-use buildings
•	 Travel plaza building
•	 Parking improvements
•	 A new taxi lot facility

Terminal Expansion

CV Lot

Proposed 
Parking Deck

Office/ 
Mixed Use

Station 
Improvements

Terminal 
Improvements

Intercontinental
Hotel

Travel 
Plaza

MARTA Station Improvements
The City of College Park has begun discussions to secure a capital 
improvement program to benefit the Downtown College Park 
MARTA Train Station. Coordination efforts are underway with the 
City, MARTA Board of Directors Chairman Robert Ashe Ill and the 
MARTA State Legislative Committee.  

Figure 2.9-12 Airport development projects
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Figure 2.9-13 Airport development - mixed use office

Figure 2.9-15 Airport development - station improvement and Intercontinental Hotel

Figure 2.9-14 Airport development - terminal improvements
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CHAPTER 3 - PHASE TWO
THE DESIGN PROCESS 
	 3.1 What We Heard

	 3.2 Community Workshop #1

	 3.3 Small Group Stakeholder Meetings

	 3.4 Community Workshop #2

	 3.5 Market Trends

	 3.6 Preferred Conceptual Plan 

	 3.7 Concept Plan Sectors

	 3.8 Airport Coordination Meeting

	 3.9 Open House Public Meeting

	 3.10 Transportation Coordination Meeting
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3.1 WHAT WE HEARD

Written Comments on Maps
•	 Embrace the idea of being 

○○ Historic City
○○ Old Traditional Storefronts
○○ Traditional Restaurants
○○ Historic design

•	 Trail Routes identified
•	 Bike rental stations noted
•	 Road alignment suggestions
•	 Additional 9 holes at golf course
•	 Sidewalk locations that are needed were noted

Written Comments on Big Idea Board
•	 Connectivity and forward thinking
•	 Affordable Housing
•	 Merchant Incentives
•	 More Development / Investment in Historic Downtown
•	 Krog Street Market concept on Main Street
•	 San Diego Gas Lamp District Model
•	 High Tech 3d Printing Facility (Partner with Porsche)
•	 Fitness Retail
•	 Bike Rental Stations
•	 Golf Course Expansion
•	 Use/Restore/ Renovate Camp Truitt
•	 Landscape Camp Creek
•	 Neighborhood style Super Target
•	 Obtain AARP Top Destination for Group Travel

One Word Today and Tomorrow Board - Today
•	 Drawing of businessman at GICC Buildings
•	 Drawing of a person sleeping

One Word Today and Tomorrow Board - Tomorrow
•	 Multi-Use
•	 Transformative

Figure 3.1-1 Public involvement - Big Idea thoughts
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Figure 3.1-3 Public involvement - Highest ranked character images
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Figure 3.1-4 Public involvement - Highest ranked character images
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REOCCURING PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
•	 Find a way to bring back residential. High quality, diverse in 

type and price points.
•	 Develop a more visible entry to downtown
•	 Add Places There is a need for places to go to and things 

to do for residents and convention goers. Shopping, dining, 
family entertainment, and public gathering spaces. Embrace 
Aerotropolis!

•	 Enhance Entry Corridors Major gateways into town need 
cleaned up, landscaped, enhanced. First impressions mean 
a lot. Light rail connection.

•	 Protect Main Street Historic Places are important to keep and 
build from. Keep Identity.

•	 Walkable and Bikeable Well-lit enhanced streetscapes. Trails 
need to connect with surrounding bikeway and greenway 
systems including the Beltline. Bike rental stations.

•	 Signage Need better directional signage, easy to read and 
understand. Gateways and Markers

•	 Art Public art is desired and needed
•	 Improve Safety and Perception of Safety
•	 Develop Branding/marketing to combat negative percep-

tion of crime in the City and study area. State of the art 
security is a must. Safety and perception of safety is key to 
securing development. Addition of high-tech surveillance 
and on the street visible police presence is needed. Addition 
of a smaller police substation should be included in proposed 
developments.

•	 Improve the Marta Station The station needs aesthetic up-
grades, improved lighting, and visible security

3.2 COMMUNITY WORKSHOP #1
Over 30 people attended the Community Workshop at the Public 
Safety Community Room on November 17, 2016. The workshop 
began with a presentation about key factors influencing the fu-
ture of the College Park Study Area. The study goals and mission 
were outlined, as well as a detailed look of the existing study area 
inventory and assessment was provided. Participants then broke 
into focus tables to brainstorm ideas for the future of College 
Park, the study area, and topics related to the larger area, such 
as walking and bicycling, housing, redevelopment, transportation 
issues, and land uses.  A visual preference survey was completed 
by providing sample photos from other communities. These pho-
tos provided inspiration and were ranked by attendees. Prior to 
departing participants provided key words and phrases that they 
felt illustrated the study area today and what they wished it would 
become.  They also provided what they felt the “Big Idea” for the 
master plan should be. Feedback from the Community Workshop 
was used to create the draft plans for the future of Downtown 
College Park and the Overall Study area.

3.3 SMALL GROUP / 
ONE-ON-ONE KEY STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS
Following the initial public meeting, the week of January 9th, 2017, 
a series of small group and one on one meetings were held with 
key stakeholders. These meetings provided invaluable insight into 
specific opportunities and ongoing initiatives that would impact 
the design team’s direction for the proposed master plan. Many 
needs and wish list items were provided.
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3.4 COMMUNITY WORKSHOP #2
Nearly 15 people attended Community Workshop #2 at the Pub-
lic Safety Community Room on February 16, 2017. The workshop 
began with a brief recap of the inventory and assessment and an 
overview of what we had heard to date was given. This presenta-
tion was followed by Russell Archambault of RKG Associates, who 
provided an overview on the real estate market trends for the 
study area. The office, industrial, apartments, hotel, and retail real 
estate sectors were outlined. An overview of development drivers 
and challenges as well as future development opportunities were 
presented. 

The first draft conceptual plan was presented. Due to the overall 
size and complexity of the study area, the design team divided 
the planning area into 8 distinct sectors. These sectors were based 
on location, development density, building height, land-use, and 
overall style of development. Each has its own distinct character 
and carries with it its own challenges. An initial draft master plan 
was presented that focused on specific design concepts in four 
of the eight sectors. These initial four sectors represent the core 
of the proposed development.  Plans and massing models were 
provided to illustrate the development potential in these core 
sectors. Land-uses, density levels, and character images were 
presented for the remaining four sectors. The potential for a light 
rail corridor extending down Camp Creek Parkway from the air-
port property to I-285 and beyond was also discussed.  
 
A charrette process was led by the Atkins design team. The 
purpose of the charrette was to allow those in attendance to 
provide input on the designs that were developed for the four 
core sectors. This input was specifically focused on the proposed 
land uses, building locations, density levels and massing models.  
Attendees were also asked to provide input on the existing golf 
course and potential reuse of this land and for feedback on the 
light rail corridor. For the remaining four sectors attendees pro-
vided input on potential design opportunities, gave guidance on 
proposed density levels and commented on the representative 
character image provided. Feedback from this Community Work-
shop was used by the design team to create a preferred master 
plan concept.

Figure 3.4-1 Community Workshop #2
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3.5 MARKET TRENDS

Introduction
The City of College Park retained Atkins to conduct a Livable 
Centers Initiatives implementation strategy and investment policy 
study. As a part of the study, Atkins retained RKG Associates, Inc. 
for a real estate market research. The purpose of the research is 
to understand the status of the local real estate market under a 
regional context, to solicit inputs from public and private sectors, 
and to assess the market and financial potential of the proposed 
development strategy.

To fulfill this task, RKG Associates conducted a market assessment 
on five real estate market segments including:  (1) office, (2) indus-
trial (including warehouse/distribution and manufacturing),
(3)  hospitality, (4) retail/services, and (5) multifamily residential 
(rental apartment).  RKG also interviewed five stakeholders from 
public development agencies and the hospitality/convention/
real estate/planning consulting industries and participated in a 
public meeting to collect information on industry trends and gov-
ernment initiatives.

SUMMARY OF KEY MARKET FINDINGS

A.	 Office Market – College Park has a relatively low-profile 
but growing office market

•	 The office inventory of the South Atlanta submarket, where 
College Park is located, is dominated by Class B office space. 
Compared with the Metro Atlanta region, this area histori-
cally had a higher vacancy for Class A space. The Class A 
office inventory in this area is small. Class B office space has 
typically enjoyed lower vacancy trends and overall lower 
rent levels.

•	 In recent years, despite the active development and leas-
ing activities in the region, the South Atlanta submarket 
experienced minor declines in inventory and asking rent. 
This suggests that the area hasn’t been able to leverage its 
locational advantages – its proximity to the airport and easy 

highway access – to attract high-profile office development 
and tenants.

•	 Since 2013, a growing demand for Class A space has led to 
a sustained positive annual net absorption, which has result-
ed in declining vacancy and increases in average asking 
rent. In contrast, Class B space has seen rising vacancy rate 
and slightly declining average asking rent. This suggests that 
the economic growth of Atlanta is slowing spreading to the 
surrounding communities, creating a shift to higher-quality 
office space. The recent regional and local planning initia-
tives and tax incentive policies also boosted the market’s 
confidence in this area, making it more attractive to Class 
A office users and developers. However, the public section 
needs to be mindful of the approaches it involves the market 
and engages the private sector to avoid unproductive com-

petition.

B.	 Industrial Market – College Park benefits from its proximity 
to the airport and the rapidly growing industrial market in 
the periphery of the airport.

•	 College Park is within The Airport/South I-85 industrial submar-
ket, which has seen active new development of warehouse/
distribution space and leasing activities over the past five 
years. The inventory growth was accompanied by continu-
ous improvements in vacancy rate and rent level, indicating 
a sustained strong demand.

•	 In the next few years, new development is likely to slow 
down as the market gradually absorbs the recently added 
inventory. However, in the long run, the development of the 
Aerotropolis would potentially create more demand and 
support additional development.

•	 Spatially, industry activities are and will remain concentrat-
ed in the area south of the airport, rather than in College 
Park downtown and the adjacent area where activities 
and investments are deadly needed. The public sector may 
devise certain strategies to channel the benefits of industrial 
development such as job creation and tax base expansion 

into the other areas of the city.



LIVIABLE CENTERS INTIATIVE (LCI) | INVESTMENT POLICY STUDIES 

57Chapter 3: Phase Two - The Design Process |

C.	 Hospitality Market – The presence of the airport and GICC 
supports a burgeoning hospitality market.

•	 Economic growth in the Atlanta metro region and the pres-
ence of the airport and GICC has created a vibrant hotel 
market that caters to a diverse clientele including business 
travelers, tourist travelers, and convention related travelers. 
Over the past four years, steadily increasing demand has 
contributed to increases in hotel occupancy rate, Average 
Daily Rate (ADR), and Revenue Per Available Room (RevPAR). 
The ongoing and proposed development of commercial, 
retail, entertainment, and office space as well as parking 
facilities near the airport and along Camp Creek Parkway is 
likely to generate additional demand and opportunities for 
new hotel development.

•	 Despite the rapid growth, the dominance of economy-class 
hotels may be obstructing the potential for an even faster 
growth in hotel rates and an elevation of the hotel market’s 
profile. The current occupancy rate and the projected 
demand growth in the near term indicate potential for high-
end hotels.

D.	 Retail Market – College Park’s retail sector has been 
struggling but the future may offer new potential.

•	 The loss of College Park residents between 2000 and 2010, 
due to the FAA purchase of residential properties within 
the flight path of Atlanta Hartsfield Jackson International 
Airport led to a significant decrease of household consumer 
demand. Since then, the retail development in the city has 
been very limited and mainly concentrated in the areas 
easily accessible via major roads and intersections, leading 
to the decline of the downtown. However, GICC and the 
companies and hotels in the area have generated signif-
icant non-residential demand for retail stores, restaurants, 
and entertainment places. Currently, a large portion of this 
demand is served by the highway shopping centers outside 
College Park.

•	 College Park’s downtown and the area between GICC and 
the airport are in an advantageous position to capture the 
shopping, dining, and entertainment spending of the visitors 
and day-workers in this area. Currently, a few projects with 

retail components are underway or in the planning process. 
Most of them are immediately adjacent to GICC and the 
airport, only one in downtown. This indicates that while the 
area near GICC and airport is ready to have new develop-
ment, the downtown is faced with greater challenges and 
will have a longer revitalization period. Public investments 
in infrastructure, streetscape and public safety in the down-
town area will help gain confidence from the private sector 
to invest in downtown commercial development.

E.	 Multifamily Housing Market – College Park sits in a 
low-profile but rising apartment market, though the mar-
ket growth is on a longer time horizon compared with 
other real estate sectors.

•	 College Park is located at the intersection of Fulton County 
and Clayton County. Historically considered not a preferable 
location for living, the area has currently a lower-quality hous-
ing stock and a lower rent level compared with the regional 
average. In recent years, the boom of the apartment market 
in the Metro Atlanta region hasn’t generated a similar level of 
development activities in this area. In College Park, the use 
restrictions posted to the land owned by BIDA and the land 
within the airport 70+ DNL sound contours further impeded 
residential development.

•	 The recent improvements in the vacancy rate and rent level 
hinted a strong demand in the area, especially in the South 
Fulton submarket. The demand is expected to increase as 
many people working in the area but are living outside the 
city are willing to move here if suitable housing and neighbor-
hood services are available. This indicates opportunities for 
building higher-end apartments. Particularly, an increasingly 
popular development model is mixed-use transit-oriented 
development with housing, retail, and office uses in city 
center or near transit facilities. In College Park, this type of 
development is most suitable in downtown and along Camp 
Creek Pkwy. However, compared with the hospitality and 
retail markets, the residential market might need more time 
to see a significant growth in private sector investment.

The remainder of the memorandum provides a more detailed 
analysis of each market segment.
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III.	OFFICE MARKET
The office market trend analysis is based on the quarterly market 
data from Jong Lang LaSalle, Inc., a leading commercial real es-
tate services company. The data covers single- and multi- tenant 
office buildings of at least 15,000 square feet. Medical office, own-
er- occupied office, and office condominiums are excluded from 
the data. This analysis mainly focuses on the performances of the 
office properties within the South Atlanta submarket (Figure 3.5-1 
Map 1) in the recent years.

A.	 Inventory Trend
The office inventory in the submarket has remained static since 
2013 in the range of 3.04 million SF to 3.05 million SF with a minor 
decline of 17,012 SF in 2016, suggesting a slight weakening in the 
market. In comparison, the Atlanta Metro region had 1.1 million SF 
Class A office space added to the market over the same period 

and another 4.9 million SF of new office space currently under 
construction. The submarket is dominated by Class B space, which 
accounts for approximately 75% of the inventory, significantly 
higher than the regional average of 30%. This suggests that the 
area is predominately a Class B market. It hasn’t been able to take 
full advantage of its proximity to the airport to attract high-profile 
development or prime office tenants. Class B buildings are gen-
erally a little older, but still have good quality management and 
tenants. Oftentimes, value-added investors target these buildings 
as investments since well-located Class B buildings can be re-
turned to Class A quality through renovations such as facade and 
common area improvements.

B.	 Net Absorption Trends
Annual office net office absorption was positive in 2013 and 2015, 
and negative in 2014 and 2016. During this period the cumulative 
net absorption was 140,156 SF, indicating a variable demand. 
Figure 3.5-2 shows that Class A space has remained a positive 
annual absorption, though it dropped substantially from 58,710 SF 
in 2015 to 10,335 SF in 2016. Class B space had slighter higher net 
absorption than Class A in 2013 and 2015, but the large volume of 
negative net absorption in 2014 and 2016 led to the overall nega-
tive cumulative net absorption, indicating a shrinkage of demand.

C.	 Vacancy Trends
Between Q4 2013 and Q4 2016, the overall office vacancy rate in 
the South Atlanta submarket rose from 19.9% to 21.8% and then 
dropped back to 16.6%, mainly due to the improvement in the 
Office A market. As shown in Figure 3.5-3, the Class A vacancy 
rate dropped substantially from 31.5% to 12.5% while the Class B 
vacancy rate rose from 16.0% to 20.0% before returning to 17.8%. 
This is largely reflective of a “flight to quality” as tenants sought to 
improve the quality and location of their office space. In contrast, 
at the regional level, the Class B vacancy rate has been much 
higher than in the submarket, but its improvement in recent years 
has
been more significant. This suggests that the submarket had his-
torically been favored by Class B office users; however, in recent 
years, there has been a shift of market preference toward Class A 
space.

Figure 3.5-1, Map 1 - Atlanta Office Submarkets (Source: JLL Research, 
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D.	 Average Asking Rent Trends
Since Q4 2013, the average asking rents for office space in the 
South Atlanta submarket increased from $17.54 to $17.65 per SF 
in 2014 before decreasing gradually to $17.19 per SF per year in 
Q4 2016. This was mainly due to the price decline of Class B space 
(Figure 3.5-4), whose average asking rent dropped over the study 
period from $17.31 to $16.59 (-1.4% annually) while the average 
asking rent for Class A space increased steadily from $17.97 to 
$19.88 (3.5% annually). This confirms the expanding demand for 
Class A space and the reduced demand for Class B space. At 
the regional level, the Class A average asking rate has been well 
above the submarket and the growth over the same period has 
been faster (from $22.20 to $27.20, or 7.5% annually), while the Class 
B average asking rate has been closer to the submarket level and 
the growth has been slower (from $16.36 to $18.73, or 4.8% annu-
ally). This may suggest that there is greater room for the submarket 
to improve the quality and amenities of its Class A space and to 
attract tenants who are willing to pay higher rents; on the other 
hand, the Class B space rent may continue to decline.Figure 3.5-2 - South Atlanta Office Net Absorption Trends by Class

2012-2016 (Source: JLL, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)

Figure 3.5-3 - South Atlanta Office Vacancy Rate Trends by Class
2012-2016 (Source: JLL, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)

Figure 3.5-4 - South Atlanta Office Average Asking Rate Trends by Class
2013-2016 (Source: JLL, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)
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E.	 Office Market Trends Summary
•	 Predominately a Class B market with limited development 

activities in recent year – The South Atlanta submarket has 
3,036,816 SF of office space. This inventory heavily weighs to-
ward Class B space compared with the regional average. In 
recent years, despite the active development in the Atlanta 
metro region, the submarket experienced a minor inventory 
decline, suggesting that the area hasn’t been able to attract 
high-profile development.

•	 The overall office demand has been weak but Class A mar-
ket shows greater potential – Along with the lack of new 
development was a minor decrease in average asking rate 
and a negative cumulative net absorption, which indicate a 
weak demand for office space in the submarket. Neverthe-
less, Class A space achieved positive annual net absorptions, 
a substantial improvement in vacancy rate, and a rise in 
average asking rents. This suggests a growing demand for 
Class A space and the potential to elevate the office stock. 
On the other hand, Class B space experienced a negative 
cumulative net absorption, a rise in the vacancy rate, and a 
moderate decline in average asking rate. This indicates a de-
clining demand for Class B space and limited development 
potential.

•	 The proximity to the airport and the highway potentially sup-
ports a rising office market – As mentioned by several inter-
viewees, being adjacent to the airport is a major attraction to 
office tenants, and convenient highway access means that 
companies can access labor from a larger geographic area. 
Leveraging these location advantages would help support 
the corporate-center type of office development and attract 
high-profile office tenants. This development could then be a 
catalyst for commercial and residential development.

•	 Need to regain confidence from the private sector – the 
office development community appears to have two major 
concerns about investing in College Park’s office market. The 
first is a lack of confidence in the investors who had suffered 
from the depressed office market over the past decade. 
Incentive policies and programs such as the CIDs, TAD, and 
Downtown Enterprise Zone might help bring back investors, 

and major infrastructure improvements are also critical. The 
second concern is about the potential competition from the 
new development that is initiated by the public sector, for 
example, the corporate center/mixed-use development to 
the north of Camp Creek Pkwy.
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IV.	INDUSTRIAL MARKET
The industrial market data used for this analysis came from Jones, 
Lang, Lasalle’s (JLL) industrial quarterly statistics from Q4 2012 to 
Q4 2016. The data tracks two types of industrial properties of at 
least 30,000 square feet including warehouse/distribution space 
and manufacturing space. Given College Park’s proximity to 
the airport, its industrial real estate market is largely driven by 
airport-related business activities. This is similar to the Airport/South 
I-85 industrial submarket, which is the main study area of this part 
of the analysis (Figure 3.5-5, Map 2).

A. Inventory Trend
The Airport/I-85 submarket has 106.9 million SF of industrial space, 
representing close to 20% of the total industrial space inventory in 
the Metro Atlanta region. Over 85% of the inventory is warehouse/
distribution space and the rest is manufacturing space. Since 
2012, the inventory has grown from 94.8 million SF to 106.9 million 
SF by the end of 2016, on average 3.2% annually, outpaced the 
inventory growth at the regional level (2.4% annually on average). 
The inventory expansion was primarily due to active develop-
ment of warehouse/distribution space especially over the past 
three years – between the end of 2013 to the end of 2016, a total 
of 12.1 million SF was added to the market, representing 34% of 
the region’s total inventory growth. The most significant increase 
occurred in 2016 as 7.4 million new warehouse/distribution space 
was completed and added to the market. Nevertheless, the in-
ventory growth is likely to slow down over the next few years, as 
at the end of Q4 2016, the submarket has 2.7 million SF industrial 
space under construction, much less than at the same time in 
2014 (6.3 million SF) and 2015 (9 million SF).

Figure 3.5-5, Map 2 - (Source: JLL Research, 2017)
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B. Net Absorption
After experiencing a negative net absorption of -291,914 SF in 
2012, which was likely due to the lingering effects of the most 
recent recession, the submarket experienced a strong recovery, 
leading to a continuously fast expansion of market activities. As 
shown in Figure 3.5-6, the annual net absorption grew from 1.3 
million SF in 2012 to 6.4 SF in 2016, and its percentage in the Metro 
Atlanta region’s total annual net absorption rose from 15.7% to 
38.4%, indicating that the submarket has become one of the most 
active industrial areas in the region. This growth is more significant 
considering that the Metro Atlanta region has also experienced 
a market boom as the annual net absorption more than doubled 
between 2013 and 2016 (Figure 3.5-6).

C.	 Vacancy Rate Trend
The residual effect of the recession and the inventory growth 
led to an increase in the vacancy rate from 12.6% in Q4 2012 to 
15.9% in Q4 2013 (Figure 3.5-6). The vacancy rate then dropped 
significantly to 10.5% in Q4 2014, indicating a strong demand as 
the net absorption exceeded newly delivered space. Over the 
past two years, the large volume of new development in the 
submarket pushed up the vacancy rate to 11.5%, still below the 
2012 level, but the gap between the submarket’s and the region’s 
vacancy rates has widened as the region’s vacancy rate has 
improved steadily from 12.2% in Q4 2012 to 8.4% in Q4 2016. In 
fact, as shown in Figure 3.5-7, the warehouse/distribution space 
vacancy rate in the submarket has been consistently above the 
regional level (11.7%-17.0% versus 8.0%-13.0%), which contributed 
to the submarket’s overall higher industrial vacancy rate. This 
suggests that despite the strong demand for industrial space, the 
submarket is still absorbing the recently added space. Therefore, 
unless there is another significant increase in demand, opportuni-
ties for new development in the submarket is less promising than in 
previous years. Still, the constant improvement in vacancy rate at 
the regional level suggests a healthy market context and positive 
prospects in the long run.

Figure 3.5-6 - Airport/I-85 Industrial Net Absorption/Vancancy Rate 
Trends

Figure 3.5-7 - Airport/I-85 Industrial Vancancy Rate Trends by Space 
Type
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D.	 Average Asking Rent Trend
During the 2011-2016 period, the average asking rent in the sub-
market experienced a decline in 2013, followed by a continued 
growth through 2016. The average asking rent in Q4 2016 was 
$3.49 per SF per year, slightly below the regional level ($3.75 per 
SF per year), but the average annual growth rate over 2011-2016 
(7.2%) exceeded the region’s average (5.8%), indicating a strong 
demand. Figure 3.5-8 shows that in both the submarket and the 
entire region, the average asking rents of warehouse/distribution 
space have been consistently higher than of manufacturing 
space. In the submarket, the average asking   rent   of warehouse/ 
distribution space grew steadily from $2.76 per SF per year to 
$3.53 per SF per year, mirroring the regional trend. Manufacturing 
space had more dramatic cycles of rise-and-fall between $1.34 
and $2.60 per SF per year, but overall is on the track of catching 
up with the region’s average rent level.

E.	 Industrial Market Trends Summary
•	 Active development and leasing activities contributed to 

strong inventory growth over the past five years – Between 
2012 and 2016, the submarket’s industrial space inventory 
grew from 94.7 million SF to 106.9 million SF. This is mainly 
due to the large volume of new construction of warehouse/ 
distribution space, particularly after 2012.  Meanwhile, the 
annual net absorption has been significantly higher than 
the additional space added to the market every year since 
2013, indicating an even faster expansion of demand. This 
resulted in a decrease in vacancy rate and an increase in 
average asking rent; the rent growth outpaced the growth 
at the regional level. Both the warehouse/distribution and 
manufacturing space contributed to the improvements, 
making the airport/I-85 area a regional logistic hub in the 
Metro Atlanta region. On the other hand, after the recent 
aggressive inventory expansion of warehousing/distribution 
space, the market is approaching a relatively stable stage, 
and the growth in inventory and rent levels is likely to slow 
down over the next few years. In the long term, the market 
would be able to support new development at a pace that 
is compatible with the growth of demand.

•	 Industrial development could indirectly benefit downtown 
revitalization – industry activities are likely to continue to be 
concentrated in the area south of the airport, rather than 
in downtown College Park and the adjacent areas where 
activities and investments are needed. Thus, instead of being 
catalytic to downtown revitalization, the impacts of industrial 
development primarily involve tax base expansion and job 
creation, with only limited growth potential in College Park.

Figure 3.5-8 - Airport/I-85 Industrial Average Asking Rent Trends
2012-2016 (Source: JLL, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)



CITY OF COLLEGE PARK, GEORGIA

64 | Chapter 3: Phase Two - The Design Process

V.	 HOSPITALITY MARKET
College Park is adjacent to the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta Inter-
national Airport, a major hub for domestic and global travelers 
in the southeast, and about 10 miles south of downtown Atlanta, 
a burgeoning regional economic center and one of the top 
convention markets in the country. Therefore, the hotel market in 
College Park directly benefits from the presence of the airport, 
the metropolitan economy, and the Georgia International Con-
vention Center (GICC). There are 32 hotels clustered around the 
airport, particularly at the Route 85/Sullivan Road, Route 285/
Route 279, and Route 285/Route 139 intersections to the southwest 
of the airport, near the Route 85/Virginia Ave intersection to the 
north of the airport, and next to GICC (Figure 3.5-9, Map 3). RKG 
analyzed the hotel market trend based on the hotel performance 
data from Smith Travel Research (STR), a leading hotel market 
data service company.

A.	 Inventory Trend
As of January 2017, the 32 hotels in College Park provided a total 
of 5857 rooms. Close to half of the hotels were built during the 
1980s, 34% were built between 1980 and 2009, indicating a rela-
tively young but established hotel market (Figure 3.5-10, Table 1). 
The most recent additions to the market are the 403-room Marriott 
Atlanta Airport Gateway in 2010 and the 142-room Hotel Indigo 
Atlanta Airport College Park in 2012. Since then, no new hotel 
was built and the hotel room-night supply has remained stable. 
Nevertheless, both hotels built in the 2010s are high-end, as op-
posed to economy-class hotels, most of which were built before 
2000. This may suggest that over the past decade, the economic 
development in the Metro Atlanta region has led to an increase in 
the demand for higher-end hotels. As the economy in the region 
continues to grow, there might be opportunities for additional 
higher-end hotel development. During the interview, the stake-
holders from the hospitality and convention industries confirmed 
that the market can support more high-end hotels, which would 
help elevate the region’s hotel market profile, attract a more di-
verse clientele, and accelerate hotel rates growth.

Another factor that may lead to a hotel inventory change is the 
proposed construction of a new airport runway. It is estimated 
that the hotels located along Sullivan Road would be affected 
by the new runway, including the Courtyard by Marriot, Fairfield 
Inn & Suites, and Sheraton. Several interviewees considered this 
as an opportunity to replace the existing hotels with new and 
higher-end hotels.

Figure 3.5-9, Map 3 - Hotel Market Trend Analysis Sample Hotels
(Source: STR, Google My Maps, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)
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B.	 Annual Occupancy Rate Trends
Due to the strong demand, the annual hotel occupancy rate has 
increased substantially from 65.9% in 2014 (the 12-month period 
ending in January 2014) to 74.4% in 2016 (Figure 3.5-11). Typically, 
when hotel occupancy rates are sustained at 65% or higher, the 
climate is right for investors to increase the supply. Despite the mi-
nor decrease in the most recent year (to 73.9%), the occupancy 
rate still points to an opportunity for new development.

C.	 Annual ADR and RevPAR Trend
Over the same period, the Average Daily Rate (ADR) of the sam-
ple hotels increased substantially   from   $81.74 to
$98.36, on average 6.8% annually, indicating a sustained market 
demand. Meanwhile, Revenue Per Available Room or RevPAR 
also increased from $53.91 to $72.70 for an annual average of 
11.6%. While ADR reflects, the average daily rate charged for 
occupied rooms, RevPAR measures the average revenues per 
available room night throughout the entire year. An increase in 
ADR can result in a decrease in occupancy and a drop-in RevPAR 
as guests seek alternative and more affordable options. Therefore, 
an improvement in RevPAR despite an increase in ADR suggests 
a strong market demand, especially when the growth of RevPAR 
surpassed the growth of ADR. This indicates the potential for mar-
ket expansion and price increase.

Figure 3.5-10, Table 1 - College Park Hotel Inventory by Year-built
(Source: RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)

Figure 3.5-11 - College Park Hotel ADR, RevPAR, and Occupancy Trends
2014-2017 (Source: STR, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)
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D. Monthly and Daily Occupancy Rate Trend
The hotel monthly occupancy trend over the past two years shows 
the local market peaking in July, February-March, and October 
(Figure 3.5-12). Hotel occupancy rates dropped to around 60%, 
and then quickly rose to close to 80% in February. It then dropped 
slightly to 75% in May before rising to 82- 83% in July. After a moder-
ate decrease to 70% in August, the occupancy rate rose to above 
75% in October before dropping again to the lowest point.

The daily occupancy rate trend shown in Figure 3.5-13 is based on 
the occupancy of the Januarys of 2016 and 2017: the 2016 data 
is for the 01/03/2016 (Sunday) – 01/30/2016 (Saturday) period and 
the 2017 data is for the 01/01/2017 (Sunday) – 01/28/2017 (Satur-
day) period. It shows that Tuesday, Wednesday, and Friday tend 
to have higher occupancy rate while Monday tends to have the 
lowest occupancy rate.

Spring and Fall typically are peak seasons for conference- and 
business-related travels, July- August for summer vacation travels. 
During the week, business related travels tend to peak in the 
middle of the week while tourism travelers typically increase at 
the end of the week when people are starting their vacation or 
weekend travel.

In addition to the regular travel patterns, GICC   hosts events 
throughout the year. Corporate events typically occur on Mon-
days, Tuesdays, and Wednesdays, family, military, and sports 
event during the weekend. Therefore, the trends of the monthly 
and daily occupancy rates suggest that the hotels in the area ca-
ter to a wide range of guests including businesses travels, tourists, 
and conventioneers.

Figure 3.5-12 - College Park Hotel Monthly Occupancy Rates Trend
January 2015 - December 2016 (Source: STR, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)

Figure 3.5-13 - College Park Hotel Daily Occupancy Rates Trend
January 2016 - January 2017 (Source: STR, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)
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E.	 Proposed New Arena and GICC expansion
Hotel demand is likely to continue to grow due to future planned 
development at the GICC. According to a GICC representative 
interviewed for this study, a 3,500-seat, 90,000 SF arena is currently 
being planned. Upon completion, it will be the practice facility 
for the Atlanta Hawks basketball team and a new NBA Develop-
ment League team as well as a multipurpose venue for concerts, 
theater, gospel events, comedy shows and additional regional 
sports. It is expected to host 26 events per year. In addition, GICC 
is planning to expand its facilities, adding 2 exhibiting halls, a 
ballroom, and other accessory space, 120,000 SF in total. This will 
bring the size of GICC to 300,000 SF and will increase its capacity 
to host larger events.

A recent hotel market study conducted by HVS Consulting and 
Valuation Services in 20131 indicates that due to the lack of an 
on-site convention hotel, GICC experienced a decline in both 
the number of events and attendance between 2007 and 2009. 
However, the opening of the Spring Hill Suites by Marriott in 2009 
and the Atlanta Airport Marriott Gateway hotel in 2010 contribut-
ed to the major attendance growth experienced in recent years. 
Given the current high level of hotel occupancy, there might 
be a considerable shortage of hotel supply following the GICC 
expansion, which indicates significant opportunities for new hotel 
development.

F.	 Hotel Market Trends Summary
The economic growth in the Atlanta metro region and the pres-
ence of the airport and GICC helped cultivate College Park’s 
vibrant hotel market. A sustained strong demand from businesses 
travelers, tourists and convention and event-related travelers 
contributed to rapid increases in hotel occupancy rate, ADR, and 
RevPAR over the past 4 years. On the other hand, the dominance 
of economy-class hotels may be obstructing the potential for an 
even faster growth in hotel rates and an elevation of the hotel 
market’s profile. The current occupancy rate and the projected 
demand growth in the near term illustrate the significant potential 
for new hotel development, particularly of high-end hotels.
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VI.	RETAIL MARKET

A.	 Retail Inventory
The City of College Park has a unique retail market. Due to the 
massive loss of residents between 2000 and 2010, which was mainly 
attributed to the expansion of the Airport, the retail demand from 
households is very limited. A large portion of the sales of local retail 
businesses is generated by travelers, primarily hotel guests and visi-
tors to GICC, as well as day-workers who live outside College Park.
In terms of supply, the City of College Park has lacked new retail 
development activities over the past 20 years. During 2001-2011, 
the city’s retail space inventory only grew by 309,989 SF (from 
2,004,505 SF to 2,314,494 SF), on average 1.2% annually, significant-
ly slower than the growth at the Atlanta metro region level (2.1% 
annually). The majority of the new retail development in College 
was concentrated in areas easily accessible via major roads and 
interstates, little development had happened in downtown and 
the adjacent area what is within 1 mile from the downtown MARTA 
station.2 Today, the majority of the retail businesses in the city and 
its immediate competing areas are located in shopping centers 
along major interstate and state highways, on the commercial 
streets to the surrounding the airport, as well as within the airport. 
Figure 3.5-14, Map 4 shows the major shopping options that are 
most likely to compete with new retail businesses in College Park.

B.	 Retail Market Leakage/Surplus Analysis
A typical retail development opportunity analysis involves a retail 
demand analysis that identifies the consumption habits of the 
households living in proximity of the subject site, and a retail sup-
ply analysis that evaluates the level of retail goods and services 
currently being offered in the same area and to what extent local 
retailers are capturing the local demand. When local household 
demand (expressed as annual dollars spent for different retail 
categories) exceeds the amount of retail sales captured by local 
establishments, it is assumed that a portion of local household 
demand has “leaked” outside the local market to other shopping 
locations. To some extent, sales leakage will almost always occur 
and cannot be reduced to zero as many people shop where they 
work or make retail purchases on-line or in other locations out of 
convenience. However, as the number of local stores expands, 

it is possible to recapture a percentage of sales leakage. In con-
trast, an area has a “sales surplus” when captured sales (supply) 
exceed local demand. This indicates that the area has a cluster 
or concentration of businesses, which attracts consumers from 
outside the area as it becomes known for a specific niche or for 
having a wide variety of shops to choose from. Areas with certain 
types of attractions such as tourism destinations often tend to 
have sales surplus in certain retail categories.

Figure 3.5-14, Map 4 - Major Existing Retail Competitors
(Source: Google My Maps, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)
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This market leakage/gap analysis mainly focuses on the area 
within 3 miles (the Primary Market Area) and 3-5 miles (the Second 
Market Area) from the MARTA-College Park Station (Figure 3.5-
15, Map 5). The area within 5-10 miles from the Station provides 
regional context. The household demand and retail business 
sales data are from ESRI, a national provider of geospatial data 
mapping and retail market information. The data is based on the 
estimates of local household income and the demand for goods 
and services within the defined geographic areas.

Figure 3.5-16, Table 2 shows that both the Primary Market Area and 
the Secondary Market Area have overall sales surpluses. Retail 
categories with most significant surpluses include Food Services 
& Drinking Places, General Merchandise Stores, Motor Vehicle & 
Parts Dealers, Food & Beverage Stores, and Clothing & Clothing 
Accessories Stores. Particularly, the exceptional surplus in the food 
services & drinking places category is likely to be generated by the 
businesses located inside the airport terminal and the local hotels. 
The large amount of surplus in grocery store sales in the Secondary 
Market Area is mainly due to the limited households demand. Giv-
en the limited number of residents in the area, a major part of the 
surplus is likely to be generated by day-workers who would drive 
past the stores on their way to or from work. The surpluses from the 
clothing & clothing accessories stores and general merchandise 
stores are also likely to be a combined result of the presence of 
airport and highway shopping centers and the limited number of 
local households.

Despite the overall surpluses, both the Primary Market Area and 
the Secondary Market Area have leakages in certain retail cat-
egories, including Furniture & Home Furnishings Stores, Electronics 
& Appliance Stores, Lawn & Garden Equipment & Supply Stores, 
Sports Goods Stores, and Other Miscellaneous Stores. Having a 
leakage doesn’t guarantee business opportunities. For example, 
the surplus of the furniture stores and electronics & appliance stores 
located within the 5-10-mile area exceeds the combined leakage 
in the Primary and Secondary Market Areas, therefore, the unmet 
demand in the Primary and Secondary Market Areas are likely to 
be filled by the businesses located within the 5-10-mile area. On 
the other hand, retail categories that have significant leakages 
across the region often indicate greater market potential.

In addition, it may not be a limiting factor to have a large sur-
plus of retail sales that are attributable to stores located inside 
the airport. This is largely because these establishments are not 
readily accessible to consumers who are not traveling. As such, 
local households could have unmet demand for certain goods 
and services, despite what appears to be a sales surplus in the 
local market.

Figure 3.5-15, Map 5 - Retail Market Trade Areas
(Source: ESRI, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)
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C.	 Non-resident Retail Potential
As the ESRI data doesn’t feature the non-resident retail demand, 
the above analysis likely underestimated the scale of the unmet 
demand in this area. Another share of retail demand is generated 
by attendees at GICC events. Several interviewees mentioned 
that due to a lack of shopping and dining options near GICC and 
in College Park downtown, GICC guests are often directed to the 
highway shopping malls such as the Southlake Mall.

To estimate the amount of retail demand that could potentially 
support new development, RKG Associates calculated the expen-
ditures of GICC attendees in a series of spending categories based 
on GICC FY 2015/2016 attendance data3 and an assumption of 
attendee spending pattern. The assumed spending pattern differ-
entiates between out-of-state attendees and in-state attendees. 
The out-of-state per attendee spending data is referenced from 
the FY 2015 attendee expenditures statistics of Georgia World 
Congress Center4. Given that the two convention centers are in 
the same state, this data is a good approximation of the spending 
pattern of GICC attendees. RKG then estimated the spending of 
in-state attendees based on the assumption that only a portion of 
their spending will be captured by the businesses within the trade 
area. Since data is not available for the split between out-of-state 
and in-state attendance, RKG analyzed a series of scenario rang-
ing from out-of-state attendance representing 10% of the total to 
representing 50% of the total. This range reflects the fact that most 
the events at GICC are local and regional events. In addition, 
RKG estimated how many square footages of new restaurants 
and retail store space might be supported by food & beverage 
and retail spending. This is based on the average sales per square 
foot by store type data from Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) Dollars 
and Cents of Shopping Centers publication with local adjustments 
to reflect the nature of the businesses in this area.

Figure 3.5-16, Table 2 - Retail Market (Gap)/Surplus Analysis
(Source: ESRI, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)
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In FY 2015/2016, 417,907 people attended events at GICC and 
spent $125.8 million-$174.9 million on lodging, transportation, food 
& beverages, retail, and recreation (Figure 3.5-17, Table 3). The 
spending on food & beverage could potentially support 80,665-
91,074 SF of new restaurants and the spending on other retail cat-
egories could potentially support 34,796-66,916 SF of new stores. 
Increasing the number of national events and attracting more 
out-of-state attendees could lead to a higher demand level and 
more retail opportunities. Adding retail and dining businesses in 
the downtown area not only helps capture this spending, gener-
ating tax revenues for the City, but can also facilitate downtown 
revitalization and encourage private investment in other types of 
properties. However, as widely recognized by both public and 
private stakeholders, improvements on infrastructures such as 
streetscape and pedestrian access in and around downtown is a 
prerequisite for an attractive retail environment.

Figure 3.5-17, Table 3 - GICC Attendee Spending Estimates FY 2015/2016
(Source: ULI, Georgia Fiscal Research Center & Georgia State University, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)
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VII.	 MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL MARKET
RKG obtained data on apartment market trends for the 2011-2016 
period from REIS, a leading provider of commercial real estate 
market information. The market study area consists of two apart-
ment submarkets defined by REIS (Figure 3.5-18, Map 6). College 
Park mainly falls into the South Fulton submarket where market 
competition would come from. The additional competition also 
comes from the Clayton/Henry submarket, particularly the apart-
ments that are located along Route 75, Route 85 and Route 41, 
within 5 miles from downtown College Park.

A.	 Apartment Inventory Trend
South Fulton and Clayton/Henry each represents 8.7% and 8.1% of 
the total multifamily inventory of the Metro Atlanta region, slightly 
lower than in 2011, indicating a stable market supply. In the South 
Fulton submarket, after 325 units were completed in 2011, there 
has been no new development through 2015 and the inventory 
slightly declined from 33,646 to 33,392 units. The inventory returned 
to 33,650 in 2016 as 258 units were delivered in June. In the Clayton/
Henry submarket, 239 units were completed in 2012. Since then, 
no new units have been built and the inventory has remained at 
31,455.

In College Park, a major reason for the lack of new residential 
development is the restriction placed on the large number of 
properties owned by College Park Business & Industrial Develop-
ment Authority (BIDA) and properties within the 70+ DNL airport 
sound contours. As shown in Figure 3.5-19, Map 7 (colored yellow), 
most of land bounded by Camp Creek Pkwy/Oxford Ave., Gor-
don Norris Memorial Golf Course, Main Street, and Princeton Dr., 
and the land bounded by Columbia Ave., Jefferson St., Route 85, 
and Princeton Ave. is owned by BIDA and cannot be used for 
residential development pursuant to the clauses of the previous 
ownership transaction. This is no estimate on whether and when 
this restriction might be removed. Part of this land falls into the 
airport’s 70+ DNL sound contour zones within which residential de-
velopment is prohibited. However, a portion of the 70+ DNL zone 
is free from the BIDA restriction, as the airplane engine technology 
improves, the sound contours may be redrawn to exclude these 
areas, making them available for residential development. This 
includes the southern part of the golf course and the vacant land 
and surface parking lots near the GICC.

Figure 3.5-18, Map 6 - (Source: REIS, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)
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Figure 3.5-19, Map 7 - (Source: Atkins, 2017)
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B.	 Vacancy Rate and Net Absorption Trends
As shown in Figure 3.5-20, between 2011 and 2015, the vacan-
cy rate in the South Fulton submarket dropped substantially 
from 12.9% to 5.1%, and the gap between the submarket’s and 
the region’s vacancy rates narrowed from 5 to 0.8 percentage 
points. The vacancy rate further decreased steadily over the first 
three-quarters of 2016 to 3.1%, lower than the regional level (3.8%), 
indicating a continued strong demand. This is consistent with the 
sustained positive annual net absorptions, which ranged between 
239 and 1,195, with the peak in 2015. The first three-quarters of 
2016 achieved 938 net absorptions, noticeably higher than over 
the same period in previous years. Over the same period, the 
Clayton/Henry submarket also saw a strong demand as the va-
cancy rate gradually dropped from 8.9% in 2011 to 3.8% in Q3 
2016. However, the pace of improvement in vacancy rate has 
been more moderate than in the South Fulton submarket, and 
the annual net absorption in Clayton/Henry has shown a sign of 
shrinkage in recent year. During the first three-quarters of 2016, 
South Fulton’s net absorption represented 12.4% of the region’s 
total, higher than the percentage of inventory, while Clayton/
Henry only represented 2.9% of the region’s total. This suggests 
that based on the demand, the South Fulton submarket is more 
promising than the Clayton/Henry submarket.

College Park has the potential to capture some of this potential 
demand. Several interviewees suggested that many people em-
ployed in the airport area live outside the city and would prefer 
to move to closer to their work if housing was available. The pres-
ence of Woodward Academy has attracted many new families to 
College Park due to the school’s high quality educational facilities 
and reputation. This has changed the dynamic of the area and 
might encourage more households with higher income to move 
to College Park.

Figure 3.5-20 - Apartment Asking Rent and Vacancy Rate Trends  
2011-2016 (Source: REIS, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)

C.	 Asking Rent/Effective Rent Trends
Between 2011 and Q3 2016, the average asking rent in the South 
Fulton submarket had increased from $742 to $841 while the av-
erage effective rent had increased from $689 to $792. The most 
common usage of the term effective rent is in apartment for rent 
ads. The net effective rent is typically less than the actual rent. The 
textbook definition of effective rent for renters is the actual rental 
rate after deducting concession values from base rental.

The effective rent/asking rent ratio also rose from 92.9% to 94.2%, 
indicating a strong demand which enabled landlords to raise the 
rent. However, the rents in South Fulton have been consistently 
below the regional level and their growth has been slower. This is 
likely to be attributed to its older and lower-quality housing stock. 
Approximately 55% of multifamily units in South Fulton were built 
before 1980 and only 4% were built after 2009, while in the region, 
28% of all the multifamily units were built before 1980 and 9% were 
built after 2009. This suggests that given the strong demand, add-
ing new and higher-quality units to the market may lead to a more 
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Figure 3.5-21, Table 4 - Rents and Apartment Sizes by Unit Type
November 2016 (Source: REIS, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)

significant rent growth.
In the Clayton/Henry submarket, the growth in average asking 
rent and average effective rent outpaced the growth in South 
Fulton, though still below the regional level. On the other hand, 
the effective rent/asking rent ratio rose slightly from 92.2% in 2011 
to 93.6% in 2014 but then dropped to 90.3% in Q3 2016. This con-
firms the conclusion from the vacancy trend that the demand in 
Clayton/Henry is strong but the expansion is less dramatic than in 
South Fulton.

D.	 Unit Mix and Different Market Performances Trends
In both the South Fulton and Clayton/Henry submarkets, two-bed-
room units represent the largest market share (55% and 53%), fol-
lowed by 1-bedroom units (28% and 33%), 3-bedroom units (15% 
and 14%), and studio (2% and 0.3%). There appears to be a slight 
shift in demand in recent years. In both submarkets, the average 
asking rent of studios has been growing the fastest, followed by 
1-bedroom units. This may indicate greater market demand from 
smaller households (i.e., single persons, single parent households 
and seniors).

In South Fulton, the average unit sizes and rent/SF levels are below 
the regional level for all the unit types (Figure 3.5-21, Table 4). This is 
consistent with the age of the housing stock and the comparably 
slower growth in average rents. In Clayton/Henry, the lower rent/SF 
mainly reflects the area’s rural characters and the longer distance 
from the economic core of the metro region.

E.	 Multifamily Residential Market Trends Summary
•	 Limited development activities despite a tightening regional 

market – The South Fulton and Clayton/Henry submarkets 
collectively have 63,150 apartment units, representing 17% of 
the region’s apartment inventory. In recent years, despite the 
market boom in the Metro Atlanta region, neither of the sub-
markets has seen a similar level of development activities. In 
College Park, the lack of development is partly attributed to 
the use restriction on the land owned by BIDA and the land 
within the airport 70+ DNL sound contours.

•	 The improvements in vacancy rates and the growth of rent 
levels indicate a strong demand and great market potential 
– In South Fulton, the significant improvement in vacancy 
rate, the sustained positive net absorption, the steady growth 
of rent levels, and the increase of effective/asking rent ratio 
all hint an expansion in market demand and opportunities 
for new development. Admittedly, largely due to the older 
and lower-quality housing stock as well as the less appealing 
neighborhood image, the rent growth in South Fulton has 
been slower than the regional average. However, in the long 
term, as the many neighborhood revitalization initiatives 
take effect, the apartment market might be able to support 
high- end new development and expect faster rent growth. 
Clayton/Henry also has a strong demand, though the ex-
pansion has been more moderate. The growth in rent levels 
outpaced that in South Fulton, but still below the regional 
average. Due to its more rural location, Clayton/Henry may 
expect a less aggressive expansion in apartment market 
than South Fulton.
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VIII. PIPELINE DEVELOPMENT
As the public sector takes initiative on long-term planning, infra-
structure improvement, tax incentives, and regional collaboration, 
the private section has started to make investments in College Park. 
RKG has identified the major projects that have been planned or 
are under development in the area (Figure 3.5-22). Development 
in the near term primarily focuses on hospitality, retail, and enter-
tainment uses. This suggests that these markets have been estab-
lished but not yet fully developed, therefore, the risk is relatively 
less while the potential of growth is significant. Such development 
tends to concentrate in the area immediately surrounding the 
airport and GICC which is not only the prime location for those 
uses in nature but also the nearest to an established customer 
base. The only exception is Wally Park which is farther away from 
GICC and the airport but still easily accessible via Camp Creek 
Pkwy. The projects to replace the existing surface parking lots with 
structured parking are likely to provide more land for similar uses 
surrounding the airport and GICC.

Office and residential uses tend to be on a longer time horizon and 
more spread out spatially. During the interview, representatives 
from both the public and private sectors articulated the vision 
of mixed-use, transit-oriented neighborhoods with high-quality 
residential, retail, and office space. The preferable locations for 
such development are likely to be in the downtown area near 
the MARTA station. Despite the widely-acknowledged challenges 
such as the deteriorated infrastructure, the vastly vacant store-
front, and the perceptions of the public safety issue, the Pad on 
Harvard project plans to build luxury apartment with ground-floor 
retail space in downtown. It shows that the market has become 
more confident in investing in high-end products in the derelict 
downtown. Public efforts in infrastructure improvement would 
further encourage private sector investment in downtown devel-
opment. The Gordon Morris Memorial Golf Course is considered 
as an ideal location for a mixed-use development with high-end 
office space because of its highway access, the isolation from the 
troubled areas of the city, and the large piece of contiguous land 
which allows for a master- planned neighborhood. In the long 
term, additional residential development at lower density is likely 
to be located further west and south of Camp Pkwy.
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Figure 3.5-22 - Pipeline Development 
(Source: Atkins, Google My Maps, RKG Associates, Inc., 2017)
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3.6 PREFERRED CONCEPTUAL PLAN
An overall cohesive master plan (Figure 3.6-2) was developed for the entire 1,575-acre study area. Due to 
the size and complexity of the plan, the design team divided the planning area into 8 distinct sectors (Figure 
3.6-1). These sectors were based on location, development density, building height, land-use, and overall 
style of development. Each has its own distinct character and carries with it its own challenges. The follow is a 
description of each sector, its defined challenges, key initiatives, and plan highlights.

Figure 3.6-1 - Sector map
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Figure 3.6-2 - Preferred conceptual master plan 
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3.7 CONCEPT PLAN SECTORS
Sector 1 is one of the 4 core sectors the design team identified 
early in the design process as crucial to the success of the pro-
posed plan. This area was also studied and designed as part of 
the original College Park Activity Center LCI competed in March 
of 2008. The boundary is similar but not identical to the Downtown 
West – Entertainment/Retail district from this pan. The Downtown 
West district consisted of 130 acres, most of which was vacant 
property that was part of the airport buyout land. This original de-
sign had envisioned this district as an extension of the Downtown 
and a venue for Commercial, Arts, and Entertainment activities.
Sector 1 builds upon these original concepts and applies current 
market trends, potential development interests and City require-
ments into a bold new design. One key initiative for this sector 
focused on by the design team was to provide a safe, exciting, 
and direct linkage for pedestrians and vehicular traffic from 
Camp Creek Parkway and the Georgia International Convention 
Center (GICC) to the historic downtown and a new mixed-use 
development. One common theme that surfaced repeatedly 
from our discussions with the public and stakeholder groups was 
the need to provide a new, grand front door to the City and Main 
Street. We also heard that Camp Creek Parkway was currently 
viewed as too large of a barrier for visitors to safely cross on foot 
linking the GICC to local shops and restaurants to the north. The 
proposed design provides this linkage by extending the Gateway 
Boulevard north of Camp Creek Parkway and aligning it with the 
Lee Street Connector for a more direct connection to Main Street. 
This new connection is fronted to the north and south with a new 
mixed use development providing an inviting, exciting, and safe 
pedestrian experience. Intersection improvements and a com-
plete streets approach will allow for a safe connection across this 
busy intersection. A greenspace was provided for icon signage 
and landscape enhancements to announce the entry to the City 
and new development to visitors traveling Camp Creek Parkway.

A second key initiative is the development of Central Park, a new 
planned open space directly adjacent to downtown. This new 23-
acre City Park is envisioned to include passive and active elements 
such as picnic shelters, playgrounds, a splash pad, basketball and 
tennis courts, informal open lawns, festival spaces, walking trails 
and parking, both on and off street. The future design should focus 
on retaining the existing mature trees to provide an established 
look and feel. This new public space allows for a point of interest 
around which to develop. The design team envisions a 2 to 3 story 
mixed use edge surrounding this new attraction (Figure 3.7-1,
 3.7-2, 3.7-3, 3.7-4).

Additional Sector 1 Plan Highlights Include:
•	 A new connection to downtown by extending Airport Drive 

north of Camp Creek Parkway to John Wesley Avenue
•	 Converting John Wesley Avenue to a parkway with complete 

street facilities and a center landscape median.
•	 The addition of bike and pedestrian facilities as well as street 

furniture, pedestrian lighting, crosswalks, and on-street park-
ing to most major roads within the street grid.

•	 Predominantly two to three story mixed-use buildings are 
proposed. A total of nearly 2 million gsf of office/retail is 
demonstrated in this sector within the mixed-use land use.

•	 Approximately 350,000 gsf of Class “A” corporate office 
space

•	 A large hotel is located at the west end of Central Park 
providing 300 rooms convenient to shopping, the GICC and 
proposed office space.

•	 A 250-room hotel located at the intersection of Camp Creek 
Parkway and Gateway Boulevard.

•	 8,400 gsf of smaller scale single story neighborhood retail 
development

•	 A theater/entertainment complex with public plaza space
•	 Structured parking
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Figure 3.7-1 - Concept plan sector 1 
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View Looking North
Figure 3.7-2 - Concept plan sector 1 park character images with 
massing model of mixed-use development surrounding central park

Figure 3.7-3 - Concept plan sector 1 character images
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Figure 3.7-4 - Concept plan sector 1 character images
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Sector 2
Sector 2 is one of the 4 core sectors the design team identified 
early in the process as crucial to the success of the proposed plan. 
This area is within the newly added acreage to the south of Camp 
Creek Parkway and was not included in the original College Park 
Activity Center LCI completed in 2008. It currently contains a vast 
expanse of surface parking made up of Delta employee parking 
and a park and ride facility (Figure 3.7-5, 3.7-6, 3.6-7).

Sector 2 allows for the greatest potential of mixed use and resi-
dential live/work product within the over-all plan. More than half 
of the available acreage within this sector will support residential 
development.  This area is outside the noise restrictions associate 
with the airport and allow for ample height outside the flight path 
for added density. One key to development of this sector is the 
addition of a proposed parking structure that will allow the existing 
surface parking to be consolidated.  There is potential to provide 
direct access to the sky train station located within the CONRAC 
facility. This deck would also allow for future expansion of the 
CONRAC and provide private development parking for the pro-
posed mixed use development, all within one structure. Another 
action item conveyed to the design team on multiple occasions 
was the desire to bring residential back to areas adjacent to the 
downtown. This sector design is in response to those comments. 
Residential units in all varieties and price points are needed. With 
the proximity to the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport, 
one of the largest employers in the state, affordable workforce 
housing is an attractive prospect.

Additional Sector 2 Plan Highlights Include:
•	 A continuation of, and an addition to, the historic street grid 

found north of Camp Creek Parkway provides greater ve-
hicular and pedestrian mobility within the study area to the 
south.

•	 A central village green provided a strong pedestrian/social 
gathering space

•	 Residential units over first floor retail /mixed use space within 5 
to 6 story structures provides the potential of nearly 2100 new 
residential units.

•	 A total of approximately 2.5 million gsf of office/retail is 
demonstrated in this sector within the mixed-use land use.

•	 An additional 48,000 gsf of smaller scale single story neighbor-
hood retail development is also represented.

•	 Structured parking facilities are utilized to provide greater 
development densities and preserve space for public greens 
and plazas

•	 Ground floor retail/restaurant space will provide much need-
ed amenities to the adjacent GICC facility
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Figure 3.7-5 - Concept plan sector 2 
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Figure 3.7-6 - Concept plan sector 2 character images
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Figure 3.7-7 - Concept plan sector 2 character images
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Sector 3
Sector 3 is one of the 4 core sectors the design team identified 
early in the process as crucial to the success of the proposed plan. 
This area is within the newly added acreage to the south of Camp 
Creek Parkway, and was not included in the original College Park 
Activity Center LCI completed in 2008.  Much of this land within 
this sector has developments currently in the works. One such de-
velopment is the proposed Atlanta Hawks Development League 
Arena which is slated to open in time for the 2019 season. This 
new 3500 seat arena will provide a boost to the Gateway Center 
Development and allow for greater flexibility in potential events 
associated with the GICC. This new event space also provides a 
venue for concerts and preforming arts within the community. A 
500-space structed parking facility is also planned to support the 
new arena.  A new 6000 space parking structure is also planned 
adjacent to the sky train station and GICC facility. This new deck 
is being planned and constructed as part of the airport expansion 
and will serve as off-site parking for the airport. Additional hotel 
and office projects are also in the works and reflected on the 
current plan. Providing additional mixed use buildings directly ad-
jacent to these new facilities will provide walkable shopping and 
restaurants for the visitors to these events. This will allow the City to 
capture more of the income generated by these events in lieu of 
allowing those dollars to leak outside of the City limits. This sector 
also plays host to multiple hotel sites to offset rooms being lost 
within the City as part of future airport runway expansion projects. 
A total of 6 new hotel sites generating an additional 1100 rooms 
are represented in the proposed plan. The sites are planned in 
close proximity of the sky train station to provide greater access to 
Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport (Figure 3.7-8, 3.7-9, 
3.7-10).

Additional Sector 3 Plan Highlights Include:
•	 Space is provided for future GICC expansion
•	 A total of approximately 1.273 million gsf of office/retail is 

demonstrated in this sector within the mixed-use land use.
•	 An additional 48,000 gsf of smaller scale single story neighbor-

hood retail development is also represented.
•	 Structured parking facilities are utilized to provide greater 

development densities and preserve space for public greens 
and plazas

•	 Ground floor retail/restaurant space will provide much need-
ed amenities to the adjacent GICC facility

•	 An additional 7,000 gsf of smaller scale single story neighbor-
hood retail development is also represented.

•	 Approximately 122,000 gsf of Class “A” corporate office 
space is indicated in this sector

•	 A proposed light rail corridor is indicated that could poten-
tially provide direct access to the development and new 
arena to the airport and to developments along Camp Cree 
Parkway

•	 A new open space/park is at the intersection of Gateway 
Boulevard and Camp Creek Parkway.
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Figure 3.7-8 - Concept plan sector 3
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Figure 3.7-9 - Concept plan sector 3 character image and massing model with potential light rail to airport



LIVIABLE CENTERS INTIATIVE (LCI) | INVESTMENT POLICY STUDIES 

91Chapter 3: Phase Two - The Design Process |

Figure 3.7-10 - Concept plan sector 3 massing models showing hotel district with GICC expansion with Hawks D-League Arena Complex
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Sector 4
Sector 4 is made up of a portion of the original area contained in 
the 2008 LCI study boundary with the addition of the golf course 
property to the west. This sector offers a unique opportunity to pro-
vide an additional area for the reintroduction of residential direct-
ly adjacent to the historic downtown. The design team explored 
two potential paths forward for this sector. Both make use of the 
property currently occupied by portions of the golf course that 
were not a part of the airport buyout land for residential use. This 
area also sits outside the airport noise restricted area for residential 
uses.  The remainder of the land that cannot be used for residential 
due to airport restrictions is occupied with an 18-hole executive 
golf course in option 1 and a 9-hole executive golf course with a 
regional park facility in option 2. The option 2 plan also provides 
space to expanded office hotel facilities (Figures 3.7-11, 3.7-12, 
3.7-13, 3.7-14).

Additional Sector 4 Option 1 Plan Highlights Include:
•	 Amenity center / Golf Clubhouse with pool and driving range
•	 8 tennis/basketball courts
•	 864 Attached residential units
•	 97 single family detached residential units

Additional Sector 4 Option 2 Plan Highlights Include:
•	 Golf Clubhouse with pool and driving range
•	 Regional Recreation Center
•	 4 baseball/softball fields
•	 6 soccer fields
•	 16 tennis/basketball courts
•	 Fitness trails
•	 Parking
•	 864 attached residential units
•	 97 single family detached residential units
•	 An additional 240,000 gsf of Class “A” corporate office space Figure 3.7-11 - Concept plan sector 4 golf and clubhouse

character images
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Figure 3.7-12 - Concept plan sector 4 - option 1
Figure 3.7-11 - Concept plan sector 4 golf and clubhouse
character images
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Figure 3.7-13 - Concept plan sector 4 - option 2
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Figure 3.7-14 - Concept plan sector 4 residential and recreational character images
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Sector 5
Sector 5 is made up of land that was added south of Camp Creek 
Parkway that is bordered by Herschel Road to the west and the 
Global Gateway Connector to the east. This sector has a distinct 
feel that is notably different when compared to the other seven 
sectors. It is largely undeveloped with no existing street grid. The 
sector is also wooded and rolling. It offers another opportunity to 
provide additional residential near the historic downtown and 
new mixed use developments. This area is a transitional space that 
allows the plan to step density levels down from those in sector 
2 before reaching established residential areas to the west. The 
north and south ends of the sector are opposites to one another 
is use and density. The north provides a retail edge fronting Camp 
Creek Parkway with a very dense feel. It provides ab area of out-
parcels like those occurring on the west side of the Herschel road 
intersection. The south end is occupied by Camp Fulton-Truitt 4-h 
center.  The center is located on a 38-acre parcel of hardwood 
forest. It is a county facility and is one of Georgia’s five 4-H Centers. 
It is unique because it is the only urban 4-H camp located four miles 
from Hartsfield International Airport. The center is ideal for day-
time, overnight and weekend educational programs. There are 
five cabins sleeping up to 210 youth with an adult private sleeping 
quarters in each cabin. The site also contains a dining hall and 
educational center. The plan calls for additional programing and 
facility upgrades to allow this area to also be used for corporate 
teambuilding in conjunction with GICC activities (Figures 3.7-15, 
3.7-16. 3.7-17).

Additional Sector 5 Plan Highlights Include:
•	 823,000 gsf office/retail is demonstrated in this sector within 

the mixed-use land use.
•	 69,200 gsf of smaller scale single story neighborhood retail 

development is also represented.
•	 404 Attached residential units
•	 Approximately 138 single family detached residential units
•	 Amenity centers with pools and tennis facilities
•	 Neighborhood parks and open spaces
•	 Transit stops
•	 Complete streets with bike and pedestrian facilities as well as 

street furniture, pedestrian lighting, crosswalks, and on-street 
parking on major roads within the street grid.
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Figure 3.7-15 - Concept plan sector 5
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Figure 3.7-16 - Concept plan sector 5 mixed-use and residential character images
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Figure 3.7-17 - Concept plan sector 5 residential and team building outdoor adventures camp character images
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Sector 6
Sector 6 is located on the southernmost end of the study area. This 
sector is bordered by the CONRAC facility and Camp Fulton-Truitt 
to the north, Herschel Road to the west, and Roosevelt Highway 
to the east. This sector marks a distinct change in land use and 
function. It is oriented to be a transitional area between the new 
development to the north and the largely industrial warehousing 
uses to the south.  The Global Gateway Connector divides the 
sector east and west and Riverdale Road divides it north and 
south. There is also a major electrical utility corridor that runs from 
the south-east corner to the north-west corner of the sector which 
presents some developmental challenges (Figures 3.7-18, 3.7-19, 
3.7-20).

Additional Sector 6 Plan Highlights Include:
•	 560,500 gsf of flex-office is demonstrated in this sector 
•	 286,000 gsf of e single story commercial/retail development 

is also represented.
•	 A small grouping of 21 townhome units are located fronting 

Charles E. Phillips SR, Esquire Park.
•	 Intersection improvements
•	 Complete streets with bike and pedestrian facilities as well as 

street furniture, pedestrian lighting, crosswalks, and on-street 
parking on major roads within the street grid.

•	 A community green to house farmers market style shopping
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Figure 3.7-18 - Concept plan sector 6
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Figure 3.7-19 - Concept plan sector 6 flex office character images
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Figure 3.7-20 - Concept plan sector 6 commercial character images
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Sector 7
Much of Sector 7 land is located within the limits of Hartsfield-Jack-
son Atlanta International Airport and I-85 ROW. There are a mul-
titude of development projects already being programed for this 
sector. These include Airport upgrades, parking facilities, mixed 
use buildings and a high-end hotel mixed-use building adjacent 
to the existing terminal, MARTA and Skytrain stations (Figures 3.7-
21, 3.7-22).

Sector 7 Plan Highlights Include:
•	 Gateway, signage, and landscape improvements at the 

northern end of the sector
•	 Gateway, signage, and landscape improvements at Camp 

Creek Parkway and of Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta Internation-
al Airport entrance

•	 A new exit ramp from I-85 southbound aligning with Lees 
Creek Connector and providing direct access to MARTA, 
Main Street, the GICC, and new plan developments.

Figure 3.7-21 - Concept plan sector 7 airport improvement character images
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Figure 3.7-22 - Concept plan sector 7
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Sector 8
Sector 8 is one of the 4 core sectors the design team identified 
early in the design process as crucial to the success of the pro-
posed plan. This area was also studied and designed as part of 
the original College Park Activity Center LCI competed in March 
of 2008. As a recommendation of this original study a follow-up LCI 
study was performed.

In 2011, the City partnered with MARTA and other regional stake-
holders on a more focused study of the College Park MARTA 
Station and a smaller section of the earlier LCI Study Area that 
was identified as the “Downtown/MARTA Node.” The purpose of 
the 2011 study was to build upon the earlier conceptual LCI work 
and to incorporate recently adopted TOD guidelines developed 
by MARTA and “downtown development guidelines” adopted 
by the City in 2010 and 2011. The scope of work also included a 
market analysis and a 10-year implementation/ phasing strategy 
which outlined achievable development totals for the district. 
The concepts and design elements in this study remain relevant 
today and land uses are in alignment with proposed surrounding 
developments.

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 re-
strictions 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 han-
dle 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. Most the residential density occurs in 
three blocks of the development (Figures 3.7-23, 3.7-24).

Sector 8 Plan Highlights Include:
•	 278,300 gsf office/retail is demonstrated in this sector within 

the mixed-use land use.
•	 34,500 gsf Office
•	 78,000 gsf retail
•	 130 attached residential units
•	 Complete streets with bike and pedestrian facilities as well as 

street furniture, pedestrian lighting, crosswalks, and on-street 
parking on major roads within the street grid.

•	 Structured parking
•	 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 over-
flow parking for the TOD development and on street parking 
convenient to the proposed mixed use, is also included.

•	 Pedestrian linkage between the existing downtown and the 
proposed TOD core is provided at John Wesley Avenue, Co-
lumbia 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 Ave-
nue to return a portion of the historic grid to the fabric of Main 
Street.
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Figure 3.7-23 - Concept plan sector 8
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Figure 3.7-24 - Concept Plan Sector 8 
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3.8 AIRPORT COORDINATION MEETING
On February 22, 2017 members of the Design Team attended the 
quarterly meeting between the City of College Park Staff and 
ATL Department of Aviation Staff in the executive offices at Harts-
field-Jackson Atlanta International Airport.  A brief overview of the 
project and plans to date were presented to those attending for 
review and comment.

3.9 OPEN HOUSE PUBLIC MEETING
On April 27, 2017, a Draft Plan Open House took place at the 
Public Safety Community Room in the City of College Park.  The 
overall draft plan as well as enlarged sector plans were on display 
on a series of boards around the room, and citizens were given 
brief presentations by members of the design team that were 
present. The planning team was present to answer questions and 
record comments from the public. Many positive comments were 
received, as well as other suggestions that were incorporated into 
the final plan.

3.10 TRANSPORTATION COORDINATION
MEETING
On July 6, 2017, a transportation coordination meeting took place 
at the City Hall in College Park.  Members of the Georgia Depart-
ment of Transportation planning and engineering groups, the 
Atlanta Regional Commission, City of College Park staff, and the 
Atkins design team were present. An informal presentation was 
given of the process and master plan to date and a list of poten-
tial long term and short term action items were discussed. These 
action items were prioritized by those present and comments and 
feedback given was used in the final concept.
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CHAPTER 4 - PHASE THREE
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
	 4.1 Overview

	 4.2 Project Timeline

	 4.3 Short-Term and High Priority Action Items

	 4.4 Long-Term Action Items
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4.1 OVERVIEW
The Action Plan spreadsheet that follows organizes the potential 
projects described and illustrated in the proposed conceptual 
masterplan into short-term and long-term projects. It also includes 
rough cost estimates that includes engineering, construction, 
and total costs. Please note that these are “planning-level” cost 
estimates and are intended to be used for budgetary purposes 
only. Engineering costs are generally assumed to be 10-15% of the 
estimated construction cost of each project. Right of way (ROW) 
costs are based on an average per-acre estimate of comparable 
land and similar projects and are not included in this chart but 
should be planned for. Construction costs are based on 2017 
costs only and will vary based on the design of a project and 
the time at which it is designed and/or bid. A more detailed cost 
estimate should be generated and updated as implementation 
of individual projects is pursued by the City (Figure 4.1-1). 

The project prioritization included in this Action Plan was de-
veloped in coordination with the Core Team, GDOT and ARC 
coordination meetings, and from input gathered through public 
meetings and other stakeholder input. 



  
















  TBD 

 
   





   









  






   














   










   











   











   











   






   







   





   








   

 
   





   














   







   











   











   







   







   







   












   







   








  








   












   











   











  





‐


   








   












   











   










  



    




   


    







   

 
   



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Figure 4.1-1 - Five year action plan spreadsheet 
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1.	 Camp Creek Parkway Improvements
The Camp Creek Parkway corridor is truly the front door and first 
impression that visitors have for not only the proposed study area, 
but the City of College Park, Hartsfield Jackson Atlanta Interna-
tional Airport, and the City of Atlanta for millions of travelers a 
year. It is crucial to the success of potential developments within 
the study area that this corridor functions efficiently and is safe for 
those traveling in cars, on bikes, and on foot. It should set the tone 
and style for the quality of the developments that surround it. It 
should also provide easy to follow wayfinding signage to guide vis-
itors. Along with wayfinding signage; public art and icon elements 
will provide a unique opportunity to brand the City and study 
area along the corridor. The project is proposed to extend from 
I-285 to I-85 for approximately 16,000 L.F. The project limits are well 
outside the original study area and outside the limits of the City 
of College Park. The City will need to partner with the Aerotroplis 
CID as well as the County to accomplish this task. The focus is on 
pedestrian and bicycle safety as well as beautification. The design 
team envisions the improvements along Camp Creek Parkway to 
create a true complete streets multi-modal corridor that includes 
travel lanes improvements, landscaped medians, paver median 
ends, potential light rail corridor, multi-use trails, sidewalks, lighting, 
landscaping, enhanced crossing points, decorative signal/mast 
arms, decorative wayfinding signage, transit stops, public art, 
street furnishings, and overhead utility relocation (Figures 4.2-1, 
4.2-2, 4.2-3).

4.2 PRIORITY PROJECTS
SHORT-TERM AND HIGH PRIORITY
LCI FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES 
As noted on the Action Plan spreadsheet, the City should pursue 
additional LCI funds for both short and long-term action items. 
Given the competitive nature and limited availability of LCI fund-
ing, it is difficult for an LCI community to be awarded more than 
one or two projects within a five-year period. Therefore, the design 
team has highlighted three “High Priority” short-term projects for 
the City to consider and concentrate efforts on. These projects 
were discussed as part of the GDOT and ARC transportation co-
ordination meeting and were believed to be the best options for 
pursuing short term funding by those attending. This was due in 
part to the type of improvement being discussed as well as the 
transformational effect it would make in College Park. The three 
“High Priority” short-term projects are as follows:

Figure 4.2-1 - Transit character image - Potential opportunity on Camp 
Creek Parkway

Figure 4.2-2 - Transit light rail character image - Potential opportunity on 
Camp Creek Parkway
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Figure 4.2-3 - Plan and section of multi-modal corridor for Camp Creek Parkway
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2.	 Gateway Connector Extension 
This project could truly be a transformative one for the City of Col-
lege Park. It provides the ability to reenergize Historic Main street, 
improve pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular safety and connec-
tivity, and create a grand gateway to the City from Camp Creek 
Parkway. The design team sees this as the best opportunity to 
provide main street with direct access to Camp Creek, the GICC 
and surrounding development to the south. It also lends itself to a 
pedestrian friendly Live/Work street edge and provides a public 
green for icon elements, landscape and signage. The project is 
approximately 1,300 L.F. and will include complete vehicular and 
pedestrian improvements including wide ADA sidewalks, lighting, 
landscaping, site furnishings, decorative signal/mast arms, dec-
orative wayfinding signage, pavement markings, a boulevard 
median with landscaping and paved ends, on-street parking, and 
bicycle facilities (Figure 4.2-4).

3.	 I-85 Southbound Exit 72 - Ramp to Downtown
This project looks at improving access from I-85 south to the Col-
lege Park MARTA station, Main Street, the GICC, and proposed 
development projects that are part of the conceptual master 
plan. The new ramp would split from the existing south bound 
ramp and align with the Lee Street Connector and new Gateway 
Connector Extension project described in the text above. The 
first task in this process is to undertake a traffic study to obtain 
traffic counts and project demands based on current and future 
development demands within the study area. Once the study is 
complete the City will determine if the new ramp is justified.  The 
proposed project contains a 2,800 L.F. section of off-ramp, road 
improvements and realignments. Once complete visitors traveling 
south on I-85 will have a more convenient direct access to the 
study area and new development projects (Figure 4.2-5).

LCI UPDATES & LONGER-TERM LCI FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES 
A requirement of all LCI communities is that they update the plan 
every 5 years to report on progress of projects and identify new 
needs or opportunities within the LCI area. Therefore, the City of 
College Park will need to perform a minor LCI plan update by 2022. 
This process will be followed by a major LCI plan update by 2027. 
The minor 5-year update provides an opportunity to better define 
the long term LCI projects noted in the Action Plan spreadsheet 
and align them with ongoing City priorities. 

Figure 4.2-4 - Gateway Connector Extension
(Main St. to Camp Creek Pkwy.)

Figure 4.2-5 - i-85 Southbound Exit 72 - Ramp to Downtown
(I-85 to Main St.)
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4.3 ACTION ITEMS



  
















  TBD 

 
   





   









  






   














   










   











   











   











   



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Figure 4.2-4 - Gateway Connector Extension
(Main St. to Camp Creek Pkwy.)

Figure 4.2-5 - i-85 Southbound Exit 72 - Ramp to Downtown
(I-85 to Main St.)
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




   







   





   








   

 
   





   
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

  






















   







   











   











   







   







   







   












   







   








  
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

  
















   












   











   











  





‐


   








   












   











   










  
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

  











    




   


    






   

 
   
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