4600 Norwich Road
College Park, MD

Feasibility Study for the Adaptive Reuse
of the Former Sigma Chi House

Anne M. Ketz
Masters Final Project
Graduate Program in Historic Preservation
School of Architecture, Planning and
Preservation
University of Maryland, College Park
May 2014

ABSTRACT

Title of Document:

FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE ADAPTIVE
REUSE OF THE FORMER SIGMA CHI
HOUSE
Anne M. Ketz, MHP, 2014

Directed By:

Professor Dennis J. Pogue, Ph.D.
Graduate Program in Historic Preservation
School of Architecture, Planning and Preservation
University of Maryland, College Park

This feasibility study evaluates the economic viability for adaptive reuse of the former
Sigma Chi fraternity house located at 4600 Norwich Road in College Park, Maryland.
The house has been vacant since 2001 and designation of the structure as a contributing
resource in the Old Town College Park historic district in 2006 halted the owner’s plans
to demolish the abandoned house and construct a new building on the lot. Competing
values between the owner and the community have resulted in an impasse where the
house has continued to sit boarded up and unused. To date the owner has yet to consider
the feasibility of rehabilitating the structure with the use of available historic tax credits.
This report will demonstrate that adaptively reusing the Sigma Chi house is economically
feasible if historic tax credits are used and that any continued inaction allowing the house
to deteriorate further should be avoided.

FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE ADAPTIVE REUSE OF THE FORMER SIGMA
CHI HOUSE

By
Anne M. Ketz

Masters Final Project submitted to the Faculty of the
Historic Preservation Program of the
School of Architecture, Planning and Preservation of the
University of Maryland, College Park, in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Master of Historic Preservation
2014

Advisory Committee:
Dr. Dennis J. Pogue
Alfred Tetrault
Stephanie Stullich

© Copyright by
Anne M. Ketz
2014

Acknowledgements
Completion of this feasibility study would not have been possible without the
continued assistance of faculty advisors, representatives of the property owner,
Gamma Chi Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Chi Fraternity, staff and elected officials of the
City of College Park and Prince George’s County, as well as community residents. In
particular I would like to thank the following individuals for their direct support,
expertise and advice throughout the duration of this study:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Dennis J. Pogue – Interim Director, Historic Preservation Program; Faculty
Advisor
Alfred Tetrault – Adjunct Professor, Real Estate Development; Faculty
Advisor
Stephanie Stullich – Councilmember, City of College Park; Non-faculty
Advisor
Donald W. Linebaugh – Director, Historic Preservation Program
Frederick Stachura – Preservation Specialist, Prince George’s County
Planning Department (M-NCPPC); Adjunct Professor, Historic Preservation
Robert Krause – Planner Coordinator, Prince George’s County Planning
Department (M-NCPPC)
Barry DesRoches – President of House Corporation Board, Gamma Chi
Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Chi Fraternity
Meriam Bader – Senior Planner, City of College Park
Greg Silker – Bordertown Community and Coffeehouse (Minneapolis, MN)
Daniel FC Hayes – Architect/Planner, UMD Facilities Planning Department
Katharine Bryant – President, Old Town College Park Civic Association
Richard Wagner – Principal, David H. Gleason Associates, Inc. Architects

Thank you especially to College Park City Councilmember Stephanie Stullich,
who directed me toward this building after consultation with her regarding properties
that could be studied in the College Park area. Also an extra special thank you to Al
Tetrault whose real-estate expertise, knowledge of the local area, and provision of
pro-forma spreadsheets for the purpose of this project were vital to producing a full
and accurate feasibility study.

ii

Disclaimer

The document that follows has had referenced material removed in respect for the
owner’s copyright. A complete version of this document, which includes said
referenced material, resides in the University of Maryland, College Park’s library
collection.

iii

Table of Contents
Acknowledgements ..................................................................................................... ii	
  
List of Figures...............................................................................................................v	
  
List of Tables ............................................................................................................ viii	
  
Chapter 1. Introduction .............................................................................................1	
  
Chapter 2. Contextual Analysis .................................................................................5	
  
Chapter 3. Conditions Assessment ..........................................................................39	
  
Chapter 4. Reuse Scenarios and Recommendations..............................................66	
  
Chapter 5. Conclusion ............................................................................................106	
  
Endnotes ...................................................................................................................110	
  
Appendix A: Real-Estate Pro-Forma Spreadsheets..………………………..…. 119
Bibliography……………………………………………………………………..... 152

iv

List of Figures
Figure 1: Boundary map of the City of College Park ...................................................6
Figure 2: Boundary map of the Old Town College Park historic district .....................7
Figure 3: 4600 Norwich Road map view of current building footprint, pavement, and
vegetation ......................................................................................................................8
Figure 4: 2011, aerial view of 4600 Norwich Road ......................................................8
Figure 5: 1890, plat map of Johnson & Curriden’s Subdivision of College Park ......10
Figure 6: 1945, yearbook photo of the women that lived in the “Sigma Chi Annex”
while the house was being used for university dormitory space ................................12
Figure 7: 1950, Sigma Chi house ................................................................................14
Figure 8: 1954, construction of fraternity row ............................................................14
Figure 9: 1959, Sanborn Fire Insurance Map; representation of the locations of
fraternity and sorority houses in Old Town ................................................................15
Figure 10: 1891, plat map of Easterday & Haldeman’s Subdivision of College Park
......................................................................................................................................16
Figure 11: 1940, 4600 Norwich Road the year it was constructed .............................17
Figure 12: 1977, aerial image of 4600 Norwich Road ................................................18
Figure 13: 1985, yearbook photo of the Sigma Chi house ..........................................19
Figure 14: 1993, demolition plan for the lower level of 4600 Norwich Road
(Redacted) ....................................................................................................................20
Figure 15: 1993, demolition plan for the first floor of 4600 Norwich Road (Redacted)
......................................................................................................................................20
Figure 16: 1993, demolition plan for the second floor of 4600 Norwich Road
(Redacted) ....................................................................................................................21
Figure 17: 1993, demolition plans for the third floor of 4600 Norwich Road
(Redacted) ....................................................................................................................21
Figure 18: 2006, 4600 Norwich Road, front of structure (Redacted) ..........................24
Figure 19: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, front of structure ...........................................27

v

Figure 20: 2012, zoning map ......................................................................................30
Figure 21: 2010, illustrative concept plan from the Central US 1 Corridor Sector Plan
......................................................................................................................................32
Figure 22: 2012, boundaries of City of College Park Revitalization Tax Credit
District .........................................................................................................................34
Figure 23: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, looking south/southwest toward the rear of the
structure .......................................................................................................................40
Figure 24: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, looking north/northeast from corner of
property at Norwich Road and Princeton Avenue ......................................................40
Figure 25: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, looking west/northwest towards the southeast
corner of the structure .................................................................................................41
Figure 26: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, looking southeast from western property edge
along Princeton Avenue ..............................................................................................41
Figure 27: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, close-up view of the northeast corner of 1960s
addition, second and third level ..................................................................................45
Figure 28: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, close-up view of the northwest corner of the
1940s structure showing a severely damaged section of the wood cornice ................45
Figure 29: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, view of the first level of the northwest corner
of the 1940s structure ..................................................................................................45
Figure 30: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, view of the front/south façade of the 1960s
addition .......................................................................................................................45
Figure 31: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, front entrance ................................................46
Figure 32: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, looking north/northeast towards the front
portico .........................................................................................................................47
Figure 33: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, looking west towards the eastern edge of front
the cement/brick patio .................................................................................................47
Figure 34: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, base of remaining front porch column ...........47
Figure 35: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, view of southwest corner of front cement/brick
patio .............................................................................................................................47
Figure 36: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, view of the rear patio looking southeast .......48
Figure 37: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, view of the stairs and brick walls of the rear
patio, looking south/southwest ....................................................................................48
vi

Figure 38: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, view on the rear patio looking towards the
south/southeast ............................................................................................................48
Figure 39: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, view on the rear patio looking west ..............48
Figure 40: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, interior view of fire damaged first floor wood
joists in the 1940s structure near main entrance .........................................................50
Figure 41: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, interior view of first floor steel joists in the
1960s addition ..............................................................................................................50
Figure 42: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, Interior concrete stairwell located on northwest
side of 1960s addition .................................................................................................50
Figure 43: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, interior view of first level bathroom .............50
Figure 44: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, interior view of third level hallway looking
west from 1960s addition to end of 1940s structure ....................................................51
Figure 45: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, interior view of third floor bedroom in 1940s
structure........................................................................................................................51
Figure 46: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, interior attic view of roof rafters in 1960s
addition looking from west end of addition to the eastern wall ...................................51
Figure 47: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, rear of lot looking south/southwest from the
center of the northern property edge ...........................................................................54
Figure 48: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, rear of lot looking east/southeast from western
edge of property ..........................................................................................................54
Figure 49: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, view of north property line, looking west from
northeast corner of lot .................................................................................................54
Figure 50: 2014, 4600 Norwich Road, view of parking and access from Dickinson
Avenue, looking south/southwest from northeast corner of property .........................54
Figure 51: Illustrative map highlighting land/property use in and around the Old
Town neighborhood ....................................................................................................59
Figure 52: Total development cost (TDC) assumptions based on local real estate
expert advice ...............................................................................................................74

vii

List of Tables
Table 1-1: Multi-family residential, total development cost ......................................86
Table 1-2: Multi-family residential, net operating income (NOI) ...............................87
Table 1-3: Multi-family residential, funding sources, no tax credits ..........................88
Table 1-4: Multi-family residential, funding sources, federal credit only ..................88
Table 1-5: Multi-family residential, funding sources, federal and state credit ...........88
Table 1-6: Multi-family residential, funding sources, federal and state credit, no
acquisition cost ............................................................................................................88
Table 1-7: Multi-family residential, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 15 years
of cash flow and no sale ..............................................................................................90
Table 1-8: Multi-family residential, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 10 years
of cash flow and sale after year 10...............................................................................90
Table 2-1: Commercial offices, total development cost .............................................92
Table 2-2: Commercial offices, net operating income (NOI) ......................................93
Table 2-3: Commercial offices, funding sources, no tax credits ................................94
Table 2-4: Commercial offices, funding sources, federal credit only .........................94
Table 2-5: Commercial offices, funding sources, federal and state credit ..................94
Table 2-6: Commercial offices, funding sources, federal and state credit, no
acquisition cost ............................................................................................................94
Table 2-7: Commercial offices, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 15 years of
cash flow and no sale ..................................................................................................96
Table 2-8: Commercial offices, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 10 years of
cash flow and sale after year 10 ...................................................................................96
Table 3-1: Mixed-use, total development cost ............................................................98
Table 3-2: Mixed-use, residential, net operating income (NOI) ..................................99
Table 3-3: Mixed-use, funding sources, no tax credits .............................................100
Table 3-4: Mixed-use, funding sources, federal credit only .....................................100

viii

Table 3-5: Mixed-use, funding sources, federal and state credit ..............................100
Table 3-6: Mixed-use, funding sources, federal and state credit, no acquisition cost
....................................................................................................................................101
Table 3-7: Mixed-use, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 15 years of cash flow
and no sale .................................................................................................................102
Table 3-8: Mixed-use, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 10 years of cash flow
and sale after year 10 .................................................................................................102
Table 4: Comparative Evaluation Matrix for reuse scenarios ..................................104

ix

Chapter 1. Introduction
Background and Purpose of Study
The former Sigma Chi fraternity house is located at 4600 Norwich Road in the
Old Town neighborhood of College Park, Prince George’s County, Maryland. In
2006 Old Town College Park was designated as a local Prince George’s County
Historic District and in 2012 as a National Register Historic District. The Sigma Chi
house, built in 1940 and added onto in 1966, is located on the northern edge of the
Old Town district and is surrounded on three sides (west, north, and east) by
University of Maryland (UMD) East Campus property slated for future
redevelopment. The Sigma Chi house falls within the historic district’s second period
of significance, 1935-1965, and is considered a contributing resource within the
district as a “reflection of the University of Maryland’s distinct contribution to the
historic context of the neighborhood.”1
The house had served as a fraternity chapter house since it was built in 1940,
until 2001 when the Gamma Chi Chapter of Sigma Chi Fraternity lost their charter at
UMD and the house was abandoned. At the time it was abandoned the structure was
in need of code updates and repairs, but with no upkeep maintenance performed since
2001 it has deteriorated significantly and was further damaged in 2004 by an arson
fire in the basement. The house is still owned by Sigma Chi’s house corporation,
Gamma Chi Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Chi Fraternity, and although the fraternity
regained their charter in 2009, by that time the structure was no longer safe for
habitation, and the fraternity secured a chapter house on the university-owned
Fraternity Row. Following the designation of Old Town as a local historic district in

1

2006, Gamma Chi, Inc. applied for a Historic Area Work Permit to demolish the
house at 4600 Norwich Road. The permit was denied by the Prince George’s County
Historic Preservation Commission who requested that serious efforts be made to
rehabilitate the structure or to sell the property to someone who could.2
The conflicting values at play between the owners of the property, the
community as stewards of the Historic District, and the oversight of the Historic
District guidelines has created an impasse as the building stands vacant and continues
to deteriorate. This report seeks to provide a solution to this impasse in the form of a
feasibility study on the adaptive reuse of the historic structure in question, taking into
consideration available historic preservation incentives including tax credits and grant
funding. The primary focus of this report is the economic feasibility of rehabilitation
of the historic Sigma Chi house.
The following questions will be explored in this report:
1. What uses would be sensible within the context of Old Town College Park
that could make the rehabilitation economically feasible?
2. Is the rehabilitation of the former Sigma Chi fraternity house economically
feasible considering these acceptable uses and what scenario is the most
favorable?
3. If the owner does not take action soon, is there a case for legal recourse under
the Prince George’s County Historic District guidelines “Demolition by
Neglect” clause?

2

Methodology
1. Project proposal and problem statement identification
2. Definition of project goals and research questions
3. Involvement of stakeholders
a. Interview with key stakeholders and groups
4. Research and identification of comparable sites for case studies
5. Contextual analysis
a. Historical: neighborhood development, University development, site
development, transportation impacts
b. Present: site analysis, review and summary of recent local market
analyses from the City of College Park and the University of
Maryland,
6. Structural Conditions Assessment
a. Assessment of building condition, exterior and interior, non-invasive
b. Review of 2007 structural reports to determine level of deterioration
since last evaluation
7. Concept Development
a. Statement of significance development, for tax credit application
purposes
b. Determination of key values
c. Determination of “highest and best uses”
8. Physical Planning
a. Use scenarios for existing structure
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b. Site use, increase/decrease
c. Parking requirements
9. Financial Planning
a. Feasibility analyses: cost, revenue, funding, return on investment
b. Tax incentives
10. Determine recommendations and priorities
11. Determine alternate courses of action to be taken by Historic Preservation
Commission or owner

4

Chapter 2. Contextual Analysis
Location and Context
The Sigma Chi house and property is located in the historic center of the City
of College Park, Maryland. Situated in the northwestern corner of Prince George’s
County, College Park is located roughly 8 miles northeast of Washington, D.C. and
35 miles southwest of Baltimore City. College Park is best known as being home to
the University of Maryland at College Park, “one of the nation’s preeminent public
research universities,” and the flagship institution of the University System of
Maryland.3 The Sigma Chi house is situated in the Old Town neighborhood, located
in the south-central area of College Park. Old Town is bordered by “commercial
establishments along Baltimore Avenue (U.S. Route 1) to the west, the B&O Railroad
right-of-way to the east, the University of Maryland campus to the north and
northwest, and the Calvert Hills neighborhood to the south” (Figure 1).4
The Sigma Chi property is surrounded on three sides (west, north, and east) by
the University of Maryland East Campus property (Figure 2). The site is immediately
bordered by Princeton Avenue to the west, Norwich Road to the south, Dickinson
Avenue to the east, and the University of Maryland Leonardtown Community (a
housing community for University undergraduate students) to the north. To the
northwest is Yale Avenue, which runs behind the university-owned houses on
Fraternity Row. There is no vehicular access provided from this area to Yale Avenue,

5

Figure 1: Representation of the boundaries of the City of College Park, the University of Maryland in
College Park and Old Town College Park historic district. The blue star indicates the location of the
Sigma Chi house (base map: 2014 Google Maps).

6

Figure 2: Representation of the boundaries of Old Town College Park historic district, nearby University of
Maryland property, and the Sigma Chi property (Source: base map, M-NCPPC, PGAtlas.com 2012).

although a paved path allows for pedestrian and bike access to and from the
intersection of Princeton Avenue and Norwich Road (Figures 3-4).
The subject site has been under the ownership of a fraternity house
corporation since 1939, just before the current structure was built. The predecessor to
Sigma Chi at the University of Maryland, Delta Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Phi Sigma
fraternity, purchased the land in 1939 and constructed the main block of the current
structure soon after. In 1942, the Delta Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Phi Sigma became

7

Figure 3: Sigma Chi property, center: representation of the current
building footprint, pavement, and vegetation (Source: base map, MNCPPC, PGAtlas.com 2012).

Figure 4: 2011 aerial view of Sigma Chi property (source: M-NCPPC,
PGAtlas.com).
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Gamma Chi Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Chi Fraternity, which remains the owner of the
property to the present day.5 The legal description of 4600 Norwich Road is
described in the Land Records of Prince George’s County as, “Lots numbered One
(1) to Thirteen (13), inclusive, in Block Four (4) of Easterday and Halderman’s resubdivision of lots in Block Twenty-two (22) of the Subdivision known as Johnson
and Curriden’s Subdivision of College Park.”6

Historical Context and Perspective
The Sigma Chi house and property is a clear representative, in both original
use and architectural style, of the University of Maryland’s influence in the
development of College Park, especially the Old Town neighborhood. The
development of the Old Town neighborhood was equally encouraged by the growth
of the university, easy access to transit-ways, and the proliferation and creation of
urban-edge suburbs at the end of the 19th century and beginning of the 20th century.
Arguably the university has played the most significant role in the neighborhood’s
development and history over the last century and the Sigma Chi house is a direct
result of that influence.
Connection to History and Development of Old Town College Park
Old Town College Park was the original “College Park” before the city was
incorporated in 1945 and is recognized as “one of the first successful commuter
suburbs in Prince George’s County,” and “a representative example of the many
residential subdivisions that emerged as the suburbs of Washington, D.C. expanded
with the advent of the streetcar and automobile at the end of the 19th century and in
the early- to mid-20th century.”7 The old “College Park” neighborhood became the

9

Figure 5: 1890 plat map of Johnson & Curriden’s Subdivision of College Park, the current Sigma Chi property is
highlighted in blue (source: Plats.net).

center of the new municipality after the City of College Park was incorporated in
1945, combining 11 neighborhoods and the University of Maryland campus. At this
time, the neighborhood was renamed to Old Town College Park.
Old Town was established by Washington-based real estate developers John
Oliver Johnson and Samuel Curriden who first platted the area in 1889 on 125 acres
formerly owned by the Stier and Calvert families, historically associated with the
expansive 2,000 acre Riversdale Plantation. The community was laid out
“specifically to attract middle- and upper-middle-income residents and persons

10

associated with the nearby [college]” and was nestled directly between the
Washington and Baltimore turnpike, now US Route 1, and the Baltimore & Ohio Rail
line8 (Figure 5). Johnson and Curriden’s subdivision was called “College Park” due to
its proximity to the Maryland Agricultural College, established in 1856, and the
“College Station” B&O Railroad stop. The area was an ideal location for a commuter
suburb for Washington due to this transit configuration, but very few houses were
constructed before the turn of the 20th century and development did not increase
significantly in the area until enrollment at the college spiked in the 1920s.
In 1920 the state took over full control of the Maryland Agricultural College
and it was consolidated with the Baltimore City campus to become the University of
Maryland. The College Park campus was subsequently designated as the flagship
campus of the new University of Maryland system.9 The faculty and student
population at the College Park campus rose significantly following this merger and
the “College Park” subdivision experienced its largest building boom between 1920
and 1930 with the construction of over 50 new buildings.10 Between 1920 and the end
of World War II in 1945, modestly sized apartment complexes and fraternity and
sorority houses were constructed in “College Park” to meet the needs of the growing
university. The early fraternity and sorority houses constructed in the neighborhood
were privately owned and constructed by the fraternity organizations, generally
occupying large lots with landscaped yards and designed to emulate the monumental
Colonial Revival style found on the university campus. The Sigma Chi house was in
fact one of the earliest privately-owned fraternity houses constructed in the “College
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Figure 6: 1945 yearbook photo of the women that lived in the
“Sigma Chi Annex” while the house was being leased by the
University for dormitory space (source: 1945 Terrapin,
University of Maryland Archives).

Park” neighborhood along with houses constructed by Alpha Tau Omega, Alpha
Gamma Rho and Theta Chi.11
Following the end of World War II, passage of the GI Bill stimulated
enrollment at the university, which increased from around 4,000 to over 10,000
students at this time. The university was unable to accommodate housing on-campus
for the dramatic increase in students and roughly three-quarters of the students lived
off campus at this time. The Old Town neighborhood saw an increasing number of
students moving into single-family dwellings converted to group rentals, as well as in
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garden apartments, fraternity and sorority housing, and veterans housing barracks
constructed by the university.12 During this period in the mid-to-late 1940s the
university leased many of the privately owned fraternity and sorority houses in Old
Town for additional dormitory use. The Sigma Chi house, the newest fraternity house
at that time, was used for dormitory space for women, and was known as the “Sigma
Chi Annex” between 1944 and 1947 (Figure 6).13 The fraternity members found
housing where they could during this time, and were able to move back into the house
by 1947-48 after the university constructed new dormitories on campus.
In the mid-1950s, the university began construction of Fraternity Row,
directly to the north of the subject property. The architectural style of these new
fraternity houses emulated the predominant style on the university campus and
aesthetically complemented many of the existing fraternity and sorority houses in Old
Town. The design was similar to that of the Sigma Chi house, matching the fullheight front porch with flat roof and balustrade surround (Figures 7-8).
By 1959 there were 23 fraternity and sorority houses in the Old Town
neighborhood (Figure 9). In addition, 12 of the eventual 14 houses on Fraternity Row
had been constructed by this time, directly north of the neighborhood. All but two of
the 23 fraternity houses in Old Town were located west of Rhode Island Avenue, the
majority of them fronting on College Avenue. Many of the early fraternity houses,
along with other large houses in Old Town as well as St. Andrews Episcopal Church
on College Avenue, were constructed similarly to the Sigma Chi house with concrete
block exterior walls and brick facade.14 The presence of the large well-built fraternity
houses have had a distinct impact on the character, scale and feel of the Old Town
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Figure 7: Sigma Chi house, 1950 (source: The Terrapin 1950 [yearbook], University of Maryland
Archives).

Figure 8: 1954 construction of fraternity row; note similar style of university-owned fraternity houses to
Sigma Chi house (source: University of Maryland Archives, William F. Dove Collection).

14

Figure 9: 1959 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map; representation of the locations of fraternity and sorority houses in Old
Town (red) and the Sigma Chi property (blue) (source: Digital Sanborn Maps).

neighborhood and many of them continue to contribute to the neighborhood today.
The location of the Sigma Chi house on the edge between the neighborhood and
university property is physically positioned as a connecting point between the
privately owned fraternity houses in Old Town and the university-owned Fraternity
Row and served as a transition between the two areas.
History of the Subject Site
In 1891, the Sigma Chi property was re-subdivided from Johnson and
Curriden’s 1889 plan by William A. Easterday and Willis C. Halderman who
purchased block 22 in Johnson and Curriden’s College Park subdivision and resubdivided the large block into two smaller blocks. Block 22 became Blocks three
and four of Easterday and Halderman’s Subdivision of College Park (Figure 10).
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Figure 10: 1891 plat map, Easterday & Halderman’s Subdivision of
College Park; shows reorientation of parcels towards Norwich Road
(source: Plats.net).

Block four, the easternmost half of former Block 22 and the present-day site of the
Sigma Chi property, was divided into 13 parcels on roughly 0.80 acres. Between 1895
and 1939 the parcels moved ownership among a few individuals, all residents of
Washington, D.C., with no known improvements made on the land during that time.
The current structure was built in 1940, after the Delta Chapter of Sigma Phi Sigma
purchased the entirety of block four on July 10, 1939 from two landowners.15
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Development of the House and Property Grounds
The original section of the current building, which comprises roughly the
western two-thirds of the structure, was built in 1940 shortly after the Delta Chapter,
Inc. of Sigma Phi Sigma Fraternity purchased the property (Figure 11). In 1942 the
Gamma Chi Chapter of Sigma Chi Fraternity was established at the University of
Maryland, replacing the Delta Chapter of Sigma Phi Sigma fraternity and taking over
the house at 4600 Norwich Road. The house corporation for the Gamma Chic Chapter
of Sigma Chi remains the owner of the property to this day.16 The house remained

Figure 11: 4600 Norwich Road the year it was constructed, 1940 (source: The 1940 Terrapin
[yearbook], University of Maryland Archives).
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relatively unchanged for the first 20 years of its existence, with the exception of
interior redecorating when it was used as a women’s dormitory. Aerial images show
that the existing parking lot, basketball court, and brick fire pit located on the
northern half of the property have been in place since at least 1965, and likely were
present earlier than this (Figure 12). The one-ton concrete Sigma Chi cross, located in
the front yard, was erected in 1965 and in 1966 the eastern one-third of the structure
was added on to the original building. The new addition provided a new kitchen,
dining room and 11 new sleeping-study rooms. 17

Figure 12: 1977 aerial image of 4600 Norwich Road; note presence
of parking lot and basketball court on property. (Source:
PGAtlas.com, M-NCPPC).

Through much of the latter half of the 20th century the Sigma Chi fraternity
prospered as a well-known fraternity at the university, all the while maintaining the
house at 4600 Norwich Road as the home of the fraternity members. In the 1985
Terrapin yearbook, Sigma Chi boasted it was “the only fraternity this year to pass all
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Figure 13: 1985 yearbook photo of the Sigma Chi house; during this year the house was paid off and was
the first to pass fire and safety code inspections (source: The Terrapin 1985, University of Maryland
Archives).

fire and health codes on the first attempt and will also be the only fraternity on
campus to fully pay off its house” (Figure 13).18
By 1990, however, the chapter had decided it was time to renovate the house
and began a fundraising campaign to “rebuild the Chapter House” hiring an architect
to design renovations for the interior of the house. The architect’s plans for this
remodeling, dated June 1993, called for demolition and rebuilding of most interior
walls as well as construction of a small addition onto the rear of the building (Figure
14-17).19 According to the house corporation for the fraternity, during the planning
phase of these renovations they learned that “significant modifications would be
necessary for fire safety and handicap access” and that “all modifications would
shrink the number of beds available,” along with the potential revenue incurred from
the property. The house corporation “determined some expansion would be necessary
to accommodate mechanical equipment for heating and cooling” and that “ultimately
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Figure 14: 1993 demolition plan for the lower level of 4600 Norwich Road; dashed lines denote existing walls or
features planned for demolition under this plan (note: these plans were never undertaken due to funding constraints);
(source: Gamma Chi Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Chi Fraternity).

Figure 15: 1993 demolition plan for the first floor of 4600 Norwich Road; dashed lines denote existing walls or features
planned for demolition under this plan (note: these plans were never undertaken due to funding constraints); (source:
Gamma Chi Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Chi Fraternity).
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Figure 16: 1993 demolition plan for the second floor of 4600 Norwich Road; dashed lines denote existing walls or
features planned for demolition under this plan (note: these plans were never undertaken due to funding constraints);
(source: Gamma Chi Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Chi Fraternity).

Figure 17: 1993 demolition plans for the third floor of 4600 Norwich Road; ; dashed lines denote existing walls or
features planned for demolition under this plan (note: these plans were never undertaken due to funding constraints);
(source: Gamma Chi Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Chi Fraternity).

21

building a new house [was] the appropriate course of action,” although renovations
were still being pursued at this time.20
By 1994 the Chapter was unable to raise sufficient funds to complete the full
renovation, and instead implemented a “tactical” renovation. This included altering
the two-story front porch roof from a flat balcony with balustrade surround to a frontgable roof portico, installing new windows, remodeling bathrooms and kitchens, and
reconfiguring certain rooms and hallways to meet fire safety requirements.21 At this
time, the house corporation reported they also discovered “substantial water and
termite damage in the floor joists and studding in the second and third floor
bathrooms, shorts from electrical problems throughout the house,” in addition to older
issues of “leakage from the bathrooms” and “basement flooding during heavy
storms.”22 The house corporation reported that these discoveries reinforced the
decision to completely demolish the structure and build a new chapter house.
The house corporation additionally reports that between 1996 and 2001,
membership in the fraternity chapter declined “due to the condition of the house and
the availability of superior housing on campus,” which resulted “in the University of
Maryland ultimately revoking the Charter for the Gamma Chi Chapter of Sigma Chi,”
in December 2001.23 A University of Maryland Diamondback article from 1999,
however, reports that in October of 1999 the City of College Park nearly evicted the
fraternity from the house after finding “between 80 and 90 housing and fire code
violations within the residence,” and the chapter president at the time was quoted as
saying “he and his brothers were unaware of the problems in the house until
inspectors told them,” but added that “the house underwent renovations this summer
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and the exposed wires may be due to unfinished work.”24 The fraternity was able to
stay in the house at this time by hiring an emergency electrician to fix the most
serious infractions but was put on close watch by city code enforcement and the
county fire department. Two years later Sigma Chi’s charter was revoked by the
University of Maryland and the house was left vacant. News articles conflict in the
reasons for the charter revocation although the most common report is that it was due
to “violating Greek Life policies.”25
Following revocation of the chapter’s charter, the house corporation reports
that “the house sat vacant for a couple of years while the eventual disposition was
discussed.”26 It was during this time, in 2004, that an arson fire was set in the
basement of the structure, damaging many of the first floor joists and the stairs in the
original portion of the building. The arson fire provided further justification for the
house corporation’s previous decision that the building should be demolished, and in
2005 the chapter secured funding for demolition and began the process of securing
demolition permits. At this same time, however, the Old Town College Park Historic
District had been proposed for designation as a Prince George’s County historic
district and on June 1, 2006, the Historic Preservation Commission approved the
designation and proposed Design Guidelines.27 The decision was appealed twice,
however, by a group which included the Prince George’s Property Owners
Association, and was initially heard by the County’s Zoning Hearing Examiner who
made recommendations to the District Council.28 The District Council held public
hearings and ultimately rejected the appeal, officially designating the district on
February 6, 2008.29 In the interim period any exterior alterations within the proposed
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historic district, especially demolition, required review by the Historic Preservation
Commission until the final determination of designation was made.
The controversy surrounding the demolition of the Sigma Chi House began as
early as 2005 when the house corporation began trying to secure demolition permits
(Figure 18). Given that Old Town was proposed for designation as a historic district,
the house corporation was required to obtain a Historic Area Work Permit to
demolish the structure, which would be reviewed by the Historic Preservation
Commission (HPC). The house corporation completed the application and submitted
the materials on April 4, 2007. The HPC staff and commissioners reviewed the permit
on May 8, 2007, and requested the house corporation follow-up in the following

Figure 18: Sigma Chi house in 2006 around the time the house corporation began applying for demolition
(source: RethinkCollegePark blog).
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manner before demolition of the structure would be further considered:
(1) “Seek loans or grant funds to improve the short-term physical
condition of the property and to enhance existing security
measures…Potential sources of immediate grant funds include
Prince George’s Heritage, Inc., the Prince George’s Historical
and Cultural Trust, and Preservation Maryland.
(2) Demonstrate serious attempts to sell the property or market the
property for adaptive reuse. Serious attempts would be public
advertising of the property in local and regional newspapers
and national journals for the real estate and historic
preservation communities for a period of not less than 6
months. Also, consult with the City of College Park and the
University of Maryland on the possibility of including the
rehabilitation of the Sigma Chi building with other nearby
planned development projects, such as the East Campus
Redevelopment initiative.
(3) Demonstrate that the technical feasibility and financial
implications of retaining the building for adaptive use, with
possible additions, has been fully explored and resulted in data
that can be evaluated against the financial implications of
demolition of the building and new construction on the site.”30
In July 2008 the house corporation suspended their request for a
demolition permit of the structure and instead requested that the HPC review
the designation of the building as a contributing structure. According to the
request, “after careful consideration and significant research the Gamma Chi
Chapter of Sigma Chi Fraternity, Incorporated has reaffirmed its opinion that
the property…was improperly categorized as a ‘contributing structure to the
newly approved historic district.’”31 HPC staff responded to this appeal with
the advice from their legal council that because it was ultimately the District
Council that approved the historic district, it was up to the District Council to
review appeals. However, they expressed willingness to meet regarding “the
current conditions at the property and review potential remedies, including the
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re-submittal of another HAWP application.”32 The original HAWP application
for demolition was suspended at this time, as requested, and to date a followup application has not been submitted.
The University of Maryland considered purchasing the property and
paid for the completion of two appraisals in June 2008; one completed by
Philip R. Lamb & Co, Inc., which appraised the property, including land and
improvements, at $550,000, and one completed by Turlington Valuation
Associates, Inc., which appraised the property at $700,000.33 According to a
representative of the house corporation, the University determined from these
appraisals it was not cost-effective for them to purchase the property.
In 2009, the Gamma Chi Chapter of Sigma Chi Fraternity regained
their charter at the University of Maryland and was subsequently housed in a
leased space in Old Town, and in 2010 moved to 14 Fraternity Row. As of the
spring of 2014, the old chapter house has now been vacant for over 12 years.
The house corporation continues to claim that it is necessary to demolish the
structure, while the community maintains its importance as a historic resource
in the Old Town neighborhood. The president of the chapter alumni group
and chapter advisor, Scott Werber, was interviewed in a September 2013
Diamondback article in which it was asserted that “the property has sat in a
sort of legislative limbo for years, and it’s prevented them from being able to
fix up the house.” Werber is quoted directly as saying “we would prefer not to
part with the property, so we’re just continuing to pay the expenses to
maintain the property hoping something might change” (Figure 19).34
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Figure 19: March 2014, 4600 Norwich Road; note the deterioration of porch condition between 2006
(Figure 18) and 2014 (source: author).

This assertion by a representative for the property owner provides evidence
for defining this property as a case of what is known in preservation law as
“Demolition by Neglect.” The National Trust for Historic Preservation defines
“Demolition by Neglect” in their Preservation Law Education Materials as “a
situation in which a property owner intentionally allows a historic property to suffer
severe deterioration, potentially beyond the point of repair. Property owners may use
this kind of long-term neglect to circumvent historic preservation regulations…and
often argue that the prohibitive costs of repairs and deferred maintenance creates an
economic hardship.”35 The Prince George’s County Historic Preservation Guidelines
under Subtitle 29, Preservation of Historic Resources, provides protections against
demolition by neglect, which will be reviewed in the last section of this report. Under
this provision of the county code, legal recourse may be taken if the property owner
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does not take some sort of action in line with the recommendations given by the
Historic Preservation Commission at the time the demolition request was denied. At
the time of this study the house corporation has put the property up for-sale or
ground-lease, requesting offers in an open-bid form sent to a select group of
developers through the real estate firm, Colliers International. Bids under this “Call
for Offers” are due by April 15, 2014, the results of which are unknown at this time.
The listing provides some action at this point, however, it is not in line with
the HPC’s recommendation to have the property publicly listed in local and regional
newspapers and advertised to preservation communities locally and nationally for a
period no less than six months. If this bid offering process results in a viable sale to
an owner that will rehabilitate the structure the problem will be solved, however if
this process results in no further action or sale, the HPC may move to take further
action themselves. The results of this economic feasibility study will show the
economic potential for rehabilitation when tax credits are considered and will provide
the HPC with the backing to further push for rehabilitation with the legislative and
legal power they hold.

Present Context and Perspective
During the 12 years the Sigma Chi house has been vacant significant changes
have been made in local zoning designations, and in development patterns and
incentives in College Park, along with the designation of the Old Town neighborhood
as a local and national historic district. All of these changes provide potential
benefits and incentives to the owner of this property and significantly increases the
likelihood that adaptive reuse of this structure may be economically feasible.
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Planning and Regulatory Framework
Zoning: The subject property falls under the regulations of the Prince
George’s County Code, Subtitle 27 Zoning Ordinance and is currently zoned as
Mixed-Use Infill (M-U-I). The property is also included in a Development District
Overlay (D-D-O) spanning most of the Route 1 corridor through College Park (Figure
20).
Mixed-Use Infill is defined by the Prince George’s County Planning
Department as zoning that “promotes smart growth principles by encouraging the
efficient use of land, public facilities and services in areas that are substantially
developed. The regulations are intended to create community environments enhanced
by a mix of residential, commercial, recreational, open space, employment, and
institutional uses in accordance with approved plans.” 36 Mixed-Use Infill (M-U-I)
zones are only approved for properties located within a Transit District Overlay (T-DO) or a Development District Overlay (D-D-O).
Development District Overlay is defined by the Prince George’s County
Planning Department as a zone “intended to ensure that development in a designated
district meets the goals established in a Master Plan, Master Plan Amendment or
Sector Plan. Development Districts may be designated for Town Centers, Metro
Areas, commercial corridors, employment centers, revitalization areas, historic areas
and other special areas as identified in approved plans.”37 The Development District
Overlay that the subject property is included in reflects the boundaries and goals of
the Central US 1 Corridor sector plan, approved in 2010.38
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Most of the property located within the Route 1 Corridor Development
District Overlay is zoned as Mixed-Use Infill. This includes the commercial
properties bordering Route 1 on the eastern edge of the Old Town neighborhood and
the University of Maryland East Campus property to the north of the neighborhood.
The subject property of this study is one of the few properties that are included in the

Figure 20: (Above) Prince George’s county zoning designations assigned to properties in Old Town and
surrounding area; (below) 4600 Norwich Road zoning overlay: mixed-use infill and D-D-O (source: PGAtlas,
M-NCPPC).
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boundaries of both the Development District Overlay and the Old Town Historic
District.
Sector Plan: The Central US 1 Corridor sector plan is a follow-up to the
College Park US 1 Corridor sector plan, approved in April 2002. The Mixed-Use
Infill (M-U-I) zoning category, applied to the subject property, was created following
the 2002 sector plan and was applied along US 1 in order to implement the
recommendations of that plan. The 2010 sector plan sought to update the 2002 plan as
well as include recommendations from the 2002 Prince George’s County General
Plan. The updated sector plan “envisions a transformation of the US 1 Corridor from
an auto-dominated throughway into a series of vibrant transit-oriented, walkable
nodes complemented by mid-rise development oriented to the streets and a true urban
boulevard along US 1.”39 The plan provides several recommendations to achieve this
vision, divided among seven categories: development pattern; environmental
infrastructure; transportation network; public facilities; parks and recreation;
economic development and revitalization; and housing, neighborhoods and sense of
community and historic preservation.
The subject property is included in the sector plan’s walkable node that is
planned for the University of Maryland’s East Campus redevelopment. This node
radiates out from Baltimore Avenue extending to roughly Paint Branch Parkway and
Campus Drive to the north, Rhode Island Avenue to the east, College Avenue to the
south, and overlaps onto the University of Maryland campus to the west. An
Illustrative Concept Plan for the sector plan study area shows the subject structure as
existing next to proposed buildings in the East Campus redevelopment area and
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highlights the remainder of the subject property as proposed parks and open space
(Figure 21).
Historic Districts: The subject property is located within the Old Town
College Park Historic District. The neighborhood was formally designated as a local
Prince George’s County Historic District on February 6, 2008, by the District
Council, following an appeal of the 2006 designation by the Prince George’s County
Historic Preservation Commission (HPC). Local historic districts in Prince George’s
County are authorized under the historic preservation ordinance of the Prince

Figure 21: Illustrative Concept Plan extracted from the 2010 Sector Plan
showing the Sigma Chi property included in the walkable node of the
East Campus development. The Sigma Chi house is noted as an existing
structure and green space is proposed for the north end of the property,
surrounded by proposed buildings for the East Campus redevelopment
(source: 2010 Central US 1 Corridor Sector Plan).
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George’s County Code, “Subtitle 29 Preservation of Historic Resources,” and are
regulated and enforced by the Prince George’s County HPC.
In addition to the guidelines set forth in the County Code, the Design
Guidelines Handbook for the Old Town College Park Historic District, created in
2001 and updated in 2009, serve to “ensure the preservation of the character-defining
features that have enhanced the historical and cultural heritage of Old Town College
Park” and provide recommendations for appropriate alterations and construction
within the district.40 Under the requirements of the district designation, “projects
involving exterior alterations, demolition, or new construction on property within an
historic district, whether contributing or non-contributing, are subject to review by the
Historic Preservation Commission (HPC).” 41 Additionally, projects impacting the
environmental setting of the historic district are subject to review as well.
Revitalization Districts: The City of College Park has also established
Revitalization Districts as a part of the city’s Revitalization Tax Credit Program,
established in 2012.42 The subject property is located within Tax Credit District 1,
which includes portions of the Central US 1 Corridor Sector Plan and Development
District Overlay (Figure 22). The Revitalization Tax Credit program does not place
any regulatory restrictions on properties within the designated districts, but does
provide financial incentives for these properties “as part of the City of College Park’s
effort to attract high-quality redevelopment” in targeted areas. 43 The City of College
Park administers the program and requires a City Council resolution to authorize
reward of the tax credits.
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Figure 22: City of College Park Revitalization Tax Credit District. The Sigma Chi house is located just north of
the red line drawn on Norwich Road (source: City of College Park Revitalization Tax Credit Guidelines).

Stakeholder Values
There are various stakeholders that have an interest in this property, both
directly and indirectly. Stakeholder values play an important role in determining
appropriate reuses for the subject property in consideration of the context of the
community. The following includes those with a direct stake in the property, either
through ownership or regulatory oversight, and those with an indirect stake, through
interest in or presence near the property.
Gamma Chi Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Chi Fraternity: Gamma Chi
Chapter, Inc. of Sigma Chi Fraternity is the current owner of the subject property and
has been the owner since Sigma Chi replaced Sigma Phi Sigma at the University of
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Maryland in 1942. Gamma Chi Chapter, Inc. is the house corporation for the Sigma
Chi chapter at the University of Maryland and is a 501(c)7 non-profit corporation,
designated for social and recreational clubs. According to the national Sigma Chi
Fraternity organization, “a group of alumni may form a not-for-profit corporation for
the purpose of holding the title to the chapter house property. The house corporation
serves as landlord and is responsible for management and upkeep of the property.”44
The fraternity is now housed in a university-owned house at 14 Fraternity
Row though the house corporation has continued to retain ownership of the subject
property at 4600 Norwich Road. Alumni board members serving as representatives of
the house corporation have made it clear in interviews, as well as City Council and
Historic Preservation Commission meetings, that they do not wish to part with the
property, although this position may have changed recently following the recent Call
for Offers on the property that was distributed in April 2014. They decided many
years ago, however, that they did not believe rehabilitating the structure could be
cost-effective and concluded that demolition of the structure and new construction on
the property was the only economically feasible solution.45
The house corporation has also asserted their opinion that the house was
incorrectly categorized as a contributing structure within the historic district, and
therefore shouldn’t be regulated as such. In the September 2013 Diamondback article
Werber was also quoted as saying that, “with the previous renovations, it’s also not
the same house it was when it was built during College Park’s development boom in
the 1930s and ‘40s, so the historical significance is little, if anything.” Similarly, in a
2007 comment on the Rethink College Park blog, Barry DesRoches, president of the
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house corporation board, acknowledged and asserted the longstanding nature of the
privately-owned fraternities and sororities in the Old Town neighborhood, and argued
that because of this they should be allowed to tear down and rebuild their chapter
houses:
“With the privately owned fraternities and sororities all becoming
very old and in need of major repairs we feel it is only fair to those
organizations that have so much a part of the character of College
Park for the nearly 70 years that they be allowed to rebuild homes —
in keeping with the area that have the modern safety features that
protect the students from the devastating fires that are becoming so
common in other areas today.”46 – Barry DesRoches
Old Town Civic Association: The Old Town Civic Association is the
community organization that represents residents and homeowners in the Old Town
neighborhood. While the majority of housing units within Old Town are renteroccupied, primarily by students of the University of Maryland, there is a small, but
strong group of residents that comprise the owner-occupied housing units who care a
great deal about the preservation of the historic and environmental setting of their
community. Katharine Bryant is the current president of the Old Town Civic
Association, and was quoted in the September 2013 Diamondback article as saying
“residents want the building to stay the same exterior,” and that “people prefer saving
the building because we’re a historic district, and they want to make sure it fits within
the neighborhood.”47
Additionally, the Old Town College Park Historic District Design Guidelines
Handbook outlines the goals established by residents during the historic district
designation process, in light of “what they wanted a potential historic district to do for
Old Town College Park.” The five most important goals that were established during
this process centered around “the preservation of the character-defining features that
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make up Old Town College Park: (1) control of development in Old Town College
Park; (2) preserve the environmental beauty of Old Town College Park; (3) provide a
design review process to ensure that alterations, additions, and new construction are
compatible with Old Town College Park; (4) foster community pride in Old Town
College Park; and (5) protect the areas of Old Town College Park that have historic
character.”48 In addition, residents have expressed the desire to have a communityoriented use for this property. With the majority of the neighborhood already
saturated by rental-units and student housing, the introduction of non-student uses is
preferred by permanent residents and homeowners.
City of College Park: The City of College Park Strategic Plan for 20102015 was approved in August 2010 and includes five key goals to pursue the strategic
direction of the plan: “(1) consistent high-quality and cost effective public services;
(2) convenient transportation options that improve local travel and manage
congestion; (3) lead the community in environmental conservation, protection,
restoration, and energy efficiency; (4) neighborhoods that are safe, peaceful,
attractive and retain their community character; (5) expand the local economy and tax
base.”49 The subject property in its current state is not providing an attractive or safe
presence in the Old Town neighborhood and is not contributing its full potential to the
city tax base.
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission – Prince
George’s County Historic Preservation Commission: The Prince George’s
County Planning Department, a division of the Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission, is tasked with enforcing the County Code. The Historic

37

Preservation Commission for Prince George’s County is responsible for enforcing
Subtitle 29 of the County Code, Preservation of Historic Resources. Under the
guidelines of this subtitle, demolition of contributing resources within historic
districts is considered a last resort option after all other avenues of preservation and
reuse have been evaluated. The Historic Preservation Commission provided
recommendations for the owner to pursue financing for rehabilitation through tax
credits or attempt to sell the property to someone who could feasibly rehabilitate and
reuse it.50
College Park City University Partnership (CPCUP): The College Park
City-University Partnership (CPCUP) is supporting a “Community Visioning
process” in collaboration between the University of Maryland, the City of College
Park, the 21st legislative delegation, the Prince George’s County Council, and the
County Executive. The goals of CPCUP and the visioning process are to define ways
to improve the community in five specific areas: transportation, public safety,
housing and economic development, K-12 education, and sustainability. 51
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Chapter 3. Conditions Assessment
Building Conditions Assessment
Methodology
A non-invasive survey of existing conditions was conducted in March 2014.
The survey included investigations of all accessible exterior and interior areas of the
structure, using photography and visual analysis as the primary means of
documentation; measurements were made where necessary to verify dimensions.
Architectural Assessments completed for the property in 2007, by Hillis-Carnes
Engineering Associates, Inc., Keast & Hood, Co., and Walden Studio Architects, Inc.,
were used as comparison documents for analyzing the existing conditions.52

Building Description
The former fraternity house is composed of two units: the original structure
built in 1940, and the east-wing addition built in 1966. The front entrance of the
structure is oriented to the south/southwest, facing Norwich Road (Figures 23-26).
The original structure is colonial revival in design and consists of two-and-one-half
stories with a full basement, constructed of brick and composite block, with a sidegable slate-shingle roof.53 The front façade is symmetrical with seven bays, a center
door, and a full-height front-gable roof entry porch covering the three center bays.
Four wooden classical columns originally supported the porch. An elevated patio,
raised by three steps, constructed of concrete with brick façade and infill, extends the
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Figure 23: 2014, looking north/northeast from corner of property at Norwich Road and Princeton Avenue
(source: author).

Figure 24: 2014, looking south/southwest toward the rear of the structure; note the wood retaining wall and
brick patio (source: author).
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Figure 25: 2014, Looking west/northwest toward the southeast corner of the structure (source: author).

Figure 26: 2014, looking southeast from western property edge along Princeton Avenue (source: author).
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full length of the front façade of the structure. Windows were double-hung, six-oversix wood sash windows, with the exception of two windows on either side of the
center door, which were full-length casement windows. Hipped-roof dormer windows
pierce the roof structure, four on the front and five on the rear. The pedimented frontgable roof of the porch, which replaced the original flat roof and balustrade in 1994,
covers the original fifth dormer window on the front.
The roofline entablature consists of a wooden boxed eave with a moderate
overhang, square dentils evenly spaced below the cornice, and a wide wooden frieze
band below. This same entablature is repeated around the front porch roof. An
interior end-chimney protrudes from the west side of the structure and is flush with
the cornice line. The chimney on the east side of the original structure is now an
interior chimney and is positioned on the center ridge of the roof connecting the
original structure with the 1960s addition. An elevated patio abuts to the rear of the
original structure, raised by three-and-one-half steps, constructed of concrete with
brick façade, steps, and walls. The patio extends the length of the three center bays.
To the east of the elevated patio, a separate concrete stair leads down to a basement
entrance door.
Interior construction of the 1940s structure consists of slab-on-grade concrete
for the basement floor. A central concrete block wall extends the length of the
building and supports a wood-framed bearing wall on the upper floors which also
runs the length of the building. The first floor framing is constructed of 2”x12” wood
joists at 16” on center.54 The second and third floor framing is constructed of
2”x12”wood joists resting on steel hangers and diagonal wood floor planking. The
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roof framing consists of 2”x6” wood rafters spaced at approximately 12” on center
and “bearing on the exterior composite masonry wall.”55
The 1960s addition is similar in style, scale, and decorative detailing to the
1940s structure and is an extension of the original building. The addition breaks the
symmetry of the full front building façade, but is symmetrical as a separate unit; four
bays, equally spaced with four windows on each floor, including third level dormer
windows and basement windows, with egress surrounds constructed of brick. There is
no entrance door on the front façade of the addition. The egress windows on the rear
of the addition are shallower and the egress well walls are constructed of concrete
with a corrugated metal surround as opposed to the brick construction in front. A door
is positioned in the third bay from the east side, which leads to an interior concrete
staircase between the basement and first level. An interior-end chimney protrudes
from the center of the east wall, flush with the cornice line, matching the west-side
chimney.
Interior construction of the 1960s addition consists of slab-on-grade concrete
for the basement floor. A central concrete block wall extends the length of the
addition, similar to the original structure, and supports a wood-framed bearing wall
on the upper floors which also runs the length of the addition. The first floor framing
consists of “composite steel joists and concrete slabs on corrugated stay-in-place form
deck.” 56 The second and third floor framing is constructed of 2”x12” wood joists
with plywood sub-floor. The roof framing “consists of 2”x10” wood rafters spaced at
16” on center.”57
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Exterior Condition
The exterior brick and mortar appear to be in overall good condition. Gutters,
where they remain in place, are severely damaged and ineffective, and vegetation is
infiltrating the structure in several areas. There is clear evidence of frequent water
splashing against the brick and mortar near the foundation, drain spouts, and cornice
line causing moss and green fungal growth. Vegetation is also visible growing on
several areas of the building, most significantly near the roofline and near failed
gutters. The wood frieze and cornice is significantly damaged and rotten in many
places and cornice dentils as well as roof shingles litter the yard. The roof is missing
slate shingles in many areas and holes in the roof substrate are evident near the
intersection of the front porch roof and the main structure (Figures 27-31).
Basement egress window wells on the south, front and east walls of the 1960s
addition are constructed of brick walls and show signs of settling, cracking and
moisture damage. Egress window wells on the rear of the 1960s addition are
constructed of concrete and surrounded at ground level by corrugated metal. The
concrete walls appear to be in decent condition.

Porch Condition
The front porch appears to be in imminent danger of collapse. Originally
supported by four full-height columns, only one column remains today. When the
architectural assessments were completed in 2007, three of the four columns were
still in place. Since that time the columns and the roof have deteriorated significantly.
A wooden brace, bolted to the concrete patio floor, was installed to support the
missing columns, with a wooden cross-brace connecting to the remaining column.
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Figure 28: 2014, view of the northwest corner of the 1940s structure
showing a severely damaged section of the wood cornice (source:
author).

Figure 27: 2014, view of northeast corner of
1960s addition, second and third level; note
good condition of brick and mortar in most
areas accept those near the gutter system; also
note deteriorated condition of wood trim and
open third story window (source: author).

Figure 29: View of the first level of the northwest corner of the
1940s structure; the rear of the structure near the foundation and
gutters contains the most fungal growth (source: author).
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Figure 30: View of the front/south façade of
the 1960s addition; notice third level windows
missing and damaged; also good visual
condition of brick on this side in comparison to
the growth on the rear (source: author).

Figure 31: Front entrance; decorative wood side door
surrounds are missing (source: author).

The wooden base of the remaining column is resting on two small pieces of wood
with a clear line of sight through the center of the base. Beneath these pieces is the
original cast iron base. The lack of support between the column and the cast iron base
show the clear and imminent danger of the remaining column collapsing. The porch
ceiling is severely damaged and rotten, and falling apart in areas. Water is trapped in
a space between the portico’s gable roof and the building at this level, which has
contributed to significant damage to interior and exterior finishes and framing at the
third level. The floor of the porch is a concrete elevated patio, which extends the fulllength of the original structure. The patio is decorated with a brick wall façade-and-
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Figure 32: Looking north/northeast towards the front
portico; notice the one remaining column and wood
support beam and brace (source: author).

Figure 33: Looking west towards the eastern edge
of the cement/brick patio; note the damaged ceiling
of the portico (source: author).

Figure 35: View of southwest corner of front
cement/brick patio; mortar is damaged and deteriorated
in several areas on this side of the patio; settling and
cracking has occurred have furthered the damage
(source: author).

Figure 34: Base of remaining porch column; column is
at risk of collapsing at any time (source: author).
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Figu
auth
Figure 37: view of the stairs and brick walls
of the rear patio, looking south/southwest;
green fungal growth and mortar deterioration
is evident in the brick face of the patio (source:
author).

Figure 38: The rear patio looking towards the
south/southeast. Note the open access point and
significant fungal growth (source: author).

Figure 39: The rear patio looking west
towards western wall of patio; note the brick
and mortar deterioration (source: author).
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infill design and has settled and cracked. The brick and mortar on the patio appear to
be in generally good condition but show signs of water damage (Figures 32-35).
The rear patio, constructed of concrete with a brick façade, stairs and walls, is in
reasonable condition, but significant water damage to the mortar and bricks is
evident, and it is in worse condition than the exterior walls of the house itself (Figures
36-39).

Interior Condition
The interior has been only somewhat protected from the elements by plywood
boards covering the doors and windows on the basement level, ground level and
second level. The third floor dormer windows have not been covered or protected and
most are wide open or broken, allowing open access to animals and precipitation. A
plywood cover that was removed from a front basement window during this study
was not replaced by the owners over several months. Animals and humans can also
gain access to the house via two deep egress windows located on the back patio on
either side of the rear door. At one time plywood had covered these access points but
has been removed, likely by trespassers (Figures 40-46).
The interior is strewn with furniture, debris, glass, garbage, dirt, and animal
droppings. Fresh beer bottles were noted in the interior stairwells. Unrestricted
access is a significant concern, for the safety of intruders and a liability for the owner.
The 2007 Architectural Assessments by Keast & Hood and Walden Studio Architects
recommended the interior of the structure be demolished and rebuilt due to the
condition of interior walls and floor joists.58 The interior inspection conducted in the
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Figure 40: Fire damaged first floor wood joists in the
1940s structure near main entrance; missing floor
substrate (source: author).

Figure 41: First floor steel joists in the 1960s
addition, in good condition (source: author).

Figure 43: First level bathroom; large piles of
debris covering floor such as this throughout
building (source: author).

Figure 42: Interior concrete stairwell located on
northwest side of 1960s addition (source: author).
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Figure 44: Third level hallway looking west
from 1960s addition to end of 1940s structure
(source: author).

Figure 45: Third floor bedroom in 1940s
structure; the third floor shows the most damage
in large part due to the uncovered windows
(source: author).

Figure 46: Roof rafters in 1960s addition looking
from west end of addition to the eastern wall;
wood appears to be in good condition at center
(source: author).
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spring of 2014 showed similar conditions and resulted in a similar recommendation,
however there are numerous ways to shore-up and repair even fire-damaged joists
that are strong, practical and cost effective and these alternatives should be
considered before complete interior demolition.
The basement floors appear to be in relatively good condition, although
significant moisture is evident throughout the basement level. The first floor framing
in the 1940s structure, including joists, sub-floor, and stairs were significantly
damaged by the 2004 arson fire. Substantial holes are evident in the first floor and
the remaining wood members are charred and rotted from fire damage and water
infiltration. The first floor framing in the 1960s addition appears to be in overall
satisfactory condition despite some corrosion on the steel beams. The existing
concrete-block load-bearing wall in the basement and block walls in the rear stairwell
appear to be in good condition.
The second and third floor framing was not observed in the 2013 inspection,
however the 2007 Keast & Hood inspection report noted there “was no evidence of
appreciable moisture deterioration at the second and third floor framing.”59 These
conditions likely remain, although there may be deterioration of the third floor
subfloor and framing near the dormer windows due to water penetration through the
years. A visual inspection of the attic space showed that the roof framing is generally
in good condition, although water infiltration has caused damage to the ceiling.

52

Property Conditions Assessment
Landforms/topography
The topography of the site is relatively flat in the northern, rear half of the lot.
The south, front half of the lot, between the house and Norwich Road slopes down
slightly from the structure to the road. The sidewalk leading to the front entrance has
been tiered in 4 sections due to this slope. Additionally there is a slope of 15% to
24% at the rear of the building roughly the length of the original structure, which is
supported by a wood-beam retaining wall. The land surface at the foundation of the
1960s addition is level with the parking lot and remaining lawn (Figures 47-50).

Vegetation
The property features several large mature trees and bushes which were at one
time manicured in accordance with the landscape, as well as large areas of overgrown
brush and new-growth trees around the perimeter of the property on the west and
north sides. Along with the University of Maryland east campus property, the site is
exempted from the requirements of the Prince George’s County Woodland
Conservation Ordinance.60 Preservation of the environmental setting, including tree
cover that does not pose a danger or threat to the historic structure, is preferred. Any
proposed alterations to the environmental setting will be subject to review by the
HPC; preserving the environmental beauty of the Old Town neighborhood is a
recognized goal of the Old Town Historic District, identified in the Design
Guidelines.
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Figure 47: Looking south/southwest from the center of the
northern property edge. Visible in the foreground is the brick
barbeque and the basketball court as well as the eastern edge of
the parking lot (source: author).
Figure 48: View of damaged concrete path
leading onto property from Princeton Avenue at
the northwest corner of the lot, looking
east/southeast (source: author).

Figure 49: View of north property line, lined with chainlink fence, looking west from northeast corner of lot
(source: author).

Figure 50: View of parking and access from Dickinson
Avenue, looking south/southwest from northeast corner of
property (source: author).
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Visual and Spatial Analysis
The structure is positioned on the southern portion of the property, facing
south/southwest towards Norwich Road, set back from the street in line with
neighboring residences. From the front porch of the house, looking west, there is a
clear line of sight of Fraternity Row and the steeple of the University of Maryland
Chapel beyond. Looking to the south is a view of neighboring residences facing
Princeton Avenue to the southwest, specifically the Alpha Gamma Rho fraternity
house, which occupies the block directly adjacent to the Sigma Chi house. Looking to
the east is a view of the University of Maryland Leonardtown apartments and the
tree-lined Norwich Road leading further into Old Town. Looking south is a brushcovered cyclone fence, which partially shields view of the eastern-end loop of
Fraternity Row and the community center for the Leonardtown apartments.

Protection Zones and Opportunity Zones
Protection Zones
The character defining features of the structure and the associated property
should be preserved or replaced in-kind wherever possible during rehabilitation.
These features are as follows:
Front and Side Lawns: No additions or new construction should be added
to the lot that would be visible from Norwich Road. The land areas on either side of
the building do not provide adequate space for additions and anything added to the
front lawn of the property would obstruct views of the historic structure and upset the
common building setback of Norwich Road and the rest of Old Town.
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Full-Height Entry Porch: The front-gable roof of the portico was a later
addition to cover the original flat-roof; however it is not out of character for a similarstyle building in Old Town or on the University campus. Issues with water pooling
between the porch roof and the dormer windows that intersect it should be further
evaluated to determine the best course of action.
Doors and Door Surrounds: The doors should reflect the style when the
house was built. It is unclear from available photos what the style of the doors was;
more research would need to be conducted to determine this. The front door surround
is simple yet wide and defining, reminiscent of Georgian and Federal style door
surrounds.
Windows: Six-over-six double-hung sash windows are appropriate in all
locations, except the two full floor-length casement windows located on either side of
the main entrance door.
Shutters: Shutters were originally installed on the first and second levels of
the front façade. Shutters should be replaced to match the original style.
Dormer windows: Hipped-roof dormers with six-over-six double-hung sash
windows should be retained.
Cornice Entablature: The cornice consists of a wooden boxed-eave
overhang with square dentils and a wide frieze band. Cornice entablature should be
repaired and replaced to match original design.
Roof: The side-gable roof of the main structure and front-gable roof of the
portico are covered with slate-shingles and should be repaired or replaced in kind, as
necessary.
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Opportunity Zones
The rear portion of the property provides opportunities for additions and
alterations if deemed necessary. The following areas could be considered possible
areas of opportunity for additions or expansions, but preservation of the basketball
court and outdoor green space on the lot is preferred over new construction.
Additionally, depending on the use of the building, additional parking may be
required and may be expanded on the rear of the lot.
Rear Porch: It is recommended that the rear porch be restored; however, as
it is located in the rear of the house it is eligible for alterations that are compatible
with the structure and the remaining landforms.
Parking Lot: The parking lot will likely remain to fulfill parking code
requirements and may have to be expanded depending on the selected use.
Basketball Court: The basketball court may be used as an amenity for the
new use or may provide an opportunity area for expansion and improvement of the
green space amenity or additional space to expand parking if required for the use.

Market Conditions Assessment
Several recent market studies have been completed for the City of College
Park, the Route 1 Corridor, and the University of Maryland. For the purposes of this
project these market studies were reviewed and used to understand the current market
strengths and weaknesses in the College Park area that might affect the rehabilitation
and potential uses of this property.
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Population, Demographics and Employment
As of the 2010 US Federal Census, College Park had a total population of
30,413 with an average age of 21, and 62% of the population was between the ages of
15 and 24. The next largest age group was from 25 to 34 years old at 10% of the
population.61 The large population of young adults is of course due to the presence of
the University of Maryland. The University of Maryland reported a total enrollment
of 26,658 undergraduate students in fall 2013, with 55.5% living in non-universityowned housing, and a total enrollment of 10,614 graduate students, who are not
provided with university-owned housing.62 The university reports a “daytime
population of 46,690 people, which includes 35,370 students, 9,820 employees and
1,500 visitors.”63
Housing in the City of College Park in 2010 was at an 82% occupancy rate.
Of the 18% unoccupied units, 7% were vacant and were not advertised for sale or
rent. Of the 82% occupied units, 46% were owner-occupied while 54% were renteroccupied. The ratio of family to non-family households was 42% to 58%.
Census statistics were not compiled for the area directly encompassing the Old Town
neighborhood. However, an analysis of the Maryland State Department of
Assessments and Taxation (SDAT) “real property data search” provides a visual
representation of the makeup and location of renter-occupied versus owner-occupied
housing in Old Town (Figure 51). There is currently only one owner-occupied
residence located north of Knox Road and west of Rhode Island Avenue in the Old
Town neighborhood. The area immediately surrounding the Sigma Chi property is
comprised of renter-occupied single-family and multi-family housing, institutional
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Figure 51: Illustrative map of SDAT property search information
highlighting property use in and around the Old Town neighborhood.
Note the location of the Sigma Chi property and the surrounding land
uses, almost entirely renter-occupied residential or fraternity/sorority
housing (source: base map, PGAtlas; use data: SDAT).
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use including St. Andrews Episcopal Church and University of Maryland nonresidential use, as well as fraternity and sorority housing. 64
According to the City of College Park Economic Development Facts and
Figures, the top employers in the City of College Park are educational and
governmental organizations. The University of Maryland far surpasses other local
employers with 13,451 employed. University of Maryland University College is the
second largest employer with 3,390 employed. Following these two larger employers
are: National Archives II with 945 employees, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) with 825 employees, Food and Drug Administration with
745 employees, American Center for Physics with 325 employees and, the only
commercial business on the list, Ikea with 292 employees.65

Real Estate Market Overview
The key study used for analyzing the local real estate market was completed
for the City of College Park for the College Park Metro Station TOD Market
Analysis. The study was conducted by AECOM and was released on April 8, 2013.66
Residential Market
AECOM found that in their broad market study area, which was comprised of
the “Washington-Arlington-Alexandria Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA),” there
are roughly 32,612 rental apartment units under construction or scheduled for
completion before March 2015. This is a significantly high number of projected
residential supply and according to AECOM is likely to limit new projects in the near
future.67 Focusing more closely on College Park, the market study found that as most
of the rental market near downtown College Park has been driven by student housing
developments, market-rate housing has not been proven in this area. While large
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residential developments in College Park are anticipated over the next few years,
AECOM reports there may be additional demand from University of Maryland
students and faculty. Currently only 20% of university faculty and staff live in
College Park or nearby areas. A faculty housing market analysis conducted by
Anderson Strickler, LLC in 2012 reported a faculty/staff preference for single-family
detached units.68
Office Market
AECOM found that there is a significantly high vacancy rate of 19.8% for
existing Class A office properties in Prince George’s County and that there is likely to
be little demand for new space in the near future. College Park has a stronger market
than the county as a whole, however, showing higher rents and absorption rates that
exceed the county average.69 The development of the M Square Research Park,
located just to the east and southeast of the College Park Metro station, has created
significant office space in College Park and according to AECOM will likely remain
the primary focus of office development in the area considering its easy accessibility
and large open land area. Despite this, however, AECOM estimates that there may
still be a demand for “smaller service sector tenants or start-ups related to University
programs…such as physicians, realtors, lawyers and other smaller professional
firms,” who do not have a research-affiliation with the university, which is a
requirement of tenancy at M Square Research Park.70
Retail Market
AECOM found that College Park has a relatively low vacancy rate for retail
properties at 4.3%.71 They also concluded that retail tenants prefer locations along
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Route 1 and it is difficult to attract retailers to sites that are not on the commuter
route. Retail locations outside of the immediate Route 1 corridor would have a
primary customer base of local residents and employees. 72
The City of College Park has identified desirable retail business types in their
new Commercial Tenant Improvement grant program, established in October 2013,
which aims to “attract high-quality commercial tenants and fill vacant retail spaces.”73
The program targets the following business types: apparel/shoe store; bakery; coffee
shop; entertainment (music venue or theater); full service/fine dining restaurant;
gourmet food shop; grocery store; and health club/yoga studio. These business types
are encouraged as a measure to “promote an inviting, vibrant environment and fill a
void in the current retail scene.” The following business types are ineligible for the
grant program and are less needed or desirable in the area at this time: automotive
businesses; bank/check cashing; convenience/liquor store; dollar store; dry cleaner;
phone service retailer; professional services (office or hair/nail salon); and fast
food/drive-through restaurants.74
Pipeline Projects
The City of College Park releases a bi-monthly newsletter, which covers local
development projects in the approved planning and construction phases. The
“Development Update” for March 2014 listed nine development projects within or
directly bordering the City of College Park, which have been approved or are
currently under construction.75
Situated closest to the subject property is the Maryland Book Exchange
redevelopment at 7501 Baltimore Avenue. The property is bounded by Baltimore
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Avenue, College Avenue, Yale Avenue and the University of Maryland East Campus
property, and is situated roughly one block to the west of the subject property. The
project is a student housing development, which began construction in the fall of
2013 and is expected to be complete by fall 2015. The proposed building will be sixstories, 287 units with a maximum of 855 beds, and a total 13,844 SF of retail space,
which will include the Maryland Book Exchange, on the ground floor.76
The next closest property is on the opposite side of Route 1, near Knox Road
and Guilford Road, and is a redevelopment of the Knox Box Apartments, which will
be called Knox Village. The detailed site plan for the project has been approved and
plans are to start work in the summer of 2014. The new development plans to include
445 units with a maximum of 1,582 beds, in a mix of apartments and townhomes.
The 6.2-acre site will also include up to 12,325 SF of retail space, a 470-space
parking garage and community amenities such as a pool, study rooms, and a central
green. The existing Knox Boxes will be demolished following the spring 2014
semester and construction is expected to be complete by fall semester 2016.77
Just on the southern border of College Park, along Route 1 in Riverdale Park, another
new mixed-use project, called the Cafritz Property, has begun construction. The
project will be built in two phases. The first phase will include a Whole Foods
Grocery store, an additional 100,000 SF of retail space, and 22,000 SF of office
space. The second phase will include 981 residential units and a 120-room hotel.
Clearing of the 37.55-acre site began in February 2014 and construction will be
ongoing for several years. 78
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Other development projects in progress in College Park include: College Park
Place at 8315 Baltimore Avenue, which will include a 156-room Courtyard by
Marriott Hotel, 23,516 SF of retail space, and a 275-space parking garage on 3.13
acres with CVS planned to be the anchor retail store; Monument Village at 91229128 Baltimore Avenue will include 235 apartments made up of 185 one-bedroom or
studios and 50 two-bedroom units, as well as 4,800 SF of retail space on 3.78 acres;
Towne-Place Suites at 9620-9624 Baltimore Avenue will include a 75-room extended
stay hotel operated by Marriott; Litton Technology Center at 52nd Avenue off Paint
Branch Parkway, located in the M Square Research Park, will include space for the
development of four (4) four-story office buildings at 120,000 SF each as well as
associated surface parking area; and additional M Square Research Park development
at 4400, 4500 and 4600 River Road will include three (3) five-story, 150,000 SF
buildings for office and research use as well as surface parking lots and a three-level
parking garage. 79
In addition to the currently planned and approved projects in the area, the
university’s East Campus development is currently in the planning stages, with the
avowed goal to increase the walkability of the area and make “a new face of the
campus that links to the City of College Park.”80 The plans for the east campus area
have changed over the last decade, originally including “a mixed-use project with a
move theater,” but those plans “stalled amid the recession.”81 Most recently,
“university and city officials said they plan to approach redevelopment in more
manageable chunks,” but the vision is still “for a more urban-looking U.S. 1, with
student housing and retail.” This redevelopment project will surround the Sigma Chi
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property and will have a significant effect on the use and walkability of this area.
Additionally, the planned Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) Purple Line lightrail through Montgomery and Prince George’s counties is proposed to run through the
East Campus area, just north of Fraternity Row. A stop will likely be located in this
area, adding further transit accessibility for the subject property. The Purple Line is
scheduled for completion around 2020.82
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Chapter 4. Reuse Scenarios and Recommendations
Preservation Philosophy
Statement of Significance
A “Statement of Significance” for the property is required when applying for
the historic rehabilitation tax credits at the federal, state and county levels. The
following Statement of Significance is provided to support future tax credit
applications for the rehabilitation of this property.
The Sigma Chi House, a neoclassical dormitory style fraternity chapter
house built in 1940 and significantly added onto in 1966, is a contributing
structure within the nationally and locally designated Old Town College Park
Historic District in College Park, Maryland. The house falls into the historic
district’s second period of significance, 1935 to 1965, and exemplifies the
influence and impact of the University of Maryland in the Old Town College
Park neighborhood. It is an early representative example of the university
community’s significant contributions to the growth and continued stability of
the area as well as representative of the early 20th-century growth of fraternity
and sorority organizations affiliated with the University of Maryland. Both the
style and location of the Sigma Chi house provide a direct connection to the
nearby university. The style emulates the monumental Colonial Revival style
buildings on the university campus and as one of the first fraternity houses
constructed in the Old Town neighborhood, was an early leader in the trend
toward building privately-owned, as well as university-owned, fraternity and
sorority houses in the Old Town neighborhood. During Old Town’s second
period of significance, between 1935 and 1965, the neighborhood became the
epicenter for student and fraternity life and the Sigma Chi house, supported by
generations of fraternity members and alumni, continued to contribute to this
student and fraternity community in the Old Town neighborhood for over 60
years.

Standards and Guidelines
Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic Structures
In order to qualify for preservation incentives such as the 20% Federal
Rehabilitation Tax Credit or the 20% Maryland Sustainable Communities
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Rehabilitation Tax Credit, the work completed on the house must qualify as “certified
rehabilitation” by meeting the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (36
CFR Part 67), as interpreted by the National Park Service (NPS). NPS upholds that
“the Standards are applied to projects in a reasonable manner, taking into
consideration economic and technical feasibility.” 83 The standards apply to both the
exterior and interior of historic buildings as well as environmental and landscape
features of the building’s site and any related new construction.
1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a
new use that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of
the building and its site and environment.
2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and
preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration of features
and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.
3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time,
place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical
development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural
elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.
4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired
historic significance in their own right shall be retained and
preserved.
5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or
examples of craftsmanship that characterize a historic property shall
be preserved.
6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than
replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of
a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design,
color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible,
materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by
documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.
7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause
damage to historic materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of
structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest
means possible.
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8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be
protected and preserved. If such resources must be disturbed,
mitigation measures shall be undertaken.
9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction
shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The
new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible
with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the
historic integrity of the property and its environment.
10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be
undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the
essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired.84
Design Guidelines for Old Town College Park
The Old Town College Park Historic District Design Guidelines are based on
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and are “intended to assist
property owners…and others to understand appropriate treatments for the
contributing and non-contributing properties that comprise their historically and
architecturally significant neighborhood.”85 All property owners within the historic
district, of both contributing and non-contributing structures, are required to follow
the Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP) review process when performing any project
involving exterior alterations, demolition, new construction or changes to the
environmental setting. HAWPs are reviewed by the Historic Preservation
Commission of Prince George’s County with recommendations and assistance from
the Local Advisory Committee for the Old Town College Park historic district.86
The Old Town Design Guidelines give specific recommendations on features
that fall under the HAWP process, covering everything from building setback and
spacing to parking and landscaping to architectural features and finishing to new
additions and decks. Recommendations are based on the historic character and
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context of the Old Town neighborhood. Following is a brief synopsis of areas of
greatest consideration for the rehabilitation of this property. See the full Design
Guidelines Handbook for more detailed recommendations.87
Off-Street Parking: Any new off-street parking areas should be sited to the
side and rear of the primary dwelling.
Fences and Landscaping: New fences should be compatible with the historic
district; landscaping for contributing structures are recommended to be replaced inkind or with a similar species, although this is not directly regulated under the HAWP
process.
Site features and Improvements: Overhead wires, utility poles, etc. should be
placed at the rear or side of the property; mechanical equipment should be placed in
an inconspicuous location and screened/landscaped; residential lighting, i.e. porch
lights, should be compatible with existing lighting levels.
Roof: Preserve original shape, line, pitch, overhang, and individual
character-defining features; preserve historic materials or replace in-kind, consider
substitute materials only if original is no longer available or advised.
Porch: New construction is recommended to have porches or porticos
incorporated in the design, as it will blend better with the district. Designs should be
compatible with the contributing building in height, proportion, roof shape, material,
texture, scale and detail as appropriate.
Windows: If complete replacement of windows is necessary they should match
the original in dimension, configuration, material and detail and should fit the
original opening; replacement of shutters should match the original in dimensions,
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style and materials; use of interior storm windows is preferred for those that desire
energy efficiency, if exterior storm windows are the only option they should match in
color and material and be installed so that existing windows and frames are not
damaged or obscured.
Doors: Preserve original doors when possible; repair or replace only the
damaged portions of a door, its frame, hardware, or sill; replacements should match
the original in dimension, configuration, material and detail where possible; doors
on new construction should match in style to the primary resource or adjacent
buildings; storm doors are not recommended though wood, storm, or screen doors
are appropriate if compatible.
Decorative Details: For new construction, modern interpretations of
decorative details are allowed if they are sensitive to the character of the district;
rehabilitation of historic decorative details is recommended before replacement,
adherence to wood restoration guidelines is strongly recommended.
Wood: Retain and rehabilitate original wood siding, trim, and details
whenever possible. Replacement, if necessary should match the original in material,
dimension, shape, detail and texture. Use of wood is recommended for new
construction and additions where wood is the dominant building material.
Masonry: Retain and rehabilitate original masonry materials including walls,
foundations, and roofs when possible. Retain all character-defining features that are
constructed of masonry, including chimneys, arches, lintels, sills, quoins, cornices
and pediments. Repoint mortar joints in appropriate ways with appropriate materials,
width and profile of original mortar joints should be matched. Masonry is
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recommended for new construction and additions in areas where masonry is the
dominant building material.
Finishing, Paint: Removal of paint should be done only with a chemical paint
remover and technique specifically recommended for the underlying material or paint
film; appropriate surface preparation should be undertaken to ensure longevity of the
paint and underlying material.
Demolition: Demolition should be considered as a last resort for contributing
resources; substantial documentation is required before demolition of a contributing
resource would be permitted.
Additions and Alteration: Attempt to accommodate needed functions within
the existing structure before considering an addition; limit the size of
additions/alterations so not to visually overpower the existing building; locate
additions/alterations on rear, side, or secondary elevations that are not visible from
primary streets.
Decks: Design and position deck to enhance the architecture of the building;
compatible materials, details and scale should match the existing building and
neighboring structures.
These design guidelines along with the standards for rehabilitation as set forth
by the Secretary of Interior provide a basis for understanding the appropriate and
acceptable treatments for the subject structure and property.

Reuse Scenario Analyses
In order to determine the financial feasibility for rehabilitating the historic
Sigma Chi house it was necessary to first identify potential uses that would be
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compatible with the building, the site, and the surrounding area. Following
consideration of the historic and present context along with the market conditions in
College Park, three reuse scenarios were selected for consideration: multi-family
residential; commercial offices; and mixed-use multi-family and coffeehouse. These
scenarios represent a range of both residential and commercial uses and each have
strengths and weaknesses in conformance with context and values. The following
section will summarize the conditions used to analyze the reuse scenario followed by
a brief analysis of each scenario, concluding with an evaluation matrix comparing the
three scenarios. The results of the analyses will show that with the help of historic
tax credits the rehabilitation of this house can be feasible and provide an acceptable
return on investment.88

Methodology
Real estate pro-forma analyses were conducted for the three reuse scenarios.
Various financial assumptions were made during the process of creating these proformas which align with typical rehabilitation projects, as advised by a local real
estate development expert. These assumptions are explained in greater detail in the
Appendix A: Real-Estate Pro-Formas, along with definitions of common real estate
terms. Microsoft Excel spreadsheets were used to calculate the pro-formas, which
were provided by a real estate source for the use of this project only. Additional
knowledge in conducting rehabilitation real estate pro-formas was gained through
literature published by the National Trust for Historic Preservation, specifically the
Feasibility Assessment Manual for Reusing Historic Buildings, written by Donovan
Rypkema.89
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Criteria Used to Analyze Reuse Scenarios
The following factors were considered in the evaluation of each reuse scenario
proposed for the Sigma Chi House. These represent the criteria that should be
evaluated in determining the feasibility of any rehabilitation and reuse proposal for
this site. The strengths and weaknesses of each scenario are weighted in light of these
factors in the concluding comparison evaluation matrix.
Contextual Considerations: Contextual considerations will evaluate how
well the proposed uses fit within the current zoning designation and surrounding land
uses, as well as compatibility with city and county plans. Additionally stakeholder
values will be considered under this section for each reuse scenario to evaluate the
best possible reuse within the context of the community.
Site Considerations: Site factors and considerations include how well the
proposed use physically fits on the site to include, parking requirements and available
space, safety and access as well as landscape/tree conservation. These considerations
will be weighted for each alternative use.
Historic Considerations: As a significant historic resource it is important
that the use of the Sigma Chi house recognize and respect the historic status of the
structure and character and setting of the surrounding neighborhood. The character
defining features should be retained and the use should not significantly alter the
building. The level of impact will be evaluated for each use.
Costs: Several factors must be considered in determining overall project
costs for each reuse scenario. These factors include both “one time” capitol costs such
as land acquisition, hard and soft construction costs, and contingency costs, as well as
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Figure 52: Total development cost (TDC) assumptions based on local real estate expert advice (source: Alfred
Tetrault).

recurring operating and overhead expenses such as property management,
maintenance and financing costs.90
For the purposes of determining development costs for the rehabilitation of
this house, several assumptions were made based on recommendations from local real
estate expert and advisor for this project, Alfred Tetrault. Local acquisition and
construction experience regarding acquisition, soft costs and financing were used to
estimate a typical percentage of total development costs (Figure 52). To estimate the
total hard costs for the project, the 2013 National Building Cost Manual was
consulted and costs for new construction were adjusted based on an estimated
percentage of rehabilitation. For this project, rehabilitation costs were estimated at
85% of the cost of new construction, which takes into account the existing building
and the fewer resources required for hard costs of rehabilitation versus that of new
construction due to the existing resources. This cost percentage is common practice in
real estate evaluations for rehabilitation projects and typically ranges from 80% to
85% of new construction cost.91 This per square foot price was then adjusted for the
local area at 9% higher than the national average as per local adjustment indicators
included in the National Building Cost Manual.92
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Revenue: In consideration of the size of the structure, its historic use, and the
need for revenue to cover maintenance and operating costs, only income-producing
scenarios have been evaluated. Revenues incurred from rental fees will be evaluated
based on various assumptions along with gross potential rental income and net
operating income based on the unit mixture, square footage and rents chosen for the
scenario.
Funding: Funding for this rehabilitation project will be required from
various sources. The primary funding source for these scenarios is considered to be
conventional loan financing at typical local rates of 6.5% annual interest for a 25-year
loan term. The potential loan amounts for these scenarios were calculated using
standard real-estate practices of estimating loan amounts using the loan-to-value ratio
and debt coverage ratio. Funding for each scenario first evaluates the maximum loan
amount that a traditional lending institution would give for this project, and the
remaining owner equity requirement left after the loan financing.
Historic tax credits available for these projects, which are summarized below,
are then evaluated and applied to the funding sources for each scenario. The 20%
federal and 20% state historic rehabilitation income tax credits are calculated based
on an assumption that roughly 80% of the total project costs will be qualified
rehabilitation costs. It is common practice for tax credits to be sold to investors, who
purchase the credits for a fraction of a dollar amount, contributing additional up-front
equity for the project. Assumptions for these analyses are based on local real estate
advice for amounts investors in this area are willing to pay at this time for tax credits
and is calculated at $0.94 per dollar of tax credit for the federal tax credit and $0.67
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per dollar of tax credit for the state tax credit. The resulting amounts are then added to
the total funding sources for the project, offsetting the owner equity requirement and
total loan financing required.93
The county historic tax credit and city revitalization tax credit are evaluated
next. These credits are property tax credits and are treated as a reduction of expenses,
offset by an increase in income, once the property has been placed in service. Both
the county and city tax credits are variable five-year credits and are reflected in the
annual cash flow for the first five years after construction. The cash flow analysis has
been included in the Return on Investment section and these tax credits are evaluated
there.
The following is a breakdown and brief summary of the federal, state, county
and city tax credits that may be applied for and utilized in this rehabilitation project.
Tax Credits: The following tax credits are administered by different
governing bodies and require a significant amount of oversight and approval for each.
It is highly recommended that a rehabilitation finance expert experienced with the use
and equity sales of historic tax credits be contracted to assist with the application and
administration of these incentives.
•

Federal: Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit (20% income tax credit):
The federal historic preservation tax incentive program is administered
by the US Department of Interior, through the National Park Service (NPS) in
partnership with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) in each state,
and the Department of the Treasury, through the Internal Revenue Service
(IRS). Applications are reviewed first by the applicable SHPO and then
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forwarded with comments to the NPS. Final approval of the tax credit is
granted by the NPS. 94
The 20% rehabilitation tax credit is available to income-producing
properties only and is given as a credit on federal income taxes. Only projects
that are approved and designated as rehabilitated according to the Secretary of
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and which are individually designated
or included as a contributing structure within a designated historic district, i.e.
a certified rehabilitation of a certified historic structure, will be approved for
the tax credit.
The IRS requires that the rehabilitation must be substantial in order to
receive the tax credit. Substantial rehabilitation is considered as occurring
“during a 24-month period selected by the taxpayer, and rehabilitation
expenditures must exceed the greater of $5,000 or the adjusted basis of the
building. The adjusted basis is generally calculated as the purchase price, less
the cost of land, plus improvements already made, minus depreciation already
taken. In addition, the property must be returned to use, and must still be a
certified historic structure when placed in service.”95
The credit is generally taken in the taxable year the rehabilitated
property is placed in service. The credit will only be applied to qualified
rehabilitation expenditures, which include “work on the historic building, as
well as architectural and engineering fees, site survey fees, legal expenses,
development fees, and other construction-related costs.” 96 Qualified
rehabilitation expenditures do not include “acquisition or furnishing costs,
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new additions that expand the building, new building construction, or parking
lots, sidewalks, landscaping, or other related facilities.”97
As a stipulation of the credit, the owner must retain the building for at
least five years after completing the rehabilitation work or the credit may be
recaptured at the rate of 100% in the first year after completion, decreasing by
20% each year following for the five year duration. In addition, if unapproved
alterations that do not conform to the Secretary of Interiors Standards for
Rehabilitation are conducted in the same five-year span, the credit can also be
recaptured if NPS or the SHPO are made aware of the alterations.
•

State: Maryland Sustainable Communities Rehabilitation Tax Credit (2025% income tax credit):
The Maryland Sustainable Communities Rehabilitation Tax Credit
program is administered by the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) and
provides income tax credits based on a percentage of approved rehabilitation
costs. Commercial income-producing properties, which are “certified historic
structures,” may receive a tax credit of 20% of rehabilitation expenditures. If
the building is rehabilitated to LEED Gold standards, or equivalent, an
additional 5% credit may be awarded. Applications and approval must occur
before project construction work begins.98
The Maryland tax credit is structured much like the federal tax credit
program. Maryland, however, has established a competitive ranking-based
application-approval process for commercial income-producing properties and
have limited the application period to a specified time period, rather than a
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rolling-application process such as in the case of the federal tax credit
application process. Only five projects are selected each year for the
commercial tax credit award. In addition, the amount of funding for the tax
credit program changes each year as it is “based upon an annual appropriation
in the State’s operating budget. The amount varies from year to year based
upon the amount included in the Governor’s proposed budget and the final
budget passed by the General Assembly.”99
The unreliable nature of the funding amount each year, as well as the
competitive nature of the application process creates uncertainty around
whether the tax credits will be viable funding for a small project (less than $5
million) such as this. However, in consideration of the facts that MHT is
responsible for reviewing both the federal historic tax credit applications as
well as the state rehabilitation tax credit programs, and the two applications
are very similar in scope and requirements, it is advisable that the owner or
developer of this site apply for both the federal and state tax credits. The
potential to receive up to 20% federal and 20% state tax credits for the
rehabilitation expenses in the form of equity towards the project will provide
the extra equity investment necessary to make the project viable. If the
property owner works closely with the Prince George’s County Historic
Preservation Commission in construction planning and design and follows the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards, this property could have a good chance of
winning a competitive application for the state tax credits considering its long-
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vacant status and inclusion in locally designated revitalization areas and
plans.100
•

County: Prince George’s County Historic Preservation Tax Credit (25%
property tax credit):
The Prince George’s County Historic Preservation Tax Credit is
administered by the Historic Preservation Commission of the Prince George’s
County Planning Department, authorized under Section 10-235.1 of the Prince
George’s County Code: Tax Credits for Improvements to Historic Resources.
Applications for the tax credit are reviewed and approved by the Historic
Preservation Commission. Historic sites, either designated individually or
within a historic district in the county, may be allowed a credit of 25% of the
owner’s rehabilitation expenses “as indicated by properly documented
receipts.”101 Applications for this tax credit are not considered until the project
is complete and all appropriate receipts and documentation have been
submitted to the HPC. The credit is taken in the tax year immediately
following the tax year in which the work was completed. After payment of
County property taxes a refund will be issued by the Prince George’s County
Director of Finance in the amount approved by the Historic Preservation
Commission. Unused portions of the tax credit may be carried over to the
following year for a total of four subsequent years, totaling five years
following completion that the tax credit may be claimed.
Some considerations for ownership structure and rehabilitation
measures if applying for the County Historic Preservation Tax Credit include:
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only labor costs performed by a “bona fide entity or individual in business as a
contractor” are eligible for the credit; items considered as ordinary
maintenance that are vital to the preservation of the historic structure may be
covered under the tax credit; the tax credits attach to and remain with the
property regardless of ownership transfer.
It is recommended that the owners of the subject structure work very
closely with the Historic Preservation Commission from the early planning
phases to ensure compliance not only for approval of exterior treatments
during rehabilitation but also to ensure the commission approves of interior
work eligible for the county tax credit.
•

City: College Park Revitalization Tax Credit (5-year property tax credit,
starting at 75%, decreased by 15% each year):
The City of College Park Revitalization Tax Credit Program is
administered by the City of College Park and requires a City Council
resolution to authorize the award. The program aims to attract high-quality
redevelopment within targeted “revitalization districts” and provides property
tax credits against the municipal property tax imposed on city real property for
awarded redevelopment projects. Tax credits are received over 5-years and
are based on “the increased assessment attributed to the taxable improvements
upon project completion as determined by the Supervisor of Assessments.”102
The tax credit will be given in decreasing increments over the 5-year period
equal to 75% in the first year, 60% in the second year, 45% in the third year,
30% in the fourth year, and 15% in the fifth year. The Sigma Chi House is
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included in Tax Credit District 1, along with other properties within the
Central US 1 Corridor Development District Overlay zone.
•

Other Preservation Incentives (grants and loans):
Additional loan or grant funding for capital improvements or business
and commercial development may be available from the following state,
county and city organizations: Maryland Historical Trust, Preservation
Maryland, Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development,
Maryland Small Business Development Financing Authority, Prince George’s
County Financial Services Corporation, Prince George’s Historical and
Cultural Trust, Prince George’s Heritage, Inc., Anacostia Trails Heritage
Area, Inc. and the City of College Park.103
Return on Investment: The return on investment is represented in the

resulting internal rate of return (IRR) on investments measured by the annual cash
flow over several years of ownership. The cash-flow figures for this project are
shown before taxes, both to account for a potential non-profit owner not subject to
income tax, as well as for ease of calculations. Assumptions have been made for
annual rent increases as well as annual operating expense increases and are shown in
the calculations. The county and city tax credits are evaluated in this section as these
credits are applied to the income for the years in which they are received. Investors
typically prefer an IRR on equity investments of around 10-20% before tax depending
on the risk: the higher the risk of a project, the higher the preferred rate of return.104
The preferred rate, also known as a hurdle rate, is assumed for this project to be 20%.
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The IRR is evaluated for each reuse scenario taking into account various
project factors including: no use of tax credits; use of only county and city tax credits;
use of only federal and state tax credits; and use of all tax credits. Additionally
scenarios were adjusted by subtracting acquisition costs if the current owner were to
rehabilitate the structure. Further the IRR was evaluated both considering continued
ownership of the property as well as sale of the property after 10 years. Providing
these varied rates of return analyses allows clear understanding of the benefits of the
tax credits on a rehabilitation project such as this.

Reuse Scenarios
The following reuse scenarios demonstrate the economic feasibility of the
rehabilitation of the Sigma Chi house given two very important factors: a reasonable
acquisition price, and the utilization of available historic tax credits. Without these
two factors the scenarios would not be considered desirable projects to a developer or
investor. With these factors, however, a more than acceptable return on investment
can be reached resulting in a viable project. The following is a summary of each
scenario’s financial and contextual feasibility. Refer to the Appendix A: Real-Estate
Pro-Formas, to review the full pro-forma analyses for the scenarios including the
various real-estate assumptions that were made to arrive at the conclusions.
Use Scenario #1: Multi-Family Residential
Contextual Considerations: The rehabilitation of the fraternity chapter
house as a multi-family residential apartment building would contribute to the supply
of additional off-campus housing needed for undergraduate and graduate students.
Although the units do not need to be specifically marketed towards students, the
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location of the property would suggest students would comprise the largest group of
potential tenants. There is also a desire for university faculty and staff housing in
College Park, however a market study conducted by Anderson Strickler, LLC in
2012, showed that faculty and staff generally preferred detached single-family
houses.105 There is a potential this multi-family house could be used as transition
housing for staff and faculty newly appointed at College Park, but the demand and
long-term stability of that option is significantly lower than the demand for student
housing. Homeowners in the Old Town neighborhood have expressed a desire for a
use other than student housing in order to offset the current saturation, but a multifamily residential use is the closest in keeping with the original use of the building
next to returning it to dormitory-style housing. Any multi-family housing constructed
in the immediate area of this site is likely to attract students if it is not specifically
restricted to a certain age or group demographic. In keeping with the historic use of
the house it seems appropriate that the house continue to be oriented towards students
of the university and contribute to the student community in Old Town.
Site Considerations: The site can remain relatively unaltered with this
scenario and it was designed for and historically accommodated more than 50 people.
City of College Park code requirements state that there must be one parking space for
every efficiency and one-bedroom unit and two parking spaces for every unit with
two or more bedrooms.106 With the unit mixture assumed in this scenario, 26 parking
spaces would be required. Given that there are currently 30 paved parking spaces on
the northeast half of the site, the existing parking will accommodate the code
requirements for multi-family residences. The basketball court can remain as an
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amenity or be removed for more green space. The brick grill/fire pit may also be
restored or expanded as an additional amenity.
Historic Considerations: The exterior of the structure should not need to be
altered in any way for this reuse scenario. The interior of the structure, however,
requires almost total replacement of walls and utilities, which allows for easily
redesigning units to accommodate one bathroom per unit as opposed to the shared
bathrooms, which were present in the building as a fraternity house.
Cost (Table 1-1): The total project cost arrived at for multi-family use was
$2,208,590. This was determined by using the percentage of project cost assumptions
given. Hard costs, i.e. construction costs, were calculated first using cost per square
foot prices for new construction given in the 2013 Building Cost Manual for multifamily residential buildings with 10 or more units, of “class 2 good quality,” and
adjusted for the Laurel, Maryland area. 107 The hard cost for new construction per
square foot was $127.15 for this scenario. Rehabilitation costs were adjusted to 85%
of new construction equaling $108.08 per square foot for hard costs. The total hard
cost for 12,670 square feet of combined leasable residential space and common
area/access space equaled $1,369,326. The acquisition cost is estimated at 15% of the
total project cost, which for this scenario equals $331,288. The current assessed value
of the property according to tax assessment records is $327,300, so this acquisition
cost is reasonably close to that figure. 108 A higher acquisition cost than the 15%
calculated for this scenario could significantly decrease the rate of return on
investment in the project and make it more risky and less desirable for a developer.
Acquisition price plays a very important role in these scenarios.
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Table 1-1: Multi-family residential, total development cost (TDC).
Total Development Cost
Acquisition
Hard Costs
Soft Costs
Finance
TDC:

$2,208,590
15.00%
62.00%
17.00%
6.00%
100.00%

$331,288
$1,369,326
$375,460
$132,515
$2,208,590

Revenue (Table 1-2): Revenue for this reuse scenario is based on potential
rental income received from renting a mix of 18 units comprised of six studio, four
one-bedroom, and eight two-bedroom units. Market-rate rents and unit sizes used for
this analysis were based on those provided in a 2012 graduate student housing market
analysis, identified as acceptable rents for the planned East Campus development.109
The net operating income based on potential annual rental income after operating
expenses was $201,778. This amount determines the debt-service available to fund
annual loan repayment and thereby determines the maximum potential loan amount
available for this project. The money left over after loan payments will be reviewed
under the Return on Investment section. A second analysis considering lower than
market-rate rents was reviewed as well and is included in Appendix A: Real-Estate
Pro-Formas. The lower rents would be more affordable to students and would still
result in a reasonable return on investment if all tax credits were used.
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Table 1-2: Multi-family residential, net operating income (NOI).
Gross Potential Annual Rental Income

$294,028

Net Operating Income

$201,778

Unit Type (sf)
Studio (416 sf)
1-Bedroom (568 sf)
2-Bedroom (749 sf)
Averages
Total Potential Income
- Vacancy Rate (5.25%)

Unit
Count
6
4
8

Rent
/Unit/Mo
$1,050
$1,350
$1,770
$1,437

18

Gross Potential Income
- Expenses ($5,125/unit/year)

Rent
/SF/Mo
$2.52
$2.38
$2.36
$2.40

Total
Rent/Mo
$6,300
$5,400
$14,160

Total
Rent/Yr
$75,600
$64,800
$169,920

$25,860
($1,358)

$310,320
($16,292)

$24,502

$294,028
($92,250)

Net Operating Income (NOI)

$201,778

Funding (Tables 1-3 to 1-6): The primary funding source is loan
financing, calculated using the loan-to-value ratio and the debt-coverage ratio. The
maximum loan amount for this scenario would be $1,656,442, or 75% of the total
project cost. If tax credits were not pursued, the remaining 25% of $552,147 would
be the required owner equity investment. This 25% equity requirement is composed
of the 15% acquisition cost and an additional 10% of other owner equity. If tax
credits were pursued, however, the owner equity would decrease along with the loanfinancing amount resulting in a lower total investment and better return for investors.
The following financing source scenarios show owner equity requirements based on:
no tax credits, only federal tax credits, federal and state tax credits, and federal and
state tax credits without acquisition.
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Table 1-3: Multi-family residential, funding sources, no tax credits.
Sources (no tax credits):
Conventional Financing:
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
Owner Equity (Other):
Other Debt:
Total Sources:
Excess / (Shortfall)

$1,656,442
$331,288
$220,859
$0.00
$2,208,590
$0.00

75.00%
15.00%
10.00%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%

Table 1-4: Multi-family residential, funding sources, federal credit only.
Adjusted Sources (federal credit only):
Conventional Financing:
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
Owner Equity (Other):
Federal Tax Credit Equity:
State Tax Credit Equity:
Total Sources:
Excess/ (Shortfall)

$1,545,129
$331,288
$0.00
$332,172
$0.00
$2,208,590
$(0)

69.96%
15.00%
0.00%
15.04%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%

Table 1-5: Multi-family residential, funding sources, federal and state credit.
Adjusted Sources (federal and state credit):
Conventional Financing:
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
Owner Equity (Other):
Federal Tax Credit Equity:
State Tax Credit Equity:
Total Sources:
Excess/ (Shortfall)

$1,308,368
$331,288
$0.00
$332,172
$236,761
$2,208,590
$(0)

59.24%
15.00%
0.00%
15.04%
10.72%
100.00%
0.00%

Table 1-6: Multi-family residential, funding sources, federal and state credit, no
acquisition cost.
Adjusted Sources (federal and state credit, no acquisition):
Conventional Financing:
$1,489,657
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
$0.00
Owner Equity (Other):
$150,000
Federal Tax Credit Equity:
$332,172
State Tax Credit Equity:
$236,761
Total Sources:
$2,208,590
Excess/ (Shortfall)
$0
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67.45%
0.00%
6.79%
15.04%
10.72%
100.00%
0.00%

With the addition of both federal and state tax credits, considering the
property is acquired at the cost of $331,288, which is the required owner equity, the
required loan-financing amount decreases by more than $300,000 to $1,308,368. If
the acquisition costs are subtracted from the equation, and owner equity is set around
7% at $150,000, the owner equity decreases while the loan amount required is at
$1,489,657. Though this is a larger loan amount than with acquisition, the overall
returns are much higher considering no acquisition costs.
Return on Investment (Tables 1-7 to 1-8): The return on investment for
this scenario is most favorable when all tax credits are included, there are no
associated acquisition costs, and the property is sold after 10 years. If the property is
not sold, the only favorable returns are with all tax credits and no acquisition costs.
Returns were calculated using the internal rate of return (IRR) equation for before-tax
cash flow over a period of years. The county and city tax credits were included in this
scenario as added income in the first five years after construction, increasing the
annual before-tax cash flow for those years. The total potential amount received from
these credits in this scenario would be $166,654 spread out over the five years. IRR
for this scenario was evaluated under a variety of scenarios including those
considering acquisition costs and those without acquisition costs as well as: no tax
credits; county and city tax credits only; federal and state tax credits only; and all
available tax credits. The preferred IRR, or hurdle rate, for this project has been
estimated at 20%. The hurdle rate is the rate an investor would expect based on the
risk of the investment. NPV is the net present value of the investment and must be a
positive number to represent a profitable investment.110
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Table 1-7: Multi-family residential, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 15 years of cash flow
and no sale.

Internal rate of return (IRR), considering no sale after 15 years:

IRR
Hurdle
Rate
NPV

Acquisition
: all credits

No
Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

No
Acquisition
: all credits

5.52%

11.48%

16.44%

31.81%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

($274,349)

($174,821)

($90,300)

($23,548)

$60,774

Acquisition
: no tax
credits

Acquisition
: county &
city credits
only

Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

(0.07%)

3.34%

20.00%
($358,671)

Table 1-8: Multi-family residential, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 10 years of cash flow
and sale after year 10.

Internal rate of return (IRR), considering sale after 10 years:

IRR
Hurdle
Rate
NPV

Acquisition
: no tax
credits

Acquisition
: county &
city credits
only

Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

Acquisition
: all credits

No
Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

15.85%

18.59%

22.74%

27.23%

35.08%

45.60%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

($123,878)

($39,556)

$60,172

$144,493

$211,245

$295,567

No
Acquisition
: all credits

Use Scenario #2: Commercial Offices
Contextual Considerations: The reuse of the fraternity house as a
commercial office building would be moving further from the original purpose and
use of the building as student housing. However, it would be in line with the goals of
the city to bring in high-quality business to the area, and would fulfill the homeowner
community’s desire for uses alternative to student housing.
Site Considerations: Site considerations for office use focus primarily on
parking requirements. Per the building code requirements of the City of College
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Park, there must be 1 parking space for every 150 square feet of space used for office
purposes. This equals a total of 77 spaces for 11,410 square feet of office space in
this scenario. There are currently only 30 parking spaces on the lot, which would
mean more than doubling the current parking area. This parking area could be
expanded west from the existing paved parking area, over the existing basketball
court, although this would significantly affect the environmental setting of the historic
structure. Considering, that the parking would be added to the rear, this could still be
a feasible option despite the changes to the environmental setting, as it will be mostly
hidden behind the structure. Additionally, a variance could be applied to allow for
less parking onsite so as not to disturb the green space amenity on the existing lot.
Historic Considerations: For an appropriate reuse of this house as a
commercial office building it will have to be interior-entry suite offices so as not to
alter the exterior of the structure. This should not be a problem as the interior will
need to be gutted regardless and it can be done without altering the exterior
appearance of the structure.
Cost (Table 2-1): The total project cost arrived at for commercial office use
was $2,741,569. This was determined using the percentage of project cost
assumptions given. Hard costs, i.e. construction costs, were calculated first using cost
per square foot prices for new construction given in the 2013 Building Cost Manual
for general office buildings with interior suite entrances, built of “class 2 good
quality,” and adjusted for the Laurel, Maryland area. 111 The hard cost for new
construction per square foot was $157.31 for this scenario. Rehabilitation costs were
adjusted to 85% of new construction equaling $133.71 per square foot for hard costs.

91

Third floor office space is slightly more expensive at $169.42 per square foot for new
construction and $144.01 per square foot for rehabilitation. The total hard cost for
12,670 square feet of combined leasable office space and common area/access space
equaled $1,699,773.
The acquisition cost is estimated at 15% of the total project cost, which for
this scenario equals $411,235. The current assessed value of the property according to
tax assessment records is $327,300, so this acquisition cost is reasonably close to that
figure, and slightly higher than that allowed in the multi-family residential scenario.
112

A higher acquisition cost than the 15% calculated for this scenario could

Table 2-1: Commercial offices, total development cost (TDC).
Total Development Cost
Acquisition
Hard Costs
Soft Costs
Finance
TDC:

$2,741,569
15.00%
62.00%
17.00%
6.00%
100.00%

$411,235
$1,699,773
$466,067
$164,494
$2,741,569

significantly decrease the rate of return on investment in the project and make it more
risky and less desirable for a developer. Acquisition price plays a very important role
in these scenarios.
Revenue (Table 2-2): Revenue for this reuse scenario is based on potential
rental income received from renting 11,410 square feet of office space, considering
10% of the total square feet of the building is used for common area and access space.
Rental rates for office use were derived from the 2013 AECOM market study for
College Park which stated that “rents of approximately $30.00 per square foot (fullservice) are required to support new construction, but currently Class A [office]
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asking rents are $21.34 per square foot in Prince George’s County.”113 Considering
this, a median rental rate of $25 per square foot was used for this study. The net
operating income based on potential annual rental income after operating expenses
for this scenario would be $200,673. This amount determines the amount of debtservice available to fund annual loan repayment and thereby determines the
maximum potential loan amount available for this project.
Table 2-2: Commercial offices, net operating income (NOI).
Gross Potential Annual Rental Income

$270,274

Net Operating Income

$215,649

Leasable SF
Office, 11,410 SF
Total Potential Income
- Vacancy Rate (5.25%)

Rent
/SF/Yr
$25.00

Gross Potential Income
- Expenses ($6.10/SF/year)

Rent
/SF/Mo
$2.08

Total
Rent/Mo
$23,771
$23,771
($1,248)

Total
Rent/Yr
$285,250
$285,250
($14,976)

$22,523

$270,274
($69,601)

Net Operating Income (NOI)

$200,673

Funding (Tables 2-3 to 2-6): The primary funding source is loan
financing, calculated using the loan-to-value ratio and the debt-coverage ratio. The
maximum loan amount for this scenario would be $2,056,176, or 75% of the total
project cost. If tax credits were not pursued, the remaining 25% of $685,392 would
be the required owner equity investment. This 25% equity requirement is composed
of the 15% acquisition cost and an additional 10% of other owner equity. If tax
credits were pursued, however, the owner equity would decrease along with the loanfinancing amount resulting in a lower total investment and better return for investors.
The following financing source scenarios show owner equity requirements based on:
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no tax credits, only federal tax credits, federal and state tax credits, and federal and
state tax credits without acquisition.
Table 2-3: Commercial offices, funding sources, no tax credits.
Sources (no tax credits):
Conventional Financing:
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
Owner Equity (Other):
Other Debt:
Total Sources:
Excess / (Shortfall)

$2,056,176
$411,235
$274,157
$0.00
$2,741,569
$0.00

75.00%
15.00%
10.00%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%

Table 2-4: Commercial offices, funding sources, federal credit only.
Adjusted Sources (federal credit only):
Conventional Financing:
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
Owner Equity (Other):
Federal Tax Credit Equity:
State Tax Credit Equity:
Total Sources:
Excess/ (Shortfall)

$1,918,001
$411,235
$0.00
$412,332
$0.00
$2,741,569
$(0)

69.96%
15.00%
0.00%
15.04%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%

Table 2-5: Commercial offices, funding sources, federal and state credit.
Adjusted Sources (federal and state credit):
Conventional Financing:
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
Owner Equity (Other):
Federal Tax Credit Equity:
State Tax Credit Equity:
Total Sources:
Excess/ (Shortfall)

$1,624,105
$411,235
$0.00
$412,332
$293,896
$2,741,569
$(0)

59.24%
15.00%
0.00%
15.04%
10.72%
100.00%
0.00%

Table 2-6: Commercial offices, funding sources, federal and state credit, no acquisition
cost.
Adjusted Sources (federal and state credit, no acquisition):
Conventional Financing:
$1,835,340
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
$0.00
Owner Equity (Other):
$200,000
Federal Tax Credit Equity:
$412,332
State Tax Credit Equity:
$293,896
Total Sources:
$2,741,569
Excess/ (Shortfall)
$0
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66.94%
0.00%
7.30%
15.04%
10.72%
100.00%
0.00%

With the addition of both federal and state tax credits, considering the
property is acquired at the cost of $411,235, which is the owner equity contribution,
the required loan-financing amount decreases by more than $400,000 to $1,624,105.
If the acquisition costs are subtracted from the equation, and owner equity is set
around 7% at $200,000, the owner equity decreases while the loan amount required is
at $1,835,340, or around 67% of the total cost. Though this is a larger loan amount
than with acquisition, the overall returns are much higher considering no acquisition
costs.
Return on Investment (Tables 2-7 to 2-8): As with the multi-family
residential scenario, the return on investment for this scenario is most favorable when
all tax credits are included, there are no associated acquisition costs, and the property
is sold after 10 years. If the property is not sold, the only favorable returns after 15
years of ownership are with all tax credits and no acquisition costs. Returns were
calculated using the internal rate of return (IRR) equation for before-tax cash flow
over a period of years. The county and city tax credits were included in this scenario
as added income in the first five years after construction, increasing the annual
before-tax cash flow for those years. The total potential amount received from these
credits in this scenario would be $164,776 spread out over the five years. IRR for this
scenario was evaluated under a variety of scenarios including those considering
acquisition costs and those without acquisition costs as well as: no tax credits; county
and city tax credits only; federal and state tax credits only; and all available tax
credits. The preferred IRR, or hurdle rate, for this project has been estimated at 20%.
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NPV is the net present value of the investment and must be a positive number to
represent a profitable investment.114
Table 2-7: Commercial offices, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 15 years of cash flow and
no sale.

Internal rate of return (IRR), considering no sale after 15 years:

IRR
Hurdle
Rate
NPV

Acquisition
: no tax
credits

Acquisition
: county &
city credits
only

Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

Acquisition
: all credits

No
Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

(2.02%)

0.71%

3.35%

8.03%

12.61%

23.36%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

($465,121)

($381,751)

($236,657)

($153,287)

($60,627)

$22,743

No
Acquisition
: all credits

Table 2-8: Commercial offices, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 10 years of cash flow and
sale after year 10.

Internal rate of return (IRR), considering sale after 10 years:

IRR
Hurdle
Rate
NPV

Acquisition
: all credits

No
Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

No
Acquisition
: all credits

17.81%

21.56%

28.43%

36.30%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

($195,361)

($50,267)

$33,103

$125,763

$209,133

Acquisition
: no tax
credits

Acquisition
: county &
city credits
only

Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

11.22%

13.53%

20.00%
($278,731)

Use Scenario #3: Mixed-Use, Multi-Family Residential & Coffee Shop
Contextual Considerations: The reuse of the fraternity house as a mixeduse commercial coffee shop and multi-family residential building would be in line
with the current planning goals to bring in new business and provide access within the
neighborhood to commercial space contributing to a more walkable community.
Additionally, a mixed-use space uses the current zoning designation to its full
potential and fulfills some of the community’s wishes in bringing in an additional use
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outside of student housing. Similar to the first scenario, however, the multi-family
residential space would most likely be rented by students unless specific restrictions
on age or group demographics were put in place.
Site Considerations: Site considerations for mixed-use are not all that
different from the multi-family scenario because parking requirements are not listed
for commercial uses in the city code, so it is assumed the requirements for multifamily are all that apply and it was identified in the first scenario that enough parking
exists as is to satisfy those requirements. If additional parking is needed for the
commercial use, the parking may be expanded, though that is not recommended if It
is not absolutely necessary. Also, site signage and access will need to be considered
for the coffee shop to make it a visible use, as the exterior of the structure should not
be altered to show the coffee shop use.
Historic Considerations: The use of a commercial coffee house on the first
floor may be the most disruptive to the historic structure and does not conform with
the original use of the house. Signage and access will be concerns for this reuse to
make the commercial space visible without allowing store front windows. Additional
planning for residential unit access versus commercial unit access will be necessary
and may cause further disruption to the historic resource but should be planned so as
not to alter the exterior of the structure.
Cost (Table 3-1): The total project cost arrived at for mixed-use, multifamily residential and coffeehouse, was $2,533,836. This was arrived at using the
percentage of project cost assumptions given. Hard costs, i.e. construction costs, for
the multi-family section were calculated using cost per square foot prices for new
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construction given in the 2013 Building Cost Manual for multi-family residential
buildings with 10 or more units, of “class 2 good quality,” and adjusted for the
Laurel, Maryland area. 115
The hard cost for new construction per square foot was $127.15 for this
scenario, the same as in scenario #1, and rehabilitation costs $108.08 per square foot.
Hard costs for the non-residential coffeehouse space were calculated using the cost
per square foot for new construction of coffee shops, built in “class 2 good quality,”
and adjusted for the Laurel, Maryland area. 116 New construction cost for the coffee
shop was $175.65 per square foot, while rehabilitation came to $149.31 per square
foot. The total hard cost for 7,779 square feet of leasable residential space, 2,991
square feet of leasable non-residential space, and 1,900 square feet of common
area/access space equaled $1,570,978.
The acquisition cost is estimated at 15% of the total project cost, which for
this scenario equals $380,075. A higher acquisition cost than the 15% calculated for
this scenario could significantly decrease the rate of return on investment in the
project and make it more risky and less desirable for a developer. Acquisition price
plays a very important role in these scenarios.
Table 3-1: Mixed-use, total development cost (TDC).
Total Development Cost (TDC)
Acquisition
Hard Costs
Soft Costs
Finance
TDC:

$2,533,836
15.00%
62.00%
17.00%
6.00%
100.00%

$380,075
$1,570,978
$430,752
$152,030
$2,533,836
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Revenue (Table 3-2): Revenue for this reuse scenario is based on potential
rental income received from renting a mix of 13 residential units comprised of five
studio, two one-bedroom, and six two-bedroom units. Market-rate rents and unit sizes
used for residential units are the same as used in scenario 1 for multi-family
residential.117 The net operating income based on potential annual rental income after
operating expenses was $197,120. This figure determines the amount of debt-service
available to fund annual loan repayment and thereby determines the maximum
potential loan amount available for this project.
Table 3-2: Mixed-use, net operating income (NOI).
Gross Potential Annual Rental Income

$281,990

Net Operating Income

$197,120

Unit Type (sf)

Unit
Count

Rent
/Unit/Mo

Rent
/SF/Mo

Total
Rent/Mo

Total
Rent/Yr

$1,050
$1,350
$1,770
25.00

$2.52
$2.38
$2.36
2.08
$2.41

$5,250
$2,700
$10,620
$6,231

$63,000
$32,400
$127,440
$74,775

$24,801
($1,302)

$297,615
($15,625)

$23,499

$281,990
($66,625)
($18,245)

Studio (416 sf)
5
1-Bedroom (568 sf)
2
2-Bedroom (749 sf)
8
Coffee Shop (2,991 sf), Rent/SF/Yr
Averages
Total Potential Income
13
- Vacancy Rate (5.25%)
Gross Potential Income
- Expenses, residential ($5,125/unit/year)
- Expenses, non-residential ($6.10/SF/year)
Net Operating Income (NOI)

$197,120

Funding (Tables 3-3 to 3-6): The primary funding source is loan
financing, calculated using the loan-to-value ratio and the debt-coverage ratio. The
maximum loan amount for this scenario would be $1,900,377, or 75% of the total
project cost. If tax credits were not pursued, the remaining 25% of $633,459 would
be the required owner equity investment. This 25% equity requirement is composed

99

of the 15% acquisition cost and an additional 10% of other owner equity. If tax
credits were pursued, however, the owner equity would decrease along with the loanfinancing amount resulting in a lower total investment and better return for investors.
The following financing source scenarios show owner equity requirements based on:
no tax credits, only federal tax credits, federal and state tax credits, and federal and
state tax credits without acquisition.
Table 3-3: Mixed-use, funding sources, no tax credits.
Sources (no tax credits):
Conventional Financing:
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
Owner Equity (Other):
Other Debt:
Total Sources:
Excess / (Shortfall)

$1,900,377
$380,075
$253,384
$0.00
$2,533,836
$0.00

75.00%
15.00%
10.00%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%

Table 3-4: Mixed-use, funding sources, federal credit only.
Adjusted Sources (federal credit only)
Conventional Financing:
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
Owner Equity (Other):
Federal Tax Credit Equity:
State Tax Credit Equity:
Total Sources:
Excess/ (Shortfall)

$1,772,672
$380,075
$0.00
$381,089
$0.00
$2,533,836
$0.00

69.96%
15.00%
0.00%
15.04%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%

Table 3-5: Mixed-use, funding sources, federal and state credit.
Adjusted Sources (federal and state credits):
Conventional Financing:
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
Owner Equity (Other):
Federal Tax Credit Equity:
State Tax Credit Equity:
Total Sources:
Excess/ (Shortfall)

100

$1,501,045
$380,075
$0.00
$381,089
$271,627
$2,533,836
$0.00

59.24%
15.00%
0.00%
15.04%
10.72%
100.00%
0.00%

Table 3-6: Mixed-use, funding sources, federal and state credit, no acquisition cost.
Adjusted Sources (federal and state credits, no acquisition):
Conventional Financing:
$1,706,120
Owner Equity (Acquisition):
$0.00
Owner Equity (Other):
$175,00
Federal Tax Credit Equity:
$381,089
State Tax Credit Equity:
$271,627
Total Sources:
$2,533,836
Excess/ (Shortfall)
$0.00

67.33%
0.00%
6.91%
15.04%
10.72%
100.00%
0.00%

With the addition of both federal and state tax credits, considering the
property is acquired at the cost of $380,075, which remains required owner equity,
the required loan-financing amount decreases by $400,000 to $1,501,045. If the
acquisition costs are subtracted from the equation, and owner equity is set around 7%
at $175,000, the owner equity decreases while the loan amount required is at
$1,706,120. Though this is a larger loan amount than with acquisition, the overall
returns are much higher considering no acquisition costs.
Return on Investment (Tables 3-7 to 3-8): As with both previous reuse
scenarios, the return on investment for this scenario is most favorable when all tax
credits are included, there are no associated acquisition costs, and the property is sold
after 10 years. If the property is not sold, the only favorable returns are with all tax
credits and no acquisition costs. Returns were calculated using the internal rate of
return (IRR) equation for before-tax cash flow over a period of years. The county and
city tax credits were included in this scenario as added income in the first five years
after construction, increasing the annual before-tax cash flow for those years. The
total potential amount received from these credits in this scenario would be $150,407
spread out over the five years.
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IRR for this scenario was evaluated under a variety of scenarios including
those considering acquisition costs and those without acquisition costs as well as: no
tax credits; county and city tax credits only; federal and state tax credits only; and all
available tax credits. The preferred IRR, or hurdle rate, for this project has been
estimated at 20%. NPV is the net present value of the investment and must be a
positive number to represent a profitable investment.118
Table 3-7: Mixed-use, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 15 years of cash flow and no sale.

Internal rate of return (IRR), considering no sale after 15 years:

IRR
Hurdle
Rate
NPV

Acquisition
: no tax
credits

Acquisition
: county &
city credits
only

Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

Acquisition
: all credits

No
Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

1.61%

4.37%

7.91%

12.78%

20.67%

33.12%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

($377,051)

($300,963)

($165,898)

($89,810)

$4,998

$81,096

No
Acquisition
: all credits

Table 3-8: Mixed-use, internal rate of return (IRR) considering 10 years of cash flow and sale
after year 10.

Internal rate of return (IRR), considering sale after 10 years:

IRR
Hurdle
Rate
NPV

Acquisition
: all credits

No
Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

No
Acquisition
: all credits

21.26%

25.10%

34.65%

43.71%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

($107,476)

$27,589

$103,677

$198,485

$274,573

Acquisition
: no tax
credits

Acquisition
: county &
city credits
only

Acquisition
: federal &
state
credits only

13.98%

16.30%

20.00%
($183,564)

Reuse Scenario Comparative Evaluation Matrix
The ultimate purpose of this feasibility study is to demonstrate that
rehabilitation of the former Sigma Chi house can be financially viable with the use of
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available historic tax credits. Each of the scenarios evaluated in this study result in
positive returns on investment when tax credits are added as equity. However, there
are strengths and weaknesses to each scenario. These have been evaluated using a
comparison matrix of the categories and factors analyzed in each scenario, weighted
on a scale of one to three, where one is unfavorable, two is favorable, and three is
very favorable. The scores are based on a careful analysis of the reuse scenario results
along with the existing conditions and potential impacts (Table 4).
Overall, reuse scenario #1: multi-family residential received the highest total
and highest average score amongst the three scenarios. Multi-family resulted in the
highest overall return on investment, had the lowest project costs and therefore the
lowest loan-financing requirement, as well as the lowest required owner equity.
There is high demand for multi-family housing in College Park due to the presence of
university students and the use would have the least impact on the site and building.
This scenario scored the lowest in contextual considerations because it is not using
the mixed-use zoning designation to its full potential and is not bringing any new
commercial businesses into the area. If considering only the non-financial indicators,
the mixed-use scenario actually scores the highest. This scenario fits in better with
the contextual considerations than multi-family by itself and results in a return on
investment that is only slightly lower than multi-family. The project costs are higher,
however, and the long-term stability of a coffee house off of the Route 1 corridor in
this area is unknown.
There is significant evidence from this analysis to show that a qualified
rehabilitation developer would have a number of options at their disposal to make this
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redevelopment and rehabilitation successful. This building is a prime candidate for
reuse and requires only the current owner’s cooperation in pursuing reuse and the
interest of a qualified developer experienced in rehabilitation.
Table 4: Comparative Evaluation Matrix for Reuse Scenarios.

Comparative Evaluation Matrix for Reuse
Scenario
Scenarios
#1:
Scenario Scenario
1 = Unfavorable; 2 = Favorable; 3 = Very Favorable
Contextual Considerations
Conformance with allowable zoning
Compatibility with surrounding context/land uses
Compatibility with planning goals for attracting high
quality business and walkable neighborhoods
Compatibility with stakeholder values
Subtotals
Contextual Considerations Average Scores
Site Considerations
"Fit" of use on site; additional land requirements
Parking requirements and accommodation
Tree conservation
Subtotals
Site Considerations Average Scores
Historic and Cultural Considerations
Protection/preservation of historic resources
Suitability of house/site for use
Strengthening historic/cultural linkages in
community/public value
Subtotals
Historic and Cultural Average Scores
Costs
Total development cost
Subtotals
Costs Average Score
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MultiFamily
Res.

#2:
Comm.
Offices

#3:
MixedUse

2
3

2
1

3
2

1
1

3
3

3
2

7
1.75

9
2.25

10
2.50

3
3
3

2
1
2

3
2
3

9
3.00

5
1.67

8
2.67

3
3

2
2

2
2

1

2

3

7
2.33

6
2.00

7
2.33

3

1

2

3
3.00

1
1.00

2
2.00

Revenues
Probable market demand
Anticipated revenues (sales, rents, leases, etc.)

3
2

2
3

3
1

5
2.50

5
2.50

4
2.00

3
3

1
1

2
2

Subtotals
Funding Average Score

6
3.00

2
1.00

4
2.00

Subtotals
Return on Investment Average Score

3
3
3.00

1
1
1.00

2
2
2.00

Totals
Totals of Average Scores
Average of Average Scores

40
18.58
2.65

29
11.42
1.63

37
15.50
2.21

7.08

5.92

7.50

2.36

1.97

2.50

11.50

5.50

8.00

2.88

1.38

2.00

Subtotals
Revenues Average Score
Funding
Maximum Loan Amount
Owner Equity Requirement

Return on Investment
Rate of Return

Total of Average Scores for Non-Financial
Indicators
Average of Average Scores for Non-Financial
Indicators
Total of Average Scores for Financial Indicators
Average of Average Scores for Financial
Indicators
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Chapter 5. Conclusion
This study concludes that rehabilitation of the former Sigma Chi house would
be economically feasible with the use of historic tax credits. The house has been
identified as a significant contributing structure within the Old Town College Park
historic district and should be preserved so as not to disrupt the historic character of
the neighborhood or remove evidence of the historic contributions of the privatelyowned fraternity chapter houses within the neighborhood. Rehabilitation of the
structure will return the former Sigma Chi House to an economically and socially
contributing building within Old Town and will provide a positive example of
sustainable building practices in College Park.
The following questions were posed in this study and have been evaluated
throughout this report:
1. What uses would be sensible within the context of Old Town College Park
that could make the rehabilitation economically feasible?
•

The uses analyzed were chosen based on the context and values of the
Old Town neighborhood as well as the existing conditions and form of
the structure and site. Both residential and commercial uses were
evaluated in order to determine the best possible use for the site.
Multi-family residential, commercial office and mixed-use residential
and coffee shop were chosen for analysis.

2. Is the rehabilitation of the former Sigma Chi fraternity house economically
feasible considering these acceptable uses and what scenario is the most
favorable?
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•

The financial analyses showed that rehabilitation could be
economically feasible if tax credits are pursued and awarded.
Additionally, if the current owner is able to secure financing to
complete the rehabilitation and also utilizes the available historic tax
credits, the best overall return on investment can be reached when
there are no acquisition costs associated with the project.

3. If the owner does not take action to sell or rehabilitate the building soon, is
there a case for legal recourse under the Prince George’s County historic
district guidelines “Demolition by Neglect” clause?
•

The historic preservation ordinance for Prince George’s County
contains a “demolition by neglect” clause which could be enacted for
this property in order to prevent further damage to the structure while
the owner either reviews the feasibility of the property, or attempts to
sell to a willing purchaser. The demolition by neglect clause is
covered under Prince George’s County Code, Subtitle 29. Preservation
of Historic Resources, Division 5. Demolition by Neglect. 119

•

Under the legal authority of the County Code, if the Historic
Preservation Commission determines that “demolition of a resource by
neglect should be prevented,” it may notify the owner(s) of record
regarding requirements for “minimum items of repair or maintenance
necessary to correct or prevent further deterioration.”

•

The owner(s) may submit a claim that the corrective actions required
would “impose a substantial undue hardship” at which point the
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Commission would commence a review of both the financial standing
of the owner(s), the market for selling the property and the financial
impacts of rehabilitation. If the Commission were to determine the
required actions would indeed impose an undue hardship, alternative
methods to preserve the historic resource would be explored.
•

If an undue hardship is not found, and the owner(s) fail to take
the corrective actions as specified in the final notice, the HPC
has the authority to “institute, perform, and complete the
necessary remedial work to prevent further demolition by
neglect, and to defray the costs thereof.” 120 The costs, if not
paid upfront by the owner(s) shall be charged on the next
regular tax bill and if still unpaid shall result in a tax lien
placed against the affected property, collected in the same
manner as the County taxes on such property.

•

Ultimately, yes, the Prince George’s County Historic Preservation
Commission has the authority under the County Code to require that at
least the minimal protections and maintenance be performed on the
Sigma Chi house to prevent further deterioration of the historic
structure. Currently the structure is not completely protected from
weather, animals, and human intruders, and should at the very least be
entirely boarded up and safeguarded not only for the protection of the
building but for human safety and health as well. Because the house is
in an area highly traveled by pedestrians, frequent inspections should
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be completed to ensure the property is being regularly monitored and
any access holes that are created by animals or vandalism are covered
as quickly as possible. Currently all third-story dormer windows are
wide open, broken, or missing entirely, the plywood has been entirely
removed from a basement window along Norwich Road, and there are
open access points to the basement in the rear of the structure as well.
In summary, the use of historic tax credits will provide the equity necessary to
make the rehabilitation of the former Sigma Chi house economically feasible. If the
owner does not take action to attempt to sell to someone who can rehabilitate the
structure, or assess the feasibility of completing the rehabilitation themselves, the
Prince George’s County HPC may utilize their demolition by neglect clause to ensure
the house does not continue to deteriorate due to further inaction. Ultimately this
report provides both an economic justification for rehabilitation as well as for a
finding of demolition by neglect and can serve as a reference for potential owners or
developers as well as for Historic Preservation Commission members and staff.
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Appendix
Appendix A: Real Estate Pro-Forma Analysis
Pro-Forma Spreadsheets
The following appendix contains the detailed pro-forma analyses that
were completed for this feasibility study. Assumptions were based on the advice
and expertise of local real estate expert Alfred Tetrault. The financial
spreadsheets were also provided by Alfred Tetrault to be used for the purposes of
this project only.

  
  
  
  

Scenario #1: Multi-Family Residential
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Scenario #2: Commercial/Professional Office Building
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Scenario #3: Mixed-Use, Multi-Family Residential and Coffee Shop
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