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This study was initiated at the request of the County Council. The impetus for the study is the recent
closing of two golf courses in the county, Lake Arbor Country Club and the Marlborough Country Club.
The purpose of the study is to examine the current state, trends, and future prospects for the golf
industry in the county and the region; explore potential reuse options for unneeded or obsolete golf
courses such as Lake Arbor and Marlborough; examine/identify current planning, zoning, and
development issues; and suggest ways to resolve the current situation.
Currently Maryland has 194 golf courses with 126 considered public, 61 private, and 7 military.
Attachment 1 of this report provides a detailed listing of all the golf courses located in the state. Among
Maryland counties Prince George’s County currently ranks 5th with a total of 17 golf courses.
Montgomery County leads the state with 31 courses, followed by Baltimore with 23, Worcester 20, and
Anne Arundel 18. Table 1 below shows the number of golf courses by county for the state.
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The map on the following page shows the existing, closed, and cancelled locations of golf courses in the
county. Three of the seven military golf courses in the state are located in the county at Joint Base
Andrews. Two courses, National Golf Club at Tantallon and the Country Club at Woodmore, are both
private courses. The oldest course in the county was originally located at the Prince George’s County
Ballroom site and was known as Beaver Dam Golf and Country Club. Today the site functions as a youth
golf training facility and is operated by the Department of Parks and Recreation. The Beaver Dam
Country Club relocated to its current site and was renamed the Country Club at Woodmore. Courses
appear to be evenly distributed throughout the county.
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Table 2 below is a listing of courses in the county that are currently operating or are intended to be
operational in the near future. With the exception of Oak Creek, all of the courses are open. Oak Creek
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was opened in 2007 as a private course and closed in 2011, primarily due to its inability to attract
members. The course was recently purchased by Toll Golf, a division of Toll Brothers, Inc., and its target
date for opening the course is May 1, 2014.
Table 2:
Prince George's County Golf Courses 2013
Name

Address

City

Zip Code

Type*

Holes

Established

Andrews AFB Course East

4442 Perimeter Road

JB Andrews

20762

Military

18

1956

Andrews AFB Course South

4442 Perimeter Road

JB Andrews

20762

Military

18

1956

Andrews AFB Course West

4442 Perimeter Road

JB Andrews

20762

Military

18

1998

Atlantic Golf at Potomac Ridge

15800 Shapersville Road

Waldorf

20601

Public

27

1996

Bowie Golf & Country Club

7420 Laurel-Bowie Road

Bowie

20715

Public

18

1959

Country Club at Woodmore

12320 Pleasant Prospect

Mitchellville

20721

Private

18

1981

Cross Creek Golf Course

12800 Bay Hill Drive

Beltsville

20705

Public

18

2002

Enterprise Golf Course

2802 Enterprise Road

Mitchellville

20721

Public

18

1969

Glenn Dale Golf Club

11501 Old Prospect Hill Road

Glenn Dale

20769

Public

18

1956

Gunpowder Golf Course

14300 Gunpowder Road

Laurel

20707

Public

18

1956

Henson Creek Golf Course

7200 Sunnyside Lane

Fort Washington

20744

Public

9

1960

Lake Presidential Golf Club

3151 Presidential Golf Drive

Upper Marlboro

20774

Public

18

2008

Marlton Golf Club

9413 Midland Turn

Upper Marlboro

20772

Public

18

1998

National Golf Club at Tantallon

300 St. Andrews Drive

Fort Washington

20744

Private

18

1961

Oak Creek Golf Course

600 Bowieville Manor Lane

Upper Marlboro

20774

Public

18

2007/2014

Paint Branch Golf Complex

4690 University Boulevard

College Park

20740

Public

9

1964

Patuxent Greens Country Club

14415 Greenview Drive

Laurel

20707

Public

18

1970

University of Maryland Golf Course

103 Golf Course Road

College Park

20740

Public

18

1968

*Denotes who can play: Military – Armed forces personnel; Private – Club members only; and Public – Open to the general public.

Like the country as a whole, Maryland experienced a construction boom in new courses from 1990 to
the present. Thirty-eight percent of all golf courses in the state were constructed during this period. The
county experienced an increase in golf course construction during this period, accounting for 29 percent
of the county’s courses. The majority of golf course construction in the county (59 percent) took place
from 1950 to 1969, which coincided with a significant increase in the county’s population. Table 3 on the
following page provides the percentage of golf courses constructed by year for the state and the county.
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Table 3:

Golf Course Construction Comparison
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One general way to gauge whether the supply of golf courses in a community is adequate is to calculate
the population per 18 holes. The accepted range is rather broad at between 20,000 to 50,000 people
per 18 holes.1 The broadness of the range reflects the number of demographic variables that affect golf
participation rates in communities throughout the country. As an example, Florida has a relatively high
golf participation rate, which is primarily based on its high concentration of higher income, older
(retired) white residents. Weather is another important factor, and in climates where golf can be played
year-round participation rates are higher.
With a total 2010 population of 5,737,552, Maryland has approximately 29,350 persons per 18 holes.2
Table 4 on the following page shows how all Maryland counties rate on this particular indicator.
Although the county appears not to fall within this population range, the racial and ethnic make-up of
the county’s population is a factor that must be considered. According to the 2010 Census, 66.4 percent
of the county’s population was African-American. This is significant when considering the AfricanAmerican golf participation rate. African-Americans’ participate at half the 14.5 percent rate of whites
according to the most recent data available from Golf 20/20, an industry group whose goal is to expand
the game.3 Taking into account the racial and ethnic make-up of the county, it appears to be adequately
served by golf courses according to this metric. It is also important to note that Maryland as a whole is
well served and the county’s neighbors—Anne Arundel, Calvert, Charles, Howard, and Montgomery
Counties—all fall within the 20,000 to 50,000 people per 18 holes range. With different course layouts,
1

National Recreation and Park Association, “Recreation, Park, and Open Space Standards and Guidelines,” 1990.
2010 Decennial Census.
3
Golf 20/20, 2007 Note: participation rate could be affected by a number of variables, including income, ethnicity,
and place of residence. For example, African-American incomes in the county are higher than national norms, and
this may increase golf participation here.
2
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environments, degrees of difficulty, and scenery the game of golf naturally lends itself to the desire of
many golfers to travel and play a variety of courses. Taken to the extreme, playing golf is a destination
activity, which explains why Worcester County (home to Ocean City) has 754 people per 18 holes.
Table4:
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According to the National Golf Foundation (NGF) the current environment for golf courses in the U.S. is
the most unfavorable since the 1930s. The two main factors that have negatively affected the industry
include 1) an oversupply of golf courses from a construction boom of new courses tied mainly to
residential developments during the 1990s and continuing into the early 2000s, and 2) the decline in
active golfers and in the number of rounds that active golfers play. Concerning the first factor, the
market driver was not golf per se but creation of an amenity that could be used to sell houses.
Developers did not usually consider what the market was for golf, but they knew that a golf course could
be a useful incentive for selling houses. From 1990–2011, while the number of courses rose 15 percent,
the total number of rounds declined seven percent, rounds played per 18 holes declined 20 percent, and
the number of active golfers declined by two percent.4 During the 1990s the country added over 400
golf courses per year, which eventually created a severe over supply in the market.5 The market now
appears to be self-correcting, and for the past six years, more golf courses have closed than have
opened. As an example, according to the NGF, in 2011 only 19 new golf courses opened nationally while
146 courses closed. Since 2008 when the last course (Lake Presidential) was built in the county, three
courses closed (Lake Arbor, Marlborough, and Oak Creek).
4
5

National Golf Foundation, 2012.
National Golf Foundation, 2012.
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Like the nation as a whole, the golf industry in the Washington metropolitan area, Maryland and the
county has also experienced some difficulties. Table 5 below shows how the Washington metropolitan
area compared with the U.S. in percent change in rounds played year over year from 2006 to 2011. In
general the trend for the nation and the Washington metropolitan area is negative. With the exception
of an increase in rounds played from 2009–2010, the region has experienced declines in the rounds
played. Our Department of Parks and Recreation reports that two of their public courses (Henson Creek
and Paint Branch) operate at a loss and rounds at Enterprise have declined significantly from 50,000 per
year in the 1990s to today’s ongoing struggle to sustain 40,000 rounds per year. A number of courses
have also recently closed in the county. Both Marlborough Country Club and Lake Arbor Country Club
closed at the beginning of 2010 and were foreclosed upon in April 2011. The Robin Dale Golf Club in
Brandywine was put up for sale in 2003 and was closed and purchased in 2006 by a sand and gravel
interest. The course at Oak Creek in Bowie opened in April, 2007, and operated at a loss for a brief
period before closing in early 2011. The Oak Creek Golf Course was recently purchased by Toll Golf, the
golf and country club division of Toll Brothers, Incorporated. The course will be repositioned as a public
course and Toll Golf has set a preliminary opening date of May 1, 2014. Most recently the golf course
planned for Villages of Piscataway was removed from consideration by the developer and the Planning
Board. In summary, since 2006 four courses have closed and one proposed course was removed from
consideration.
Table 5:
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Although no managers would go on record, discussions with area course managers reflect what staff has
heard from our Parks and Recreation Department. The numbers of rounds played has been declining at
area courses and managers have lowered prices in order to maintain market share. This has squeezed
7

profits as the cost to maintain courses remains the same or increases with the cost of materials and
labor. Most managers agreed that in general there are too many courses in the area based on the
number of rounds being played.
The projected forecast for the golf industry is not favorable. Most industry experts do not see any type
of turnaround for at least five years, or until the excess supply in courses is removed. There is even
significant concern that active golfers will continue to decline as the baby boomers age and the interest
in golf among younger generations lessens. While cost has long been a consideration for individuals
contemplating golf, the time it takes to play is also a significant concern. The time commitment involved
with playing 18 holes reduces the appeal of golf for younger generations. The average time to play 18
holes runs from four to four and a half hours; add in travel time and one can expect to allot the whole
day. Some in the golf industry are promoting the idea of 12-hole rounds to lessen the time commitment,
in the hopes of getting more people to play. The current market for golf within the county is struggling,
but the recent closures may help stabilize the market for the remaining courses.

Detailed Examination of Lake Arbor and Marlborough Country Club
The following section of this report will focus on the two recently closed golf courses in the county that
do not have a reuse plan in place, specifically Lake Arbor Golf Course and the Marlborough Country
Club. The report will examine the history of the courses, ownership, zoning, covenants, development
constraints and the potential for reuse or redevelopment.

Lake Arbor Golf Course
History
The Lake Arbor Golf Course is located at 1401 Golf Course Drive, Mitchellville, Maryland. The course was built
in 1970, closed in 2010, and foreclosed upon on April 12, 2011. Originally the property consisted of
approximately 134.19 acres. On December 29, 1998, the LA Golf Club, LLC, sold Parcels “C” and “D,” which
contained the Arbor Room, basketball and tennis courts, a swimming pool and bathhouse, a parking lot and
open space to the Lake Arbor Foundation, Inc., for $1,000,000. In its present form the remaining golf
property consists of approximately 127.60 acres and is zoned Rural Residential (R-R), which allows for a
theoretical yield of 2.17 dwelling units per acre. The existing use of the property as a golf course is
permissible as an approved special exception under current zoning. The property is improved with an 18-hole
golf course, driving range, 2,475 square foot clubhouse, a cart storage building, maintenance facility, and
asphalt parking area. The property is in generally poor condition and suffers from deferred maintenance
throughout. The property generates approximately $22,000 a year in real property tax.
Condition
As mentioned above the course and grounds are in poor condition. A visual inspection of the grounds
revealed no turf on the fairways and greens anywhere. Sand bunkers were filled with vegetation and
visually devoid of sand. The asphalt cart paths were also in poor condition with substantial pot holes,
deteriorated edges, and cracking throughout. There are a number of bridges that pose a significant
safety concern due to rotten decking and deteriorated structural members. The cart path tunnel that
passes under Golf Course Drive has corroded and there are numerous holes in the tunnel wall.
8

The clubhouse, cart building and maintenance facility are also in poor condition. At the time of staff’s
first site visit in September 2012, the clubhouse and cart building were unsecured. The clubhouse had
sustained significant damage due to vandalism. The cart building also suffered damage from vandalism
and evidence of small fires throughout the building are an additional concern. The maintenance facility
was accessible through a hole in the fence. The buildings are unsecured and their roofs leak. There is
evidence of material spills throughout the site, and multiple pieces of golf course equipment such as
mowers, seeders, and golf carts have been discarded. There is some question about whether it would be
financially feasible to rehabilitate the existing buildings due to their current condition. In any event,
clean-up and rehabilitation of the existing buildings would require a significant financial investment. The
Community Standards section of the Department of Environmental Resources has been notified of the
unsecured buildings and will work with the current owner to ensure that the buildings are properly
secured.
In general, due to the deteriorated condition of the grounds and facilities, it would take a substantial
financial investment to return the golf course to operation. Staff with the Department of Parks and
Recreation toured the facility with a golf course architect who reported that the physical layout of the
course is outdated. Given the financial investment required and the current obsolete layout, the value of
the property as a golf course is suspect and may no longer represent a viable use for the property.
With the county’s golf market in its current state, it is extremely doubtful that a golf course at this
location is a feasible financial venture.
Ownership
During the existence of the golf course, ownership has changed a number of times through arms-length
transactions and the creation of various legal entities. The second most recent transaction was between
the seller LA FCL, LLC, (a Maryland limited liability company) and the buyer, the Lake Arbor Golf Club,
LLC, owned by Hercules and Rhonda Pitts. The Lake Arbor Golf Club, LLC, purchased the property on
November 8, 2005 for $2,500,000. The Lake Arbor Golf Club, LLC, obtained a loan from PR Investor
Services, Inc., to purchase the property but subsequently paid off the original loan by obtaining another
from Codale Commercial Lending, LLC, on May 8, 2008. On April 12, 2011 Codale Commercial Funding,
LLC, became the owner of the property through foreclosure for an outstanding debt of $2,088,250.
Zoning
As noted earlier the property is zoned R-R, which permits approximately one-half-acre residential lots. In
this case it also allowed for the golf course as a nonresidential special exception use. The standard lot
size for this zone is 20,000 square feet, resulting in maximum dwelling units per net acre of 2.17 and an
actual estimated average dwelling units per acre of 1.50. Lake Arbor was originally known as the
Newbridge Cluster Development (Case No. 4-77120) and is representative of an early cluster subdivision.
With the provision of the golf course as open space the developer was allowed to cluster the houses and
reduce lot sizes. Today the development contains a number of the lots in the 10,000 square foot range
instead of the standard 20,000 square feet. The calculation on the next page provides a rough estimate
of the dwelling units per acre achieved within the Lake Arbor development.
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Total R-R zoned acres
Total Dwelling Units
Net Buildable
Dwelling Units Per Acre

354.00
606.00
÷354.00
1.71

The maximum theoretical yield for the R-R Zone is 2.17 units per acre. This maximum theoretical yield
does not take into account such factors as topography, wetlands, or roads, so when the estimated
average historical yield is calculated R-R yields on average 1.50 units per acre. The 1.71 dwelling units
per acre calculated above is within the estimated average and maximum allowable range of 1.50 to 2.17.
As is usually the case, it appears that the developer maximized the development potential under the
current zone.
Covenants
As a condition of approval for the cluster subdivision the Prince George’s County Planning Board
required that the golf course remain forever in its present state, or remain undeveloped and as “open
space,” as defined in Section 27-487 and 27-489 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Prince George’s County
Code. Attachment 2 of this report is the declaration recorded at Liber 4961 Folio 834 in the land records
for Prince George’s County, Maryland—as executed by the property owner and the neighborhood
association at the time—that requires the condition as set forth by the Planning Board. Attachment 3,
also included, contains sections 27-487 and 27-489 of the Zoning Subtitle of the Prince George’s County
Code which defines “open space.” As noted in Section 27-487: “All such lot reductions shall be
compensated for by an equivalent amount of land in cluster open space to be preserved and maintained
for its scenic value, for recreation or conservation purposes, or for schools, community buildings or
related uses. Improvements shall be limited to serving such purposes.” The declaration and covenants
remain with the property for perpetuity and are binding upon all respective successors and assigns.
The following two pages carry photographs showing the unsecured nature of the buildings as well as
discarded equipment that would require a substantial cleanup effort.
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Photographs: Lake Arbor Country Club

Unsecured entrance at the Club House.

Unsecured entrance to the golf cart shed.
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Unsecured maintenance building.

Discarded equipment.
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Marlborough Country Club
History
The Marlborough Country Club is located at 4750 John Rogers Boulevard, Upper Marlboro, Maryland.
The course was built in 1974, closed in 2010, and foreclosed on April 12, 2011. The golf course consists
of approximately 131.6 acres and is zoned Residential Urban Development (R-U) (Urban 8.0), which is
described as a mixture of residential types generally associated with an urban environment that
provides for the limited commercial uses necessary to serve the dominant residential uses. The entire
property, known collectively as the Villages of Marlborough, consists of approximately 410 acres, of
which 367 acres (which included the golf course) were rezoned from R-R to R-U in Application A-7260 by
the District Council on December 13, 1976. The existing use of the property as a golf course was granted
by Special Exception 2818 on September 24, 1974. Ultimately, after the property was rezoned the
developer used the golf course as a “public benefit” for which a density bonus was received. The density
bonus received by the developer will be discussed in further detail under the zoning section of this
report. The property is improved with an 18-hole golf course, driving range, 13,229 square foot
clubhouse, maintenance facility, cart storage building, swimming pool, tennis courts, and asphalt
parking area. The property is in very poor condition and suffers from deferred maintenance and
significant vandalism throughout. The property generates approximately $27,050 a year in real property
tax.
Condition
As mentioned above the course and grounds are in poor condition. A visual inspection of the grounds
revealed no turf on the fairways and greens throughout. Except for their topography the greens were
indistinguishable from the surrounding grounds. All of the sand bunkers were weed-filled depressions
and visually devoid of sand. The asphalt cart paths were also in poor condition with total sections
eroded and washed-out, substantial pot holes, undermining, and deteriorated edges throughout.
A number of bridges pose significant safety concerns due to rotten decking and railings, missing railings,
and deteriorated structural members. Numerous trees have also come down on the fairways. There is
evidence of flood damage to the course, especially along the border with the Western Branch.
Significant damage from motorcycles and all-terrain vehicles was also noted throughout the property.
The clubhouse, cart building, maintenance facility, swimming pool, and tennis courts are also in poor
condition. At the time of staff’s first site visit in September 2012, the clubhouse, cart building,
maintenance facility, and swimming pool were unsecured. The clubhouse has sustained significant
damage, primarily due to vandalism. On the exterior almost every window has been broken. The double
glass doors leading to the covered patio at the back of the building have broken and are partially
removed from their frame. On the interior the rooms are littered with broken equipment and supplies,
all copper wiring and plumbing has been removed, finishes including carpeting, drywall, light fixtures,
kitchen equipment, bathroom fixtures, and molding have been removed, ripped-up, and essentially
destroyed. The cart building and maintenance facility has also suffered significant damage from
vandalism. While the outside fence for the pool area remains secure, the pool can be accessed simply
through the clubhouse and presents a significant safety hazard. Although the walls of the pool have
significant cracks it is still capable of holding rain water. It is doubtful that it would be financially feasible
to rehabilitate any of the existing buildings due to their current condition. The Community Standards
section of the Department of Environmental Resources has been notified of the unsecured buildings and
will work with the current owner to ensure that the buildings are properly secured.
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Ownership
During the existence of the golf course, ownership has changed a number of times through multiple
arms-length transactions and the creation of various legal entities. The second most recent transaction
was from The Fairways Group, LP, a Delaware limited partnership to the Marlboro Golf Club, LLC, owned
by Hercules and Rhonda Pitts. The Marlboro Golf Club, LLC, purchased the property on June 16, 2006 for
$2,050,000. The Marlboro Golf Club, LLC obtained a loan from PR Investor Services, Inc., to purchase the
property, but subsequently paid off the original loan by obtaining another from Codale Commercial
Lending, LLC, on May 8, 2008. On April 12, 2011, Codale Commercial Funding, LLC, became the owner of
the property through foreclosure for an outstanding debt of $1,696,000.
Zoning
As noted earlier the property is zoned R-U (Urban 8.0), which permits a mixture of residential types
generally associated with an urban environment and provides for limited commercial uses necessary to
serve the dominant residential uses. The golf course was developed when the property was zoned R-R
through Special Exception 2818, which was approved on September 24, 1974. The property containing
the golf course was later part of the rezoning from R-R (which permits approximately one-half-acre
residential lots) to R-U (Urban 8.0). The zoning change to R-U is significant because it greatly increased
the allowable density for the property. Table 6 below provides the minimum tract size and minimum
and maximum densities allowed.
Table 6:
Minimum tract size
Urban 8.0 Base density
Urban 8.0 Maximum
Maximum mixed retirement development

5 acres adjoining gross acres
8.0 dwelling units per gross acre
11.9 dwelling units per gross acre
8.0 dwelling units per acre

With the rezoning to R-U (Urban 8.0), the base density stood at 8 dwelling units per gross acre.
However, due to incorporation of the golf course as a public benefit feature the developer was awarded
a density bonus of 31 percent resulting in a density of 10.5 dwelling units per gross acre. Table 7
compares the dwelling unit yields under the original zoning, the rezoning, and the density bonus.
Table 7:
Rural Residential average yield
Urban 8.0 Base density
Density Bonus

1.5 dwelling units per gross acre
8.0 dwelling units per gross acre
2.5 dwelling units per gross acre

550 dwelling units
2,936 dwelling units
918 dwelling units

Covenants
With the approval of the density bonus the Marlborough Development Corporation was required to
enter into a covenant to protect the “public benefit feature,” in this case the golf course. The
declaration of covenants recorded at Liber 6115 Folio 977 in the land records for Prince George’s
County, Maryland (Attachment 4), lists the restrictions imposed with regard to the golf course property.
In summary the covenants prohibit fencing and erecting buildings of any type except those related to
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the utilization of the golf course or open space. The covenants also provide for a remedy should the golf
course cease to operate. Covenant number four states:
“In the event that Marlborough Development Corporation determines to close and
discontinue the operations of the subject golf course, Marlborough Development
Corporation shall cease to be responsible or obligated in any manner for the continued
maintenance of the course. Should Marlborough Development Corporation or its
assignee, as provided herein, ever cease to own or operate the subject open space as a
golf course for a period of at least 365 consecutive days, the subject golf course shall
revert automatically to the Villages of Marlborough Community Association, Inc. Such
reversion shall not occur if, prior to the termination of the 365 consecutive day period,
Marlborough Development Corporation, or its assignee, shall commence to operate the
subject open space as a golf course. The 6.4 plus/minus acres consisting of the
clubhouse, swimming pool, parking compound, and other related facilities defined by the
site plan for S.E. 2818 shall be specifically excluded from this automatic reversion
provision. In any case, the subject open space shall continue to be maintained as a part
of the public open space for the above-described development.”
The course ceased operation at the end of 2010 and has not operated for a period more than 365
consecutive days. Aside from the reversion clause the main objective of the covenants appears to be
maintaining the golf course as part of the public open space for the development. Covenant number
seven states that: “These Covenants shall run to the benefit of the Villages of Marlborough Community
Association, and shall be enforceable by said Association.” While the covenants make it clear that the 6.4
plus/minus acres consisting of the clubhouse, swimming pool, parking compound, and other related
facilities are exempt from the reversion, the clause is not explicitly clear as to whether or not they are
also required to be maintained as open space.
Representatives for Codale have met with representatives for the Villages of Marlborough Homeowner’s
Association (HOA) to discuss the situation of the golf course. Lawyer Steve Soto, representing Codale,
met with Sue Fetsko, Associate Manager, Professional Community Management representing the HOA,
and the HOA’s attorneys, Michael Neall and Sean Suhar, to discuss options regarding the course. The
HOA has agreed to conduct a survey to find out what reuse options might be acceptable to the
membership. During the meeting the reversion clause was discussed and it appears that Codale is
prepared to have the property revert to the HOA. In a phone conversation Ms. Fetsko stated that the
HOA’s Board was concerned about the maintenance costs that would be involved when the reversion
took place. Ms. Fetsko stated that collecting association dues in most HOAs poses an ongoing challenge,
and she seriously doubts that there is much of an appetite for the increase in dues necessary to
maintain the course in its present condition.
Due to the deteriorated condition of the grounds and facilities, a substantial financial investment would
be required to return the golf course to operation. There is a concern that the physical layout of the
course is outdated. The course was laid out before the housing was built and the fairways are unusually
narrow. Once the houses were built the perception of the narrow fairways increased. The old nets that
were installed to protect the dwelling units remain and overhead electrical wires cross the fairways in
some places. The Marlborough course seems claustrophobic when compared to Lake Presidential, which
is also built within a community. Given the financial investment required and the obsolete layout, the
value of the property as a golf course is suspect and may not represent a viable use for the property. The
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pictures below and on the following page contain photographs documenting the unsafe conditions
encountered at the property.
Photographs: Marlborough Country Club

Collapsed bridge railing.

Interior of the club house.
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Pool with standing water accessed through the club house.

Deteriorated cart path.
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Potential Reuse and Redevelopment Strategies
This discussion of current conditions explains why staff have significant doubts about whether or not a
golf course is a viable use for either property. With the closure of four golf courses in the county since
2006 and the recent removal from consideration of a course in Villages of Piscataway, the current
market for new golf courses in the county is weak at best. The covenants that run with both properties
also extinguish the current owner’s ability to reuse or redevelop the properties without the approval of
the affected neighborhood associations, the Planning Board, and the District Council. They may also
require master plan and legislative changes.
Staff conducted a nationwide search of best practices to develop ideas for potential reuse or
redevelopment of the properties. Ownership of the course is one of the first aspects that must be taken
into consideration. As mentioned earlier both of the properties are owned by Codale Commercial
Funding, LLC. Codale obtained the properties through foreclosure and it is doubtful that Codale has any
intention of retaining either property as a profitable recreational use as that is not their business focus.
The following section focuses on nine reuse options for both of the properties. These include the
following: 1) revitalize as an 18-hole course; 2) revitalize and reconfigure as a 9-hole course;
3) redevelop as active recreational space; 4) reuse as passive recreational space; 5) redevelop as
housing; 6) redevelop as a cemetery; 7) create a forest conservation bank; 8) repurpose for urban
agriculture; and 9) allow the courses to return to a natural state. Some of these uses hold considerably
more promise and some are not recommended as viable options. There is also the possibility of
combining some of the reuse options.
Revitalize as an 18-hole course: One option would be to restore the original use as an 18-hole golf
course. Such an effort generally requires updating the facilities and course infrastructure as well as
redesigning the course layout. The Marlton Golf Club in Upper Marlboro was built in 1967, closed in
1980, and after 18 years was reopened as an 18-hole course in 1998.
Revitalize as a 9-hole course: Another option involves revitalizing the course as a 9-hole course. Quite
often this option is combined with other reuse options such as additional housing or other uses on the
property where nine of the original 18 holes were eliminated.
Redevelop as active recreational space: Staff found a number of examples of older golf courses that had
been converted to active recreational space, mainly as regional parks. Active recreation uses include
playgrounds, ball fields, tennis and basketball courts, gymnasiums, swimming pools, and indoor/outdoor
skating facilities.
Reuse as passive recreational space: Reuse as passive recreational space could represent a feasible
option. Closed courses with passive uses include such activities as; hiking trails, exercise trails, an
archery range, picnic areas, dog parks, Frisbee golf, and equestrian trails.
Redevelop as housing: A popular option throughout the nation is to redevelop closed courses as
housing. This strategy has been used on courses that have closed due to a lack of demand and on
courses where golf no longer represents the highest and best possible use for the land.
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Redevelop as a cemetery: There are a few examples of closed golf courses being converted into
cemeteries. Usually this involves golf courses that already have an existing cemetery as a neighbor.
In Boston Heights, Ohio, the cemetery and golf course were neighbors for over 60 years, and once the
cemetery filled and the golf course experienced a decline, it was quickly purchased by the cemetery
owner and used for additional plots. Without the precedent of an existing cemetery this option is
probably not feasible.
Create a forest conservation bank: Another possible reuse for both properties could be as forest
conservation banks. When a developer is required to perform tree mitigation for the removal of trees on
a development site, purchasing credits in a woodland conservation bank is one option available.
According to the Environmental Planning Section in Countywide Planning, open land for tree mitigation
has a real advantage over already forested land. For tree mitigation purposes a developer only has to
purchase half the amount of open land that applies to forested land and plant trees on the property.
Currently credits for such land sell for roughly $20,000 an acre. There is a potential that this use could be
combined with various active or passive recreational uses to cover the maintenance costs.
Re-purpose as an urban agriculture opportunity: Initially this option appears to hold some promise, but
unfortunately it is discouraged in most instances. The problem lies mainly in the fertilizers, chemicals,
and pesticides used to maintain golf courses. The pesticides are particularly troublesome and can
remain in the soil for long periods of time. The cost and effort to remediate golf courses for agricultural
uses in most cases is not cost effective. By the time the fertilizers, chemicals, and pesticides have
naturally dispersed or broken down, the properties would most likely be well on their way to reverting
back to forest.
Return to nature: A final option is to simply let the land go fallow and return to its natural state. Letting
the land return to its natural state has the most value from an environmental perspective, but the least
value from the owner’s perspective.
The next section will analyze the potential reuse options and their applicability to Lake Arbor Country
Club and Marlborough Country Club properties.

Lake Arbor Country Club Reuse Options
Revitalize as an 18-hole Course: With the current state of the golf market in the county—and the less
than positive future outlook—the potential to revitalize Lake Arbor as an 18-hole course is dubious at
best. Such an approach is further complicated by the fact that the course design is obsolete, and that
little material value is left in the property from a golf course perspective. All of the facilities, equipment,
and grounds are so deteriorated that it would be like starting a new 18-hole course from scratch. Even
with a strong desire to revitalize the property as an 18-hole golf course it is highly unlikely that a
potential developer could acquire the needed financing to undertake such an effort. As noted earlier in
the report, with the financial investment required and the obsolete layout, the value of the property as
a golf course is questionable and may not represent a viable use.
Revitalize as a 9-hole course: Some golf courses have reduced the number of holes from 18 to nine in an
effort to reduce costs and reposition the course toward the beginning golfer market. In most cases other
reuse options are proposed for the section of the course being abandoned.
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There is significant concern that such a strategy may not be viable for Lake Arbor. As Mark Weiss,
Director Golf Operations; Department of Parks and Recreation; Sports, Health, and Wellness Division
noted: “The 9-hole courses, Henson Creek and Paint Branch, have struggled for some time. Paint Branch
does have an upside with the driving range business it does, but rounds have been stagnant for a
number of years. With the present price war, the cost of playing 18 holes at some of the local courses is
close to our 9-hole rates.” With the state of the golf market in the county, the “price war” as noted
above, and the severely deteriorated condition of both courses, it is questionable whether this is even a
plausible option. Such a climate is especially difficult for 9-hole courses because they must follow suit
and in general operate at less of a margin than the typical 18-hole course. Part of the difference in
operating margin is a simple matter of scale of economies. While some equipment requirements may be
less, the staffing requirements are roughly the same, especially at the higher end salaries. For example,
every 9-hole or 18-hole course will require a golf course superintendent.
Based on the experience of the Department of Parks and Recreation and current price wars for green
fees in the county, revitalizing Lake Arbor as a 9-hole course would appear to be a high risk venture.
Redevelop as active recreational space: All of the examples found of golf courses being converted to
active recreational space involved core courses that were converted to regional parks. The Glenn Dale
Golf Club is an excellent example of a core course layout where all of the holes are located on a single
square tract of land. Lake Arbor is primarily a single fairway, returning nines layout, winding its way
through an existing neighborhood, which poses a number of challenges when considering
redevelopment as active recreation.
The challenges of redeveloping Lake Arbor as a regional park include the following: 1) the area is already
adequately served by regional parks6; 2) the HOA would most likely not welcome the intensity of uses;
3) vehicle access is not adequate for a regional park; 4) the public infrastructure required for more
intensive uses is not available; 5) the course has numerous pedestrian access points; and 6) the
perimeter would be difficult to secure.
Conversion of Lake Arbor to a regional park to support active recreational uses is not recommended.
Reuse as Passive Recreational Space: Closed courses with passive uses include such activities as: hiking
trails, exercise trails, an archery range, picnic areas, dog parks, Frisbee golf, and equestrian trails. With
the exception of the archery range and Frisbee golf examples, the course area involved was allowed to
revert back to its natural state with only the trails, dog park, and picnic areas being maintained.
There are three primary reasons cited for allowing most of the course area to revert back to nature:
1) trail users, both people and equestrians, preferred a natural environment; 2) the intensity of use does
not support the maintenance costs involved in maintaining the original fairways; and 3) users did not
want to be interrupted by intensive maintenance efforts. It should be noted that even passive
recreational uses will require maintenance expenses especially if the pedestrian bridges and tunnel are
to be maintained at Lake Arbor. Reuse as passive recreational space is a feasible option for Lake Arbor.

6

M-NCPPC Department of Parks and Recreation, Regional Parks, service the county and function as neighborhood
parks for population within a 15-minute drive time. Watkins Regional Park drive time from Lake Arbor is six
minutes, and Villages of Marlborough drive time is 12 minutes.

20

Redevelop as housing: Although not always popular with the existing community, redeveloping closed
courses with housing is a frequently used option. The covenant for the property would require
agreement from all the parties to the covenant to permit additional housing. This option would most
likely require changes to the area master plan and additional legislative changes to make this a feasible
option.
Redevelop as a cemetery: As mentioned earlier all examples of closed golf courses being converted to
cemeteries took place when both uses were on adjacent properties. This option is not recommended.
Create a forest conservation bank: The current owner of Lake Arbor could certainly create a forest
conservation bank on the property, and such a use would comply with the terms of the covenant that
the property remains as “open space” in perpetuity.
Re-purpose as an urban agriculture opportunity: Due to the property’s recent closure and the
contamination problems associated with the fertilizers, chemicals, and pesticides used to maintain the
golf course, use of the property for agricultural purposes is not recommended.
Return to Nature: Such a strategy would be in keeping with the original intention of the covenant on the
property, which is that it be maintained as open space in perpetuity. Additionally, the argument could
be made that the open space in its natural state would have even more value from an environmental
perspective.

Marlborough Country Club Reuse Options
Revitalize as an 18-hole course: Once again with the current state of the golf market in the county and
the less than positive future outlook, the option to revitalize Marlborough Country Club as an 18-hole
course is not recommended. Like Lake Arbor, Marlborough suffers from an obsolete design and the
facilities and grounds are in even worse shape. As noted earlier in the report, with the substantial
financial investment required and the obsolete layout, the value of the property as a golf course is
questionable, and may not represent a viable use for the property.
Revitalize as a 9-hole course: The prospect of revitalizing Marlborough as a 9-hole course is not a viable
option. In addition to the reasons mentioned for Lake Arbor, Marlborough is located even farther from
the county’s population centers, which generally contain a higher proportion of the first-time and
beginner golfers that 9-hole courses need to be successful.
With the Department of Parks and Recreation’s experience operating two 9-hole courses, the current
price wars for green fees in the county, and the additional handicap of a smaller core market, revitalizing
Marlborough as a 9-hole course is not recommended.
Redevelop as active recreational space: For the same reasons applicable to Lake Arbor, it cannot be
recommended that Marlborough be converted into a regional park to support active recreational uses.
Reuse as passive recreational space: The reuse of Marlborough for passive recreation is a feasible
option.
Redevelop as housing: Although not always popular with the existing community, redeveloping closed
courses with housing is a frequently used option. The covenant for the property would require
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agreement from all parties involved. Changes to the area master plan would most likely be needed, as
well as legislative action to make this a feasible option. It may be advisable to allow for additional
housing on the 6.4 acres consisting of the clubhouse, swimming pool, parking compound, and other
facilities excluded from the automatic reversion provision, as an incentive to demolish the existing
structures and complete the neighborhood street.
Redevelop as a cemetery: As mentioned earlier, all examples of closed golf courses being converted to
cemeteries took place when both uses were on adjacent properties. This option is not recommended.
Create a forest conservation bank: The property could certainly be used as a forest conservation bank
and such a use would comply with the terms of the covenant that the property remains as “open space”
in perpetuity. In the interim any receipts from the sale of forest conservation credits could help cover
maintenance costs for the rest of the property.
Re-purpose as an urban agriculture opportunity: Due to the property’s recent closure and the
contamination problems associated with the fertilizers, chemicals, and pesticides used to maintain the
golf course, use of the property for agricultural purposes is not recommended.
Return to nature: Such a strategy would be in keeping with the original intention of the covenant that
the property be maintained as open space in perpetuity. Additionally, the argument could be made that
the open space in its natural state would have even more value from an environmental perspective.
There is a possibility that some of the Marlborough course could be used for flood mitigation efforts by
restoring or creating additional wetlands. Although ongoing flood mitigation efforts are currently being
undertaken in the Town of Upper Marlboro, there may be a need for additional efforts, either now or in
the near future. Such an option would take further study to determine if there a need and whether or
not the property would be useful for such efforts.
Table 8 provides a comparison of the available options with regard to capital cost, legal regulation,
operating cost, neighborhood impact, and feasibility. The table is intended as a general guide only and
with the combination of different options, some of the impacts would increase or decrease.
Table: 8
Option
18-hole Course
9-hole Course
Active Recreation
Passive Recreation
Housing
Cemetery
Forest Conservation
Urban Agriculture
Return to Nature

Capital Cost
High
High
High
Med
Low
Low
Low
High
Low

Legal
Regulation
Low
Low
Low
Low
High
Med
Low
Med
Low
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Operating Cost
Low
Low
High
Low
Med
Low
Low
Low
Low

Neighborhood
Impact
Low
Med
High
Low
High
Low
Low
Low
Low

Market
Feasibility
Doubtful
Doubtful
Doubtful
Yes
Yes
Doubtful
Yes
Doubtful
Yes

Recommendations
In an effort to move things forward with the disposition and ultimate reuse for both properties, staff has
developed a number of recommendations to guide the county in its efforts.
As mentioned earlier, the Community Standards section of the Department of Environmental Resources
has already been requested to secure the structures at both sites. Due to the relatively isolated nature
of the structures on both properties, constant vigilance will probably be required to ensure that the
structures continue to remain secured.
A second recommendation is that some type of formal attempt should be made to explore what reuse
options would be acceptable to both communities. The Planning Department’s Community Planning
Division could prove helpful in presenting the potential reuse options and gauging the communities’
interest.
After the study has been released and the current property owners have had time to review, it would be
advisable to have a follow-up meeting with the property owners to ascertain their desires for both
properties. With input from the property owners and the communities, a successful resolution can be
reached.
Finally the county may want to develop contingency plans for both courses if the properties are
abandoned by the current owners and acquired by the county through tax sale. The owners reported
spending over $250,000 last year on maintenance of both properties. The uncertainty surrounding a
profitable use for the properties may influence the owners to cut their losses in the near term.
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