Gouernment of the Bistriet of Columbia
ZONING COMMISSION

ZONING COMMISSION ORDER NO, 610
Case No., 86=-11

(Text Amendment - Campus Plans)
August 7, 1989

On May 12, 1986, the Zoning Commission for the District of
Columbia initiated action to consider whether to amend the
District of Columbia Municipal Regulations (DCMR}, Title 11,
Zoning, regarding the transfer of campus plan review
authority from the Board of Zoning Adijustment (BZA) to the
Zoning Commission,

At that same meeting, the Zoning Commission referred the
case to the District of Columbia Office of Planning to study
the issue and make a recommendation on the question of
whether the Commission should authorize a public hearing on
the matter.

Subseqguent to the publication ¢f a notice of filing in the
D.C. Register, the Zoning Commission received letters from
Councilmembers James E. Nathanson, Betty Ann Xane, and Harrvy
L. Thomas, and Council Chairman David A. Clarke in support
of scheduling public hearings and proceeding with the
transfer of authority, The Commission also received
numercous letters in support from various organizations and
individuals.

Proponents of transferring the campus plan review authority
base their position, in large part, on Section 1116 (11) of
the Lane Use Element o©f the Comprehensive Plan for the
National Capital, which reads as follows:

"Support modification of the Zoning Regulations of the
District of Columbia to require Zoning Commission for
the District of Columbia approval of college and
university master plans and subsequent review and
further processing with opportunity for citizens
participation, in order to ellow for more efficient
review of plans and proposals while reducing adverse
neighborhood impacts and alleviating uncertainty over
future institutional activities; "




{S9TITUNLWOD TRTIUBPTSHI AQIBROU U0 S309I1I9

TRIUSWTIZSOP SNOTISS BAPY UBD S8TFTATIOE AjTsIaatun

put ©beTTod wWoII 3ITnssl YoTym sioedwl 3JIeUI UISOUOD
oyl pessexdxe soaTiejusssadsx UszZIITO TTe ATIRSN o)

fuetd sndwep peaoxdde ur O 9ITT 203 IDAO SHOURISWUNDITO
bu;BUDJ 1eew 03 JIopxo ut Jo ‘sueTd snduwed TRTOTIIO
UT AJTTIQIXOTI JO ©sibep swos uTejuUTRW 03 posdu 8yl
pastxdxa seaTlejussaadsl A3TSIDATUN pUR 2HSTTOD 1SOR e

iauswdoToasp

sndwes pur sueTd sndwed 3o bursssooird eyl sao0xdwt

01 Axessesou ©I8M  SPIRPUBRIS 0 soUITepTnb Isi3sq
qeys uoturdo oyl uT snowtueun ATIesU 81sm sjuedloriaed :

[is}

ssbUTPUTI 1UPQT§T¥ s

ButmoTTOoI 22Ul POTITIUSPT 40 “S??QESIQATUE pur s9HaTTOD 30
seaTielusseadsl puer ‘STENPTATPUT ‘suoTriezTuebio pejlserdlul
U3 T4 JUBWSATOAUT SIT IO SNIRIE DYY U0 pangﬁax butuueTg
JO @O0TIIO °ul ‘1861 ‘1T Iequeveq pelep unpuriowsw Ag

h

‘98D BUY IO UOTIRISPISUOCD 3T uTl 03 puodssa 03 podu TTTA
UOTSSTUWOD 9Yl YDTUM SUISOUOD pu®R $9nssT 2yl AFTIUspt 0%
Fopio ut ‘suorjernbex uelg sndur) ut pe;@awequﬁ guosiad yUilTm
doysyIom © 10oNpuUOD 03 DUTUURT JO ©O0TIJ0O 2U3 JO J03ID8ITJ 3yl
poasenbal pue ‘esed STUI UT aInpoyuds peiTpadxs olqrsuodssd
® MOTTOIJ ©3 pPea3sSul poauTwisilsp ATHUTIpIonde UCTSSTUO)D 3Yyg

*peapesu
odeMm UOTUM UOTIBISDPTSUOD TNIBILD ©U3 8s5ed 2y} Ut Swtﬁ%t @qq
SATH 023 AT MOTTE DTOOM UDTUM 2SIN0D ¥ MOTTOX prnoys 3T 3BUI
POASTTSY UOTSSTUMOS) SYL °*98ed 8yl ul peTitisnl o sztnba
qou sem DburyewsTni ApusbIswe 3wyl pue pGAST“' Apusbrsw
Ou 3Byl pPSUTWISISP UOTSSTuwWo) 8yl ‘burisesw swes eyl 1v
CUOTIoW

syaz butazzoddns pue bursoddo souspuodssiion I9Ujzo pue ‘uotiou
AN eyy butsoddo osTe I8UDsOTd 3 S9OMOUTT JO WITI MR 8yl WoIT
L1867 ‘e ATnp peaep Ie3aeT v ‘uoriow DN oyx bursoddo suer
puUB HOTIAIPOH ‘STIAY ‘SeNTIM IO WITI Me] 28Ul WoxI [.86T ‘0T
ATng pejep I9iiesl e fuotTiow DTN © POISPTEUOD UOTSSTUUOD
oya ‘burzecw Aryauow xeinbex s3aT 3B ‘1867 ‘¢TI AInp uo

=~

T
U3
T

TUOTIOW DN SUd JO ixodan UT poaTeDal O0sSTe aI9M

STENPTATPUT puUL SUOTIRZTUERDIO wWoXI £I8©139T TRIDADS °sueTd
Iejsew A3TSISATUN pue aﬁeTTOﬁ 01 bututejasd sjuswpuUSWR
1xo3 posodoad O UOTJIRISPISUOCD poillpedxe ‘aaTjeursille 8U3l UuT
‘10 ‘soseq pejTpedxe ur uo uoTldope I0I UOTIOW B PBTTI “OUl
S(OTIN) A3Tunumon STgRATTT B I03 sxoqubrten ‘1867 ‘T ATnL uo

‘paxTnbeax sT A3Taoyazne uerd sndweo JoO I8jsuedl Syl eyl pue
UBTd ®U3 ULTM JUSISTSUOLUT ®¢ jo0u butuoz syl sexinbsx ueld
asatsusysxdwuon syl 3ByYL gzwau@daxd 8Ul I0 uoy%f“oﬁ 8yl ST 37T

. HOVd
JN HSYD
¢ °"D°Z

<
ot

L

o~

=

£l

o
SRS




Z.C. ORDER NO., 610
CASE NO, 86-11

PAGE 3

d. Citizens were desirous of being more involved in t
campus plan process and of being @@“feA informed by
colleges and universities about campus development:

e, It was evident to OP staff members that, in general,
colleges and universities involved citizens to a
greater degree than in the past;

f. A variety of opinions were expressed regarding the
appropriate forum for campus plan review, approval, and

"further processing” procedures Overall, the collec
and university spokespersonsg felw that the current
process was preferable while citizen representatives
believed, in general, that the Zoning Commission is the
more appropriate forum; and

g The duration of 1ife of a campus plan also emerged as
an important issue, The college and university
Yepleaenguftves generally believe that a 10 vear or

longer span is appropriate. Citizens generally believe
that 10 vears or less is Apgiomrﬁdt .

It appeared evident to 0P staff that the desire for improved
guidelines and/or standards in the ?onlnq process emerged as
a significant issue, although expressed in a variety of
ways, The lack of adequate guidelines or standards in the
Zoning Regulations has resulted in one very clear area of
confusion; that is, the distinction between a long range,
generalized campus plan development program and the review
of specific development projects. Under present
regulations, no distinction is made bhetween these two vers
different activities. This is not to imply that the Board
of Zoning Adijustment does not distinguish between the two,
for the Board in hearing campus plan matters clearly does.
The Zoning Regulations, however, do not clearly distinguish
between a campus plan review and a campus development review
in a regulatory fashion.

OP, by memoranda dated October 13 & 17, 1989, reported that
the current regulations are adeguate and recommeavwi that
the jurisdiction for campus plan review and approval remain
with the BZA. 0P stated the following:

o = = s

It is our view that the Board of Zoning Adijustment has
discharged its responsibilities well in both areas., As
a practical matter, both the O0ffice of Planning and the
Zoning Commission are now involved in the
implementation of the Comprehensive Plan. This
activity is Jikely to involve an increasing caseload
for the Commission of compl@x and controversial issues
which will occupy an increasing amount of the

Com ml%SlOP'S time, The Office of Planning, therefore,
recommends that the Jjurisdiction for campus plan review
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and approval remain with the Board of Zoning
Adjustment."

On January 9, 1989, at its regular monthly meeting, the
Zoning Commission considered the issue of whether it would
authorized a public hearing for the case. At that same
meeting the Commission considered a memorandum dated
December 23, 1988 from the OP recommending that the case be
dismissed without hearing.

The Director of the 0Office of Planning informed the
Commission that it would, through the Executive Branch,
request the Council of the District of Columbia to change
Section 1116 (11} of the Land Use Element of the
Comprehensive Plan, to provide for the BZA to continue
review authority for campus plans.

The Commission concurs with the recommendation of 0P,
particularly in light of OP's intent to initiate and support
a change of the Land Use Element provisions of the
Comprehensive Plan.

The Commission is mindful of the current interpretation of
Section 1116 (11) and believes that it was not the intent of
the City Council to suggest that review authority for campus
plans is not adequately being processed by the BZA and that
the Zoning Commission should replace the BZA to provide for
better review processing.

The Commission is also mindful of its own caseload of
area~wide Comprehensive Plan zoning initiatives and believes
that the District of Columbia is better served by not
changing the existing process,

The Zoning Commission believes that this case is not in the
best interest of the District of Columbia, is inconsistent
with the intent and purpose of the Zoning Map and Zoning
Act, and 1is not reqguired to fulfill the intent of the
Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital.

The Commission concludes that there is insufficient merit to
warrant a public hearing for this case.

Upon consideration of the reasons set forth herein, the
Zoning Commission hereby orders that Case No., 86-11 be
DISMISSED,

Vote of the Zoning Commission taken at the public meeting on
January 9, 1989: 5-0 (Lindsley Williams, Lloyd D. Smith, and
Maybelle Tavlor Bennett, to dismiss, and Elliott Carroll and
John G. Parsons, to dismiss by absentee vote).
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This order was adopted by the Zoning Commission at the
public meeting on August 7, 1989 by a vote of 3~0 (John G.
Parsons, Lloyd D. Smith and Maybelle Tavlor Bennett, to
adopt as amended -~ George M., White, not present not voting

and Tersh Boasberg, not voting not having participated in
the case).

In accordance with the provisions of 11 DCMR 3028, thIS
order is final and effective upon publicaticn in the D.C.
Register; that is, on A e 4 1@00 .
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MAYBELLE TAYLOR BENNETT EWARD L. CURRY

”halrp@rscn [ Executive Director
Zoning Commission Zoning Secretariat
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