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General Accounting Office 

Mission And Functions Of The 
National Capital Planning Commission 

The National Capital Planning Commission 
has 12 members, including Federal and 
local government officials and private citi- 
zens; a staff of about 50; and an annual 
budget of about $2.2 million. Its functions 
are aimed at protecting the Federal interest 
in the National Capital Region. GAO’s report 
contains information regarding five specific 
areas in which the requestors expressed 
interest. 

GAO found that the term “Federal interest” 
is an undefined and sometimes controver- 
sial term relating to the image, character, 
and functioning of Washington, D.C., and its 
environs. The views of Federal, State, re- 
gional, and local officials contacted by GAO 
differed on what the “Federal interest” is 
and how the Commission should protect it. 
Absent agreement on a definition of “Fed- 
eral interest,” GAO could not determine the 
Commission’s effectiveness in carrying out 
its planning function. 
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The Honorable Charles WC. Mathias 
Chairman 
The Honorable Thomas F. Eagleton 
Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Governmental Efficiency 

and the District of Columbia 
Committee on Governmental Affairs 
United States Senate 

The Honorable John Warner 
The Honorable Ted Stevens 
United States Senate 

In November 1981, you asked us to evaluate the National 
Capital Planning Co8mmission's (NCPC's) mission and functions. 
You asked that we review five specific areas and answer a series 
of questions, including certain policy questions, on NCPC's 
role, functions, and mission. 

In subsequent discussions with your office, we said that 
because NCPC's activities are aimed at protecting the Federal 
interest in the Nation's Capital and its environs and no 
agreed-upon definition of the Federal interest exists, we could 
not respond to the policy questions. Thus, we agreed to respond 
only to those questions requiring the collection of factual 
data. This letter provides general background on the work we 
did and a summary of information gathered in each of the five 
areas in your request. Our response to the series of questions 
in your request is contained in appendix I. Our detailed objec- 
tives, scope, and methodology are contained in appendix II. 

NCPC'S MEMBERSHIP AND FUNCTIONS 

NCPC, the central Federal planning agency in the National 
Capital Region, comprises 12 members, including Federal and 
local government officials and private citizens. Established by 
the National Capital Planning Act of 1952, its functions include 

--preparing Federal elements or portions of a 
comprehensive plan for the National Capital and 
its environs: 

--annually'recomnending to the Congress a multi- 
year Federal Capital Improvements Program 
containing Federal land acquisition and devel- 
opment proposals for the region; 
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--approving proposed Federal and District of 
Columbia development projects and building 
plans in certain areas; and 

--reviewing State, regional, and local 
government plans and programs, and private 
development projects and building plans. 

These functions are aimed at protecting the Federal interest, an 
undefined and sometimes controversial term relating to the 
image, character, and functioning of Washington, D.C., and its 
environs as the National Capital. 

NCPC employs about 50 staff members. In fiscal year 1982, 
NCPC expended $2.4 million, 89 percent of which was for 
personnel and rent. 

Following are the five areas highlighted in your letter and 
a summary of the information we gathered in each of these areas. 

WHAT ELEMENTS OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
FOR THE NATIONAL CAPITAL HAS NCPC 
ADOPTED AND WHAT ELEMENTS REMAIN? 

NCPC has adopted five elements of the comprehensive plan-- 
foreign missions and international agencies, Federal environ- 
ment, Federal goals, Federal facilities, and Federal employ- 
ment. Three additional elements remain to be finalized and 
adopted. These are preservation and historic features, open 
space and natural features, and visitors and tourists. 

The Commission and its staff have recently emphasized com- 
pleting the comprehensive plan. NCPC staff estimated that most 
staff time had been devoted to or supported the comprehensive 
planning effort. 

WHAT IS NCPC'S AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 
THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND ENFORCE 
DECISIONS RELATING TO ITS PROJECT 
REVIEW FUNCTION? 

As with most planning commissions in the United States, 
NCPC has no authority to implement the goals or policies of its 
comprehensive plan. The Federal agency that proposes a specific 
Capital area development project is responsible for implementing 
it after obtaining NCPC approval that the proposal complies with 
the comprehensive plan or does not adversely affect the Federal 
interest. NCPC also checks to ensure that specific proposals 
are incorporated in the Federal Capital Improvements Program. 

Our review of four proposed development projects--the Dis- 
trict's Prevocational Center for the Handicapped, the Chancery 
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of Jordan, the Vietnam Veterans Memorial, and the Naval Surface 
Weapons Center Explosive Test Facility--showed that NCPC's com- 
ments generally resulted in the agencies and foreign govern- 
ments making changes in the final site and building plans. 

NCPC has no authority to enforce Section 5 of the 1952 
Planning Act, which requires Federal agencies to submit proposed 
development projects to NCPC for review. NCPC relies on its own 
informal monitoring of the agencies and the Office of Management 
and Budget to ensure that Federal agencies submit required 
development plans. 

WHAT IS THE ROLE OF NCPC IN RELATION 
TO OTHER FEDERAL, LOCAL, AND REGIONAL 
PLANNING BODIES? 

NCPC, as the central Federal planning agency in the Nation- 
al Capital Region, consults with and advises other Federal, 
regional, and local planning bodies on matters relating to the 
Region's development. NCPC has authority to approve certain 
Federal and District government projects. Federal officials 
told us that NCPC's review and comment functions are appropri- 
ate. Some local officials said that they believed NCPC some- 
times exceeded its authority by becoming involved in what they 
believed were local matters. 

WHAT ARE NCPC'S PROCEDURES FOR 
ENSURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
IN ITS DECISIONMAKING? 

NCPC's citizen participation procedures offer the public 
opportunities to provide oral or written input to NCPC's delib- 
erations on Federal and District elements of the comprehensive 
plan; Federal, District, and other local development plansin 
the region: and the Federal Capital Improvements Program. NCPC 
asks all organizations providing input to comment only on issues 
that may affect the Federal interest. 

NCPC hired a consultant in fiscal year 1981 to encourage 
additional citizen participation and improve intergovernmental 
liaison. 

DOES NCPC'S COMPOSITION 
REFLECT ITS MANDATE? 

NCPC has 12 members-- 7 ex officio Federal and District gov- 
ernment members and 5 citizen members, 3 appointed by the Presi- 
dent and 2 by the District's Mayor. 

Past and present Commission members and other Federal, 
regional, and local officials held varying opinions on NCPC mem- 
bership. For example, some thought that a commission responsi- 
ble for Federal interests should not have so many District rep- 
resentatives. Others said that local jurisdictions should have 
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greater representation. S'till others said that NCPC's current 
memb'ership composition was appropriate.. Because the Federal in- 
terest has not been dafined, we cannot say whether NCPC's com- 
position is bes't suited to protect that interest. 

As you requested, in responding to your questions, we 
obtained the views of present and former Commission members; 
private citizens groups; (eknd Federal, State, and local 
government clfficials. Appendix III lists the organizations we 
contacted, and appendix IV summarizes their views on the Federal 
interest, NCFC functions, and NCPC membership. Appendix V 
contains information on NCPC operations, including 

--staffing and organization, 

--responsiveness of staff to NCPC members, 

--NCPC functions, 

--implementation and enforcement authority, 

--effect of transferring certain NCPC functions 
to the District of Columbia government as 
proposed in a bill (S. 1433) introduced in 
the 97th Congress but not acted on, 

--public participation procedures, and 

--NCPC expenditures. 

Appendix V also contains information on the Canadian National 
Capital Commission, an organization with responsibilities simi- 
lar to those of the National Capital Planning Commission. 

Appendixes VI through XI, respectively, contain information 
on fiscal years 1979 to 1983 expenditures; mission descriptions 
of selected Federal commissions or organizations: summaries of 
Federal agencies, local governments, and citizens' groups ques- 
tionnaire responses; and resolutions adopting the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments/NCPC's "Principles and Process 
for Identifying Federal Interests in the National Capital Re- 
gion" and "Proposed Procedures for Resolving Planning Issues 
that May Arise Between Local and Federal Agencies in the Nation- 
al Capital Region." 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

We sent a draft copy of this report to the National Capital 
Planning Commission's Chairman and Executive Director for their 
comments. The Chairman stated that the report was a reasonably 
accurate description of NCPC's operations. However, he said 
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that we should have included more analysis of NCPC's operations 
and taken a position on its effectiveness in accomplishing its 
mission. (See app. XII.) 

As stated earlier, we could not respond to policy questions 
on NCPC's role, functions, and mission because there is no 
agreed-upon definition of the Federal interest. NCPC/Metropoli- 
tan Washington Council of Governments (COG) resolutions on the 
principles and processes to be used to identify the Federal 
interest in the National Capital Region are important steps in 
reaching agreement on questions of Federal interest, and we 
encourage such continued cooperative efforts. 

The Chairman included comments from NCPC's Executive 
Director. These were, for the most part, detailed comments and 
technical corrections or updated information. However, the 
Executive Director also stated that NCPC is well aware of the 
difficulties involved in defining the Federal interest in the 
National Capital Region and that the cooperative effort with COG 
represents a useful framework for more effective intergovern- 
mental cooperation in planning in the Washington Metropolitan 
area. (See app. XII.) We revised the report to respond to the 
technical corrections and updated information. 

The COG Executive Director stated that the report documents 
thoroughly NCPC's laws, policies, and practices in executing its 
responsibilities. However, COG believed that we should have 
given greater emphasis in the report to the jointly developed 
resolutions on the Federal interest and urged us to support the 
resolutions' incorporation into NCPC's enabling legislation. 
COG also questioned whether the Congress gave NCPC "considerable 
discretion" in defining the Federal interest because the Con- 
gress was unsure about how to adequately define the term during 
debate on the 1973 Home Rule legislation for the District of 
Columbia. (See app. XIII.) 

We agree that the resolutions will help answer questions of 
Federal interest and define NCPC's role in protecting the Feder- 
al interest in the National Capital Region. We support the co- 
operative effort to define the Federal interest but do not 
believe that incorporating these or similar principles into 
legislation is necessary. We revised the report to state that 
the legislative history to the Home Rule Act indicates that 
NCPC's review of the District government's planning activities 
was considered a key ingredient in protecting the Federal inter- 
est. The legislation allows NCPC to veto District government 
planning if it adversely affected the Federal interest. We 
added that the Home Rule legislation did not alter NCPC's re- 
sponsibility for the Federal interest in the National Capital 
Region's planning and development. 

COG also expressed doubt as to NCPC's role in preparing 
comprehensive plans for the region and said that NCPC's develop- 
ment of a comprehensive plan for areas not under Federal control 
or ownership is duplicative and unnecessary. (See app. XIII.) 
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As shown in appendixes VIII through X, other Federal, 
regional, and local government officials and citizens groups in- 
dicated that NCPC does have a role in regional comprehensive 
planning. 

The District of Columbia Government, through its Office of 
Planning, stated that District and suburban government 
representation on N;GPC vais appropriate. The District also 
supported MCPC/COG resolutions on identifying Federal interests 
in the region. (See app. XIV.) 

The Office of Managwwnt and Budget stated that, despite 
the absence of conclusions on NCPC's effectiveness in carrying 
out its mission, the draft report pro'vided factual information 
which should be useful to the Congress. (See app. XV.) 

An official of the Canadian National Capital Commission 
provided clarification on the portion of the report discussing 
its activities. We made appropriate changes to this final 
report. (See app. XVI.) 

-w-e 

Copies of this report are being sent to the Chairman and 
Executive Director, National Capital Planning Commission, and to 
other interested partiecs upon request. 

Director 
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ANSWERS TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS IN CONGRESSIONAL REQUEST LETTER 

THE "FEDERAL INTEREST" AND 1952 PLANNING ACT 

1. What is the "Federal interest" as stated in the 1952 
Planning Act? 

The term "Federal interest" did not appear in the National 
Capital Planning Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 781). In his message 
accompanying Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1966, however, Presi- 
dent Johnson stated that the National Capital Planning Commis- 
sion (NCPC) would continue to represent the Federal interest in 
the National Capital Region's planning and development. (Reor- 
ganization Plan No. 5 abolished the National Capital Regional 
Planning Council and recognized in its place the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments as the appropriate agency for 
regional planning. See page 3.) The term was also used in con- 
nection with NCPC during the hearings on the 1973 District of 
Columbia home rule legislation, Public Law 93-198, 87 Stat. 
774. That legislation sought, among other things, to transfer 
responsibility for purely local planning functions to the new 
District government while preserving the Federal Government's 
right to protect its unique interests in the Capital City. In 
the process, NCPC's duties and membership were modified. 

While creating the new District government and transferring 
to it substantial authority, House members repeatedly evidenced 
concern about protecting the Federal interest in the District of 
Co1umbia.l The House Committee on the District of Columbia con- 
sidered NCPC's review of the to-be-created District government's 
planning activities as a key ingredient in protecting the Fed- 
eral interest. The Committee included a provision to ensure 
that NCPC may veto District government planning if it adversely 
affects the Federal interest. (Committee Report No. 93-198.) 
But the Congress, in enacting P.L. 93-198, did not define the 
Federal interest that NCPC was to protect. The Home Rule 
legislation also did not alter NCPC's responsibility for the 
Federal interest in the National Capital Region's planning and 
development. 

Commission members told us that they generally do not 
believe that the Federal interest can be specifically defined, 

'See Staff of House Committee on the District of Columbia, 93d 
Cong., 2d sess., Background and Legislative History of H.R. 
9056, H.R. 9682 and Related Bills culminating in the District 
of Columbia Self-Government and Governmental Reorganization 
Act (Comm. Print 1974). This document is a multivolume com- 
pendium of the legislative history--Committee reports, mark 
ups, hearings, etc. --and other related materials concerning 
the Home Rule legislation. 
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but most said that some parameters for determining whether a 
Federal interest exists could be established. Generally, Com- 
mission members do not limit their interpretation of the Federal 
interest to the physical development and efficient functioning 
of the Federal. establishment but also include those things which 
may have an effect on the general appearance, character, and 
worldwide image of the Nation’s Capital and its environs. For - 
mer Commission members and citizens group representatives we 
contacted generally agreed with this interpretation of the Fed- 
eral interest. 

Other Federal, regional, and local officials we contacted 
also saw the Federal interest as encompassing a wide range of 
issues, but most of them would limit the NCYC interpretation of 
the Federal. interest in some respect. Federal agency officials 
expressed various opinions about the Federal interest. For 
example, Office of Management and Budget (OMB) officials said 
that the Federal interest could include many issues, depending 
on the nature of each project and existing circumstances. But, 
in their opinion, NCYC had occasionally interpreted that inter- 
est too broadly. Representatives of the Washington-based Penn- 
sylvania Avenue Development Corporation (PADC) and the Commis- 
sion of Fine Arts said that NCYC should not become involved in 
matters that are the specific responsibility of other Federal 
agencies or levels of government. Smithsonian lnstitution and 
Department of Health and Human Services representatives said 
that the Federal interest included environmental and aesthetic 
issues, but only to the extent that they affect the Federal 
Government’s orderly development and efficient functioning. 

Kegional and local planning officials we interviewed indi- 
cated that they generally would limit NCPC’s jurisdiction to 
Federal. buildings and property. They said that for non-Federal 
property, NCPC should be involved only to the extent provided 
any other concerned property owner within their jurisdiction. 
Each of these officials told us of examples which, in their 
opinion, showed that NCPC had interfered in matters that should 
have been completely within local jurisdiction and control. 
Some examples they cited were: NCPC’s review of private devel- 
opment projects in Arlington County, Virginia, and proposed bi- 
cycle paths in the District of Columbia and Montgomery County, 
Maryland. Furthermore, they told us that criteria or standards 
for determining when a Federal interest exists are needed so 
that local officials will know when NCPC will become involved in 
local planning and development. 

At the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments ’ 
(COG’s) initiative, an ad hoc interagency committee convened in 
January 1982 to discuss Federal in’terest in development deci- 
sions in the metropolitan area. COG representatives, State and 
local planning of ticials , and Commission members and staff par- 
ticipated. The committee developed a document containing prin- 
ciples for identifying Federal interests in the development of 
the Washington metropolitan area. Both COC and NCPC adopted 
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this document at their respective meetings during September 
1982. In November 1982, these organizations adopted procedures 
for resolving potential differences that may arise between local 
and Federal agencies in implementing the committee's statement 
of principles. (See app. XI.) 

2. What are the mandates of the 1952 Planning Act to the 
National Capital Planning Commission? 

The 1952 Planning Act created two agencies--NCPC and the 
National Capital Regional Planning Council--responsible for 
planning in the National Capital Region. The act mandated NCPC 
to (1) prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan for the District 
of Columbia and the Federal establishment in the region; (2) 
review and, in some cases within the District of Columbia, 
approve Federal- and District-proposed development and construc- 
tion plans; and (3) prepare a multiyear Federal Capital Improve- 
ments Program annually. 

The Council, comprising the region's local planning agen- 
cies, was to be responsible for a general plan for the region's 
development. Working together, these two agencies were to pro- 
vide for the region's orderly development and the preservation 
of its natural and historic features. 

Two amendments to the Planning Act transferred many plan- 
ning functions to local government organizations and changed the 
nature of planning in the region. The first --Presidential 
Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1966--abolished the National 
Capital Regional Planning Council and recognized the 
Metropolitan Washington COG, an association of the region's 
local governments, as the responsible organization for regional 
planning. The plan continued NCPC's responsibility to represent 
the Federal interest in the region's planning and development. 
This change reflected the Federal Government's belief that 
regional planning was more appropriately carried out by State 
and local governments acting together. 

The second amendment, the 1973 District of Columbia Self- 
Government and Governmental Reorganization Act (87 Stat. 774), 
commonly known as the Home Rule Act, changed NCPC's status as 
the central planning agency for the District. It made NCPC 
Lesponsible for preparing and adopting only the Federal elements 
of the comprehensive plan. It authorized the District's Mayor 
to establish a planning office and made the Mayor responsible 
for developing District elements of the comprehensive plan, but 
required NCPC approval of the District elements before they 
could be adopted. The Home Rule Act continued NCPC's responsi- 
bility to prepare, adopt, and modify District urban renewal 
plans; approve sales, exchanges, or transfers of District prop- 
erty: and carry out similar actions generally considered to be 
local government responsibilities. The act did not alter NCPC's 
responsibility to prepare the Federal Capital Improvements Pro- 
gram. Also, it did not change NCPC's responsibility for the 
Federal interest in the region's planning and development. 
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Officials familiar with NCPC's history told us that before 
Home Rule, NCPC spent most of its time and effort on District 
planning and development activities. According to these offi- 
cials, only after the Home Rule Act transferred many of these 
activities to the new District government, did NCPC begin to 
devote its time and effort to regional planning and development 
activities. In commenting on this report, NCPC staff stated 
that NCPC had been involved in some significant regional plan- 
ning efforts prior to Home- Rule, including the 1950 Comprehen- 
sive Plan, the ivlass Transportation Study, and the Year 2000 
Plan. 

According to Commission members and staff, those NCPC acti- 
vities mandated by law-- development of the comprehensive plan, 
review of the region's planning and development activities, and 
preparation of the Federal Capital Improvements Program--have 
contributed to protecting the Federal interest. NCPC, however, 
also spends substantial time and effort reviewing private and 
State and local government planning and development activities 
in the region. Although not specifically mandated by the Plan- 
ning Act, NCPC carries out these reviews to consult, cooperate, 
and coordinate with State and local government jurisdictions in 
the region, one of the act's stated objectives. As of March 
1983, NCPC had approved five of the eight Federal elements of 
the comprehensive plan. It plans to have all eight completed by 
the end of 1983. 

3. Are the mandates still relevant 30 years later? 

We found no consensus among Federal and non-Federal plan- 
ning officials and others concerned about planning in the 
National Capital Region on what NCPC's role in the region's 
planning and development activities should be. Our analysis of 
questionnaire responses (see apps. VIII, IX, and X) showed that, 
in terms of importance to NCPC in carrying out its mandate to 
protect the Federal interest, those NCPC functions associated 
with the comprehensive plan's development were considered the 
most important, followed by those associated with preparing the 
Federal Capital Improvements Program and those associated with 
its review functions. When we asked Commission members about 
NCPC's most important function, however, the number who 
mentioned the review of planning and development activities in 
the region was about the same as the number who mentioned the 
development of the comprehensive plan. Also, one Commission 
member indicated that preparation of the Federal Capital 
Improvements Program was most important. Other officials we 
interviewed expressed varying opinions about the importance of 
or need for various NCPC functions. 

Questionnaire respondents generally agreed that NCPC should 
prepare a comprehensive plan. But the importance the respon- 
dents attributed to including certain geographic areas and types 
of property in the comprehensive plan diminished as the areas' 
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distance from the central core of Washington, D.C. (the area 
covered in French engineer Pierre C. L'Enfant's original plan 
for Washington) increased and as non-Federal property was add- 
ed. Most regional and local planning agency representatives and 
two Federal agency representatives we interviewed questioned the 
need for NCPC to prepare a comprehensive plan for the region 
especially because COG had already prepared and adopted a com- 
prehensive plan. NCPC officials, however, pointed out that the 
Federal interest is neither represented nor included in COG's 
comprehensive plan and, thus, a comprehensive plan for the Fed- 
eral interest is needed. 

One Federal agency representative was not familiar with 
NCPC comprehensive plan development activities and did not com- 
ment on the plan's need or importance. But two other Federal 
agency representatives and the citizens group representatives we 
interviewed indicated that NCPC should prepare a comprehensive 
plan. 

With respect to NCPC's plan and project reviews, analysis 
of the questionnaire results indicated some ditferences between 
Federal agency and local planning agency responses. For exam- 
pie, only four of nine Federal agency officials indicated that 
NCPC's plan and project reviews are consistent with and limited 
to those elements that have an impact on the Federal interest, 
whereas three of four local planning agency officials indicated 
the same response. In addition, although all local planning 
officials agreed with the statement that these reviews help NCPC 
to protect the Federal interest, none of them agreed with the 
statement that NCPC's reviews result in better coordination 
among jurisdictions. NCPC officials indicated that better co- 
ordination between Federal and local plans is the primary pur- 
pose for carrying out these reviews. 

All Commission members agreed that NCPC's review and com- 
ment on regional planning and development activities are necess- 
ary and proper, but one questioned its authority for reviewing 
construction plans for non-Federal and non-District buildings. 
More than half of the Commission members said however, that NCPC 
had not always handled its review and comment function prudent- 
lY* Citizens group and Federal agency officials we interviewed 
also generally agreed that NCPC's review of the region's plan- 
ning and development activities is proper. Une agency official 
said, however, that once NCPC has approved a plan, further re- 
views should not be necessary unless the plan changes. 

Kegional and local planning officials we interviewed did 
not specifically disagree with 'NCPC's review and comment activi- 
ties, but all of them expressed concern that NCPC had, in the 
past, used this function to interfere in matters they indicated 
should have been entirely within local jurisdiction. Local and 
regional planning agency officials provided us with examples to 
illustrate their concern. (See p. 2.) 
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All questionnaire respondents--Federal agencies, local 
governments, and citizens groups-- said that they were aware of 
NCPC's Federal Capital fmprovements Program, and two-thirds said 
that they used it TV some degree. 

Those Federal agency respondents who indicated that they 
used the Improvements Program generally said that they used it 
to learn of development proposals near their facilities and to 
determine any impact on their agencies. Local government re- 
spondents who used the document gave similar responses. One of 
them said it was useful as an "early warning" of Federal proj- 
ects to be located in local jurisdictions. One citizens group 
respondent was dissatisfied with the extent to which NCPC kept 
the group informed of future Federal construction. But local 
government respondents and the other citizens group respondent 
indicated that NCPC kept them informed to some extent. Other 
Federal agencies received much lower marks than NCPC in this 
respect. 

The interview data on the Federal Capital Improvements 
Program corresponded to the questionnaire data, although the 
interview data revealed more critical comments on the Program's 
usefulness. Some interviewees saw it as a tool for improving 
coordination and cooperation between the Federal Government and 
local jurisdictions. Others, however, said that the Program was 
a "wish list,'" that it included incomplete and unnecessary data, 
and that it duplicated data compiled by others. Officials of 
four local and regional groups doubted its value because, ac- 
cording to them, Federal agencies do not adhere to it anyway. 

Several NCPC, Federal agency, and citizens group officials 
told us the Federal Capital Improvements Program was prepared 
for OMB. But OMB officials said that the Program was not useful 
to them because it was not published in time for the fall execu- 
tive branch budget formulation, and it did not include enough 
budget data. However, they suggested the following improvements 
which could make it useful to others: 

--Include those projects or proposals that have 
some assurance of being included in each agen- 
cy's fiscal year budget. 

--Exclude items that could be considered repair 
or maintenance items. 

--Identify the Program's users and gear its con- 
tents to those users' needs. 

OMB officials said that with these changes, the Program would 
become a more accurate picture of proposed Federal construction 
in the National Capital Region. 

NCPC staff replied in comments on the draft report that 
Federal agencies are instructed not to include normal repair or 
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maintenance items in the Program and that more effort will need 
to be made to ensure compliance with the instructions. 

4. How has the "Federal interest" been protected over the years 
by NCPC actions? 

Generally, Commission members' statements showed that, col- 
lectively, all of NCPC's primary functions--development of the 
comprehensive plan, review and comment on planning and develop- 
ment activities in the region, and preparation of the annual 
Federal Capital Improvements Program--have contributed to pro- 
tecting the Federal interest. 

Although several Commission members expressed dissatisfac- 
tion with NCPC's progress in developing the Federal elements of 
the comprehensive plan since the 1973 Home Rule Act, many said 
that the comprehensive plan would help protect the Federal 
interest because it would be NCPC's statement of the sense or 
parameters of the Federal interest in the region's development. 
Some Commission members said that the foreign missions and Fed- 
eral environment elements of the plan, which NCPC adopted in 
October 1977 and February 1981, respectively, have protected the 
Federal interest by providing guidance or a framework that local 
officials in the region can use to make sure that their future 
planning and development activities do not adversely affect the 
Federal interest. 

l'hrough its review and comment activities--including 
appearances before public bodies such as the Congress, other 
planning bodies, and the courts --NC% has brought planning poli- 
cy issues to public attention. In the opinion of several Com- 
mission members, these activities have contributed to protecting, 
Washington's public spaces, monumental squares, circles, park- 
lands, broad avenues, vistas, and building height limitations 
from development encroachment. Several Commission members said 
that the combination of these special features makes Washington 
unique and is part of its worldwide image as the Capital of the 
United States. 

Some Commission members said that NCPC's process of prepar- 
ing the annual Federal Capital Improvements Program had contri- 
buted to protecting the Federal interest. According to these 
members, the Program has provided for the orderly development of 
Federal facilities and contributed to protecting the Federal 
interest by giving NCPC the means to 

--coordinate the development activities among 
the various Federal departments and agencies; 

--make sure that Federal agencies give adequate 
attention to design and aesthetic details of 
proposed developments; and 
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--facilitate coordIination with local officials 
on local development zlnd services such as 
utilities, transportation, and housing. 

One Commission memb'er said that many “atrocities’ have been 
avoided because of NCPC's authority in this area. 

5. In the monthly m'eetings of the Commission, what percentage 
of time is devoted to statutory requirements for approval/ 
disapproval, review, and comment? Should this time be 
better allocated? Is there a need for the NCPC to perform 
any review and comment function? Why? Who-uses it3 

MCPC staff's analysis of January 1982 through April 1982 
Commission meetings indicated that the Commission spent 

--19 percent of its time on items requiring 
approvals 

--26 percent OR review and comment; 

--16 percent on reports by the Chairman, Execu- 
tive Director, and MCPC Task Forces; 

0-22 percent on administrative and procedural 
matters, such as NCPC program and budget 
priorities; and 

--17 percent on long-range proposals and issues 
that may later evolve as comprehensive plan 
policies, review and comment submissions, and 
Federal Capital Improvements Program projects. 

We cannot comment on how the Commission's monthly meeting 
time should be allocated, as this depends on how the Chairman 
conducts the meeting, the degree of controversy surrounding 
agenda items, the amount and quality of premeeting staff work on 
agenda i terns, and other uncontrollable factors. 

The review and comment function is one means for NCPC to 
prevent or minimize adverse effect on the Federal interest. 
NCPC, Federal agencies, District government agencies, and other 
planning organizations use the results of review and comment 
actions to prevent adverse effect on the Federal interest or to 
assess potential effect on the Federal interest. 

6. Are there subject or policy areas in which NCPC has involved 
itself which it is not statutorily authorized to? Describe. 

Some local planning officials told us that they believed 
NCPC had used its review and comment function to become involved 
in land use issues that were solely within local government 
jurisdiction. Some examples they cited are on page 2. 
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Six Commission members told us that they believed NCPC had, 
in certain cases, interpreted the Federal interest too broadly 
and addressed matters not significant to the Federal interest. 
Seven members also said that they believed NCPC had carried out 
its review and comment function in the past in a way which was 
not consistent with its objective of facilitating coordination 
among various levels of government. One member questioned 
whether NCYC should review and comment on individual site and 
building plans. 

7. Are there areas in which NCPC should involve itself but has 
not? 

Despite the extent of the Federal Government's use of 
leased space and the regional planning implications, NCPC has no 
authority to review leased space planning decisions. However, 
in December 1982, the General Services Administration (GSA) 
agreed to give NCPC copies of the leasing prospectuses it sub- 
mits to the Congress. GSA has also discussed leasing conditions 
in which NCPC will become involved. These conditions are in- 
cluded in the Federal facilities element of the comprehensive 
plan. 

8. Which Federal agencies have short- and long-range master 
plans for their facilities in the National Capital tiegion? 
Which Federal agencies lack such plans and why? Have those 
Federal agencies proposed major Federal install -rtions or 
relocations without such master plans? 

Following is an April 1982 list of those Federal agencies 
which have approved or pending facility master plans on rile at 
NCPC and those which do not. A single installation or facility 
may have several master plans because it is divided into sub- 
areas. For example, the National Park Service divides the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway into numerous sections--12 
sections are listed below. 

Master plans approved 

1 . 
2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

1;: 
11. 
12. 

Department of Defense, Defense Mapping Agency. 
Department of: Energy, Germantown, Pld. 
Department of Defense Federal Kegional Center and Kegion 2 

Headquarters. 
National Park Service, George Washington 

Memorial Parkway. 
Department of Commerce, National bureau of Standards, 

Gaithersburg, Pid. 
National Institutes of Health, Bethesda, Md. 
National Institutes of Health, Animal Center. 
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, Md. 
lVava1 Surtace Weapons Center, White Oak, Md. 
Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Forest Glen, kd. 
Walter Y\eed Army Medical Center, tilen Haven, Md. 
Andrews Air Force base, Dormitory Complex, Camp Springs, 

Md. 
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13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 

25. 

26. 
27. 

28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 

32. 
33. 
34. 

35. 
36. 

37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 

42. 

43. 
44. 

45. 
46. 

47. 
48. 

49. 
50. 
51. 

D.C. Air National Guard. 
Food and Drug Administration, Beltsville, Md. 
National Park Service, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
Army, Harry Diamond Laboratory. 
EJational Park S'ervice, Oxon Cove Park, Md. 
U.S. Postal Service, Washington Bulk Mail Center. 
Department of the Army, Cameron Station, Alexandria, Va. 
Army c Arlington Hall Station, Arlington, Va. 
Army I Arlington National Cemetery. 
Army c Fort Myer, Arlington, Va. 
Central Intelligence Agency, Headquarters, Langley, Va. 
Department of Transportation, Coast Guard, 

Washington, D.C. 
Department of Transportation, Fairbank Highway Research 

Station, McL8ean, Va. 
Army I Fort Belvoir, Va. 
Department of the Interior, U.S. Geological Survey, 

Reston, Va. 
National Park Service, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
National Park Service, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
National Park Service, Wolf Trap Farm Park, Vienna, Va. 
Federal Aviation Administration, Air Route Traffic Control 

Center, Leesburg, Va. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Quantico, Va. 
Marine Corps Shopping Facilities, Quantico, Va. 
National Federal Bureau of Investigation Academy, Quantico, 

Va. 
Quantico National Cemetery. 
National Park Service, Anacostia River Park, 

Washington, D.C. 
National Park Service, Anacostia River Park. 
National Park Service, Anacostia River Park. 
National Park Service, Anacostia River Park. 
National Park Service, Anaeostia River Park. 
Navy/Air Force Bolling/Anacostia Central Area, 

Washington, D.C. 
Navy/Air Force Bolling/Anacostia Armed Forces Reserve 

Center. 
Navy/Air Force Bolling/Anacostia Community Center. 
Navy/Air Force Bolling/Anacostia Industrial Technical 

Complex. 
Bureau of Engraving and Printing, Washington, D.C.2 
Army Corps of Engineers, Dalecarlia Reservoir, 

Washington, D.C. 
National Park Service, The Ellipse, Washington, D.C. 
National Park Service, Fort Circle Parks--Potomac 

Palisades, Washington, D.C. 
National Park Service, Fort Dupont Park, Washington, D.C. 
National Park Service, Fort Stanton Park, Washington, D.C. 
National Park Service, Fort Totten Park, Washington, D.C. 

2Endorsed expansion. 
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52. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.3 
53. State Department, International Center, Washington, D.C. 
54. National Park Service, Lady Bird Johnson Park, Wash., D.C. 
55. National Park Service, The Mall, Washington, D.C. 
56. Army Corps of Engineers, McMillen Reservoir, Wash., D.C. 
57. Department of Agriculture, National Arboretum, Wash., D.C. 
58. Smithsonian National Zoological Park, Washington, D.C. 
59. Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, D.C. 
60. Naval Security Station, Washington, D.C. 
61. Army Soldiers' and Airmen's Home, Washington, D.C. 
62. Veterans Administration Hospital, Washington, D.C. 
63. Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Washington, D.C. 

Master plans in preparation 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 

2 

7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 
17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 
21. 

22. 

National Park Service, Chesapeake and Ohio National 
Historic Park. 

Naval Ship Research and Development Center, Corderock, Md.4 
Andrews Air Force Base, Camp Springs, Md. 
Andrews Air Force Base, Administration Complex. 
Beltsville Agricultural Research Center, Beltsville, Md. 
Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health 

Inspection Service. 
U.S. Secret Service Training Facility, Washington, D.C. 
National Park Service, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, Md. 
National Park Service, Greenbelt Park. 
Naval Communications Station, Cheltenham, Md. 
Department of the Interior, Patuxent Wildlife Research 

Center. 
General Services Administration, Suitland Federal Center, 
Suitland, Md. 
General Services Administration, Smithsonian Institution, 

Smithsonian Subarea, Washington, D.C. 
National Park Service, Daingerfield Island and Washington 

Sailing Marina. 
Marine Corps, Henderson Hall, Arlington, Va. 
Federal Aviation Administration, Washington National 

Airport. 
U.S. Postal Service, Northern Virginia Sectional Center 

Facility. 
Federal Aviation Administration, Dulles International 

Airport. 
National Park Service, Manassas National Battlefield Park. 
Marine Corps, Development and Education Command, 

Quantico, Va. 
Army I Woodbridge Research Facility, Woodbridge, Va. 

3Site relocation approved. 

4Update pending. 
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23. National Park Service, Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historic Park.5 

24. National Park Service, East Potomac Park, Wash., D.C. 
25. General Services Admfnistration, Federal Triangle, Wash., 

D.C.4 
26. Army I Fort MeNair, Washington, D.C. 
27. National Park Service, Monument Grounds. 
28. Department of Health and Human Services, St. Elizabeth's 

Hospital, Washington, D.C. 
29. General Services Administration, Southeast Federal Center, 

Washington, D.C. 
30. Washington Navy Yard. 

No master plan in preparation 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7.. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 
12. 

13. 
14. 
15. 

16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 
27. 
28. 

National Park Service, Baltimore-Washington Parkway. 
Central Intelligence Agency/Federal Bureau of 

Investigation/Federal Communications Center. 
National Park Service, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
Air Force Globecom Radio Receiving Center. 
National Park Service, Piscataway Park, Maryland. 
National Park Service, Suitland Parkway. 
Veterans Administration, Arlington National Cemetery. 
National Fark Service, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
National Park Service, Jones Point Park, Alexandria, Va. 
General Services Administration, Federal Office Building 2, 

Washington, D.C. 
National Park Service, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
National Park Service, Iwo Jima Memorial and Netherlands 

Carillan, Arlington, Va. 
Navy Service Center, Arlington, Va. 
Department of Defense, Pentagon. 
General Services Administration, Federal Supply Service 

Depot. 
National Park Service, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
National Park Service, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
National Park Service, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
National Park Service, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
General Services Administration, Hybla Valley Facility, 

Groveton, Va. 
Department of the Interior's Mason Neck Wildlife Management 

Area, Fairfax County, Va. 
Veterans Administration, Balls Bluff National Battlefield 

Cemetery, Leesburg Va. 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Sterling 

Research and Development Center, Sterling, Va. 
Department of the Interior's Featherstone National Wildlife 

Refuge. 
National Park Service, Prince William Forest Park, Prince 

William County, Va. 
National Park Service, Anacostia River Park. 
National Park Service, Anacostia River Park. 
National Park Service, Anacostia River Park. 

5Endorsed development concept. 
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29. Navy/Air Force Bolling/Anaeostia Administration Complex. 
30-37. National Park Service-- eight circle park areas. 
38. National Park Service, Glover-Archbold Parkway, Wash., D.C. 
39. Marine Corps Barracks, Washington, D.C. 
40. Naval Observatory, Washington, D.C. 
41. Navy/General Services Administration, Old Naval Observatory 

Hill, Washington, D.C. 
42. National Park ServYcer Qxon Run Parkway. 
43. National Park S'ervice, Potomac Palisades, Washington, D.C. 
44. National Park Service, Rock Creek Park, Washington, D.C. 
45. 
46. 

National Park S'ervice, Rock Creek Park. 
National Park Service, Shepherd Park, Washington, D.C. 

t',: 
Army Soldiers' Home National Cemetery, Washington, D.C. 
General Services Administration, Tempos A, B, C, Wash., D.C. 

49. National Park Service, T. Roosevelt Island, Washington, D.C. 
50. National Park Service., West Potomac Park, Washington, D.C. 
51. National Park Service, Whitehaven Parkway, Washington, D.C. 

The National Park Service and the Federal Aviation Admini- 
stration (FAA1 have proposed major projects without an approved 
master plan. Limited resources pre-vented the Park Service from 
preparing master plans for all developments. The agency is now 
trying to prepare master plans for those parks expected to be 
developed in the near future. FAA is preparing a- master plan 
for National Airport now that the U.S. Department of Transporta- 
tion has promulgated a Metropolitan Washington Airports policy. 
A National Airport master plan not‘having been made, the Com- 
mission followed a policy of giving favorable review to only 
those projects necessary 'to correct,.spfety problems or maintain 
existing buildings. 

DISTINCTION OF FUNCTIONS FROM OTHER GOVERNMENTAL BODIES 

1. Distinguish between planni'ng functions and review authori- 
ties of NCPC and the District of Columbia Office of Planning 
and Development. 

As a result of the D.C. Home Rule Act of 1973, NCPC became 
responsible for developing the Federal elements of the compre- 
hensive plan, and the District of Columbia became responsible 
for developing the local elements of the comprehensive plan. 
Under that legislation; the District elements of the plan cannot 
be implemented until NCPC reviews them. 

In June 1978, the District completed one element of the 
District plan-- City-wide Land Use Objectives forthe District of 
Columbia. Between October 1982 and April 1983 the District cir- 
culated for comment additional local elements of the comprehen- 
sive plan including revised land-use objectives. In May 1983, 
the District circulated the historic preservation and urban de- 
sign elements of the plan for public comment. The District will 
close the public comment period on those elements in July 1983 
and submit the entire comprehensive plan for review and approval 
by the District Council and the Commission beginning in Septem- 
ber 1983. At one time, both the District and NCPC planned to 
include a historic preservation element in their individual 
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plans but, according to the District's Assistant City 
Administrator for Blanning and Development, potential 
duplication was avoided when District and NCPC officials agreed 
to develop this element jointly. 

A senior planner in the District's Office of Planning and 
Development stated that the District and NCPC made similar re- 
views of proposed projects and developments. In their reviews, 
both analyze such things as building heights and density, impact 
on transportation, and impact an water supply'and sewer capac- 
ities. According to this official, however, the reviews are 
done from different perspectives. He also said that the working 
relationship between District and NCPC staffs is very good. He 
pointed out, for example, that NCPC has agreed informally not to 
consider proposed projects and developments at Commission meet- 
ings until the District government's reviews have been com- 
pleted. This official said that he did not know the extent to 
which NCPC staff (1) used information developed by-the District 
for its review or (2) developed such .information independently. 

2. Distinguish between the planning functions and review 
authorities of NCPC and the Commission of Fine Arts. 

The Commission of Fine Arts, comprising seven members 
appointed by the President, was established in 1910 to advise 
the Federal Government on matters pertaining to the appearance 
of Washington, D.C.. According to NCPC's Secretary, although 
this Commission can'make suggestions on how certain areas or 
projects:should be 'developed,..it does not carry out planning 
functions. as such. Like the Planning Commission, however, the 
Commission of Fine Ar'ts can and does provide comments on a wide 
variety'of planning and development activities in the region. 
But also like.NGPC, the Commission,of Fine Arts' approval 
authority is limited by the CongreSs to.certain geographical 
areas and projects, and its comments are advisory only. 

Many of those we contacted, including OMB and some other 
Federal agency representatives, Commission of Fine Arts repre- 
sentatives, and Planning Commission members, told us that they 
perceived the reviews, done by the two Commissions as being very 
similar. The problem, according to one former Planning Commis- 
sion member, is establishing the point at 'which planning ends 
and design review begins. Comments of other Planning Commission 
members and Commission of Fine Arts representatives supported 
this view. 

The Commission of Fine Arts' Secretary told us that the two 
Commissions' reviews;although similar, are done for different 
purposes. According to.him, the Commission of Fine Arts' review 
is done to preserve or enhance the character, integrity, and 
order of the city and its open spaces, whereas NCPC's review is 
done to protect the public interest in the development of the 
Nation's Capital. He said, however, that NCPC also did design 
reviews--a result he attributed in part to the increased in- 
volvement of architects in planning bodies since the 1950's. 
But, in his opinion, the duplication that occurs in the two 
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Commissions' reviews was good because design reviews are 
subjective and when both agreed, which he said was most of the 
time, they tended to support one another. He also said that 
when they disagreed, the compromise required to reach agreement 
probably resulted in better projects. No formal coordination 
agreement exists between the two Commissions, but staff 
representatives attend one another's meetings. 

Although one Federal agency representative told us that, in 
his opinion, NCPC should not become involved in design reviews 
and that his agency (the Pennsylvania Avenue Development Cor- 
poration-- PADC) had decided to drop a planned project because 
NCPC had disliked the design, other officials we contacted had 
no specific problem with submitting their project plans to 
either Commission. Proposed plans and projects can be submitted 
to either Commission in no particular order. Generally, offi- 
cials we talked with said that they were aware of the time need- 
ed for the required reviews by both Commissions and, thus the 
reviews did not usually result in increased project costs or 
delays. 

3. Distinguish between the roles and functions of NCPC and the 
Joint Committee on Landmarks. 

The Joint Committee on Landmarks of the National Capital is 
sponsored jointly by NCPC, the Commission of Fine Arts, and the 
District government. It was established in 1964 by the two 
Commissions to compile and maintain a current inventory of sig- 
nificant historic landmarks and historic districts in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and on Federal property in the remainder of 
the National Capital Region. In 1968, the District government 
designated the Committee as the State (sic) review committee for 
the National Register of Historic Places pursuant to the Nation- 
al Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 915, et seq.). 
The Committee comprises 13 members appointed jointly by the 
three sponsors. In addition, NCPC's Counsel serves as counsel 
to the Committee and another NCPC staff member, designated by 
NCPC's Executive Director, serves as secretary to the Committee. 

Other Committee functions include (1) advising the sponsors 
of Federal and District projects which may affect designated 
landmarks; (2) advising. the District's historic preservation 
officer of the effect that undertakings carried out, licensed, 
or financially assisted by the Federal Government may have on a 
property listed or eligible for listing in the National Regis- 
ter; and (3) recommending to the sponsors programs for preserv- 
ing designated landmarks. Thus, the Joint Committee serves as 
an advisory review body for both the local (District) government 
and the two Federal Commissions. 

A former NCPC member, who served when the Joint Committee 
was established, told us that one reason the sponsors establish- 
ed the Committee was to eliminate the need for detailed reviews 
by each sponsor. Under this arrangement, plans for projects 
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requiring revim lay each sponsor were to isle reviewed only once 
by the Joint Comm~littee~ Which muld, in turn, prqvidcrs its review 
results and remmmendatians to the sponsors. Not all sponsors, 
however, have relied on the Joint Committee's rwiews. In their 
comments on this report, MC&C's Executive Directo'r stated that 
NCPC usually relied on the Joint Committee's review ccrf proposals 
without duplicating ths reviews done by the Committee. The Com- 
mission of Fine Arts' Secretary told us, however, that since the 
Joint Committee had become an architectural review body carrying 
out functions similar toI those of the Commission of Fine Arts 
except at the loc~al level, and because the propriety of one ad- 
visory body sseking the advice of another is 8qu~sstfo8nable, the 
Commission of Fine Arts8 performed its own reviews and did not 
rely on or use the informatim provided by the Committee. 

District go~vernment and Commission of Fine Arts representa- 
tives told us of pmcoblems with the Joint Committee's structure 
and functions. D'is'trict representatives said that the Committee 
was not functioning well and attributed the problems, in part, 
to the incompatibility of the mixture of Federal and local func- 
tions the Committee is SuppOsed to carry out. The Commission of 
Fine Arts' position on the JointCommittee is stronger. Accord- 
ing to its Secretary, the Fine Arts Commission is no longer mak- 
ing membership recommendations for the Joint Committee because 
of the former's position that the Jaint Committee should either 
be abolished or established as a District agency. He said that 
the Commission feels that the Joint Committee has become a local 
architectural review committee because the District government 
designated the Committee to advise the District's local historic 
preservation officer under the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966. Far this reason, the Fine Arts Commission's posi- 
tion is that the Joint Committee should not have Federal mem- 
bership, and it questions the propriety of Federal agencies 
providing staff support to an organization carrying out local 
functions. 

ENFORCEMENT POWERS OF NCPC 

1. . How are NCPC approvals/disapprovals enforced? Is there room 
for improvement? 

NCPCrelies on the agencies themselves to carry out proj- 
ects as approved. NCPC staff said that they do not have the 
resources to establish a formal 'monitoring process and that the 
agencies usually'keep them well informed about development plans 
and activities.' 

2. How are' NCPC comments.and reviews of projects used by the 
relevant Federal, State, and local governments? 

We examined NCPC files on four proposed projects to assess 
NCPC's review procedures and its effect, if any, on the 
projects' final plans. The projects were the: 
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--District's Prevocational Center for the Handicapped, 

--Chancery of Jordan, 

--Vietnam Veterans Memorial, and 

--Naval Surface Weapons Center Explosive Test Facility. 

The files contained site and building plans and other docu- 
ments submitted by the project sponsors and staff-prepared an- 
alyses of the impact on the Federal interest. NCPC's comments 
generally resulted in the project developers making some changes 
in the final site and building plans. 

--The District acted favorably on NCPC recom- 
mendations that the District's Department of 
General Services assess the feasibility of 
reducing parking levels and increasing 
landscaping at the Prevocational Center for 
the Handicapped. 

--The Department of State and Jordan Embassy 
reacted favorably to NCPC suggestions that the 
Jordan Chancery plan reduce the width of the 
driveway and allow for additional landscaping. 

--The Department of the Interior's National 
Park Service reacted favorably on questions 
NCPC raised about handicapped access, safety, 
and drainage for the proposed Vietnam Veterans 
Memorial. 

--NCYC raised no issues on the explosive test 
facility final plans, which complied with pre- 
liminary plans and the master plan for the 
weapons center. 

We also examined NCPC's review of a proposed local zoning 
change in the Clarendon area of Arlington County, Virginia. 
NCPC's review resulted in an Arlington County board resolution 
recognizing NCPC’s right to comment on building heights in 
Arlington County which may affect the Federal interest. 

S. 1433's TKANSFEKRING FKOM NCPC TO DISTKICT 
GOVEKNMENT CERTAIN REVIEW AND PLANNING 
AUTHORITIES OF A LOCAL NATURE 

1. This legislation, introduced by Senator Mathias at the 
request of the District government, would transfer approval 
authority of NCPC to the Dis.trict government for (1) urban 
renewal plan adoption and modification, (2) public housing 
site planning and land condemnation, (3) sale of D.C. sur- 
plus property, (4) exchange of D.C. land for abutting 
property, and (5) conduct on District waters. Are there any 
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foreseeable Federal interests in any of these actions which 
might warrant retention of NCPC approval authority? 

Senate bill 1433's objective was to give greater control 
over local planning activities to the District government. It 
would have taken from NCPC authority to approve and modify plans 
of several District government agencies. If NCPC had lost this 
approval authority, these agencies could have taken actions con- 
trary to the Federal interest. The bill was not acted on in the 
97th Congress. 

COMPOSITION OF MCPC 

1, Does the composition make sense? 

About a third of the questionnaire respondents and half the 
officials we interviewed indicated that they would change the 
Commission's composition in some way. Their reasons varied but 
included opinions that certain interests are either over- or un- 
derrepresented and that Commission members need to have specific 
experience or expertise. A few also expressed concern about the 
use and voting rights of alternates for ex officio Commission 
members. Although 5 of the 15 questionnaire respondents indi- 
cated the Commission's composition was not appropriate, all but 
2 indicated that the Commission's current composition facil- 
itated accomplishment of NCPC functions to a moderate or great 
extent. One did not answer, and the remaining respondent indi- 
cated that the current composition facilitated accomplishment to 
some extent. 

The three Federal agency respondents who indicated that the 
Commission's composition was inappropriate cited the executive 
administration (with three ex officio Cabinet members and three 
Presidential appointees) and/or the District government (with 
two ex officio members and two mayoral appointees) as being 
overrepresented on NCPC. Agencies not now represented on NCPC, 
but mentioned as potential members, were the Architect of the 
Capitol and the United States Postal Service because over 180 
postal facilities are located in the region. 

The local government respondent who indicated that the 
Commission's composition was inappropriate said that local 
jurisdictions were not adequately represented, while the citi- 
zens group representative who indicated the Commission's com- 
position was inappropriate saw the need for more citizen 
members. 

Present and past Commission members and others we inter- 
viewed expressed diverse opinions,on Commission membership. As 
did the questionnaire respondents, many questioned the number of 
District government representatives on the Commission. They 
questioned whether a Federal commission responsible for Federal 
interests should have so many District representatives. Many 
also said that they believed other local jurisdictions should 
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* have greater representation because IKPC actions can affect the 
entire region, not just the Federal Government. 

GeneralLy, the que;Btionnaire respondents and interviewees 
also questioned the needfo~r s'pecific professional expertise in 
such disciplines as architecture, urban planning, and landscap- 
ing. Currently, the legislation requires no specific qualifica- 
tions for membership except that citizen appointees should have 
experience in city or regional planning. 

The underlying, theme of all comments about membership was 
that the Commission should comprise persons best qualified to 
achieve its mandate and represent those persons affected by its 
decisions. As one official pointed out, if NCPC's current level 
of authority over District government affairs remains as it is, 
four District representatives are appropriate. 
NCPC's authority is reduced, 

However, if 
so too should be the number of 

District representatives. 

EPFECTIVE USE OF AFPKOPKIATIONS 

1. Are appropriations for LWPC spent for the most important, 
statutorily mandated projects and purposes (i.e., adoption 
of the comprehensive plan)? Are there specific projects or 
contracts of questionable value (e.g., citizen participation 
contract; special streets study--Independence Avenue)? 

2. Keview existing NCPC contracts and contracts during FY '81 
and '82 in terms; of their relationship to NCPC's mission as 
spelled out in the 1952 act. 

NCPC's annual appropriation has averaged $2.3 million over 
the last 5 years. In fiscal year 1982, personnel and rent con- 
sumed 89 percent of the $2.4-million expenditures. (See app. 
VII.) 

NCYC staff do not keep formal records of how they expend 
their time on NICK programs and projects. Staff estimated the 
amount of time spent on each division's activities. An analysis 
of their estimates (see app. V, pp. 54 to 56) shows that most 
time has been devoted to or has supported the comprehensive 
planning function. 

During fiscal year 1981, NCFC spent $91,000 on expert and 
consultant contracts. These contracts, which related generally 
to NCPC objectives, were as follows: 

--A joint mapping project with the District for 
$37,250. 

--A joint mapping project with COG for $21,750. 

--A contract to improve citizen participation 
and intergovernmental liaison for $20,000. 
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--Miscellaneous data and computer services for 
$la,ooo. 

In fiscal year 1982, NCPC extended the citizen participation 
contract for $20,000 and had other contracts relating to NCPC's 
normal functions. 

3. How is the MCPC budget prepared? Who reviews it; to whom is 
it submitted for approval? Do most commissions give final 
budget approval to staff recommendations? Does the NCPC? 
Should the Commission set salaries, vote on merit raises or 
Senior Executive Service (SES) bonuses, etc.? What should 
be the Commission's overall role in the budget process? 

NCPC staff have established a schedule for preparing the 
annual budget. At the staff's request each spring, the Commis- 
sion establishes general program goals and objectives for the 
coming year. The staff then estimate resources needed to 
meet these goals. The Chairman, Executive Director, and Assist- 
ant Executive Director for Administration review the estimates 
and submit them to the Commission for discussion and approval. 
Once approved, in late summer the estimates are sent to OMB as 
NCPC's budget request for the fiscal year. 

The Commission has delegated authority for day-to-day staff 
operations to the Executive Director. The Executive Director 
implements the policies and guidance established by the Commis- 
sion in accord with Federal personnel rules and regulations. 
The Executive Director reports to the Commission Chairman. 

USE OF STAFF TIME -....---- 

1. Is NCPC staff time well used and devoted to the most import- 
ant priorities of the Commission? Interview individual Com- 
missioners for their views. Are there task forces or other 
time-consuming staff assignments which divert staff time 
from the comprehensive planning mandate? 

Staff do not keep formal records of how time is spent on 
NCPC's programs and functions. Our analysis of estimates the 
staff provided indicates that most time has been devoted to or 
has supported the comprehensive planning function. 

Commission members and staff participate on interagency 
task forces such as those related to the survival of elm trees 
on the Mall and to the use of the Potomac River waterfront. The 
amount of time spent on these activities is minimal. 

Nine of the 12 Commission members said that staff spend 
their time on NCPC priorities, although many also said more time 
could be spent on the comprehensive plan. 

2. Does the staff of NCPC respond to the policy directive and 
requests of the Commission in a timely and effective way? 
Describe any improvements needed. 

20 



'APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

Eight of the 12 Commission members said that the staff 
generally acted as the Ccmmissim directed. All said that the 
staff had improved in the last year. Members attributed im- 
provements to the C~mmission~s establishment of (1) task forces 
to study NCPC activities, such as budgeting and staffing, and to 
make recommendations and (2) a schedule for completing the com- 
prehensive plan. 

3. How many staff are currently engaged in developing the Fed- 
eral elements of the comprehensive plan on a full-time 
basis3 

At the time of our review, six community planners and one 
secretary were permanently assigned to the Planning and Program- 
ming Division, whose primary responsibility is to prepare Feder- 
al elements of the comprehensive plan. Our analysis of the 
division director's time estimates for 1981 shows that 75 per- 
cent of the staff's time was spent on the plan's Federal ele- 
ments, 10 percent on reviewing State and regional plans for con- 
sistency with the comprehensive plan, 5 percent on reviewing the 
plan's District elements, and 10 percent on other matters. 
Also, the 16 individual staff members of the Planning Services 
Division spent from 15 to 60 percent of their time in 1981 on 
the comprehensive plan, according to the division's director. 

4. How many staff are currently assigned to reviews for proj- 
ect approvals pursuant to Section 5(a) of the 1952 Planning 
Act? Describe or categorize the projects which come before 
the Commission for a mandated approval and the staff time 
devoted to such review. What criteria do the staff and 
the Commission use in reviewing for approval of Federal 
projects? 

Three community planners and one secretary-typist in the 
five-member Review and Implementation Division are assigned full 
time to project reviews pursuant to Section 5(a) of the 1952 
Planning Act. The division's fifth member spends most of his 
time preparing the Federal Capital Improvements Program, pursu- 
ant to section 7 of the act. Most staff in the Planning Serv- 
ices Division support review functions on an as-needed basis. 
The division director estimated that 14 of the 16 individual 
staff members spent 15 to 45 percent of their time in 1981 on 
review activities. 

NCPC must review and approve the following types of 
projects: 

--Federal public buildings in the District. 

--District public buildings in the District's 
central area. 

--Urban renewal plans and modifications in the 
District. 
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--Changes in the permanent system of streets and 
highways for the District. 

--Transfers of jurisdiction over U.S.-owned 
properties within the District among or 
between Federal and District authorities. 

--Sale of surplus properties in the District 
owned by the District or managed by the 
National Park Service. 

--Foreign government and international organiza- 
tion buildings at the International Center in 
northwest D.C. 

--Property acquisition under the District Alley 
Dwelling Act. 

--Title settlements near the Potomac and Anacos- 
tia Rivers. 

--District harbor regulations. 

NCPC has not established specific development standards to 
review Federal projects. Rather, staff told us that they depend 
on review material standards and a methodical review process to 
evaluate submissions. The staff's typical review process 
includes 

--determining the adequacy of submission materi- 
al: 

--determining the proposal's conformance with 
the comprehensive plan, applicable master 
plan, local plans, and/or any other special- 
ized plan, such as an urban renewal plan; 

--assessing the proposed project program in 
terms of its meeting the sponsoring agency's 
needs and any related needs identified in the 
comprehensive plan, master plan, or other 
applicable documents; 

--evaluating the relationship to and compatibil- 
ity with the surrounding physical environment, 
including such factors as siting, massing, 
height, and predominant materials; 

--assessing impacts on any historic or architec- 
turally important buildings or sites; 

--evaluating provisions for pedestrian and 
vehicular access, parking, and service for 
compatibility with the surrounding transporta- 
tion infrastructure; 
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--assessing impacts on the natural and man-made 
environments; and 

--evaluating plan details' and specifications, 
such as provisions for rooftop structures and 
lands'caping propo'sals. 

In certain cas'es, staff have formulated specific develop- 
ment standards to guide several similar developments under a 
unified plan. Such uniform standards cannot, however, generally 
be applied to the wide variety of Federal buildings, structures, 
and site developments' reviewed by NCPC and have applicability 
only in special situations, 
the International Center. 

such as in the chancery complex of 

5. What amount of staff time is devoted to review of projects 
which do not require an NCPC approval pursuant to the act, 
but are available for "review and comment" pursuant to the 
act? 

The Commission and its staff review local governtnent devel- 
opment.projects under NCPC's mandate to protect the Federal in- 
terest. NCPC has no authority to approve these projects. The 
five-member staff of the Review and Implementation Division, 
according to the division director's estimate, spent les's than 
15 percent of their time in such reviews in 1981. 

6. What amount of staff time is devoted to task forces and 
other intergovernmental meetings not directly connected with 
the mandated missions of &CPC? 

According to the division director, staff spend a minimal 
amount of time on task forces or intergovernmental meetings 
which are indirectly related to NCPC's mandated activities, 

7. Does the turnover of Commission members put the real power 
of NCPC in the "staff"? E.g., does the Commission as a 
group tend to defer to staff decisions, recommendations, 
proposals, and explanations on a regular basis? 

The 1952 Planning Act limits Commission members' terms to 6 
years. As of December 1982, 11 of the 12 members had been 
appointed or designated in the last 3 years. 

The Commission estabLishes policy for staff to implement in 
developing Federal elements of the comprehensive plan, reviewing 
proposed development projects, preparing the Federal Capital 
improvements Programs, and carrying out its other functions. We 
found no evidence of the Commission's deferring to staff de- 
cisions or actions on a regular basis. 

8. Does the staff adequately inform new Commission members 
about NCPC? E.g., what NCPC does; what the role of a Com- 
missioner is; what powers belong to the Commission or have 
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been designated to the Chairman and the executive committee; 
what procedural powers individual Commissioners have to re- 
quest additional information, further review, rehearings, 
changes in C'onsent Calendar, etc.? 

Most Commission members told us that they believed staff 
took adequate time to inform them of NCPC's mission and func- 
tions. Staff had provid'ed written materials to all new members 
and conducted a half-day briefing for those who could attend. 

9. Who sets staff salaries, determines promotions, bonuses, 
work hours, etc.? NCPC with a small staff, has seven SES 
employees; is this high, low, average? How is their work 
reviewed? Who hires the director? How is his work week 
determined? What procedures are involved to ensure against 
conflicts of interest on his part? 

The Commission has delegated authority for day-to-day staff 
operations to the Executive Director. He is responsible for 
determining staff salaries, bonuses, awards, etc., as well as 
the type and hours of work. 

A comparison of the number of NCPC executives (NCPC has 
five SES members) with those in 10 other independent Federal 
commissions and boards indicated that NCPC's proportion of exec- 
utives to staff (5 to 52 in fiscal year 1981) is reasonable. 
(See app. V, p. 52.) A Performance Review Board, composed of 
executives from NCPC and two randomly selected independent agen- 
cies, reviews each executive's performance. 

NCPC hires the Executive Director; his performance is 
reviewed by the Chairman. 

Numerous Commission members and staff are involved in NCPC 
actions and decisions. Conflict-of-interest situations are thus 
minimized. 

10. How does the Chairman's role interface with the rest of the 
staff? Time spent in the office; directions to staff; 
liaison with rest of the Commissioners: liaison with com- 
munity and o'ther planning groups. 

According to the Chairman in office at the time of our 
review, about 70 percent of her interaction with NCPC staff was 
with the Executive Director and his Executive Assistant; 20 per- 
cent with the Associate Executive Directors, Assistant Executive 
Director for Administration, and the General Counsel/Secretary; 
and 10 percent with other planning staff (division heads, proj- 
ects reviewers, and task force leaders). Both the Chairman and 
the Executive Director told us that they encourage key staff to 
relate directly to the Chairman. 
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Interaction between the Chairman and other Commissioners 
occurs at I\rCYC meet'ings, work,,sessions, task force meetings, and 
staff briefings. The Chairman meets with some community and 
planning groups regularly by virtue of serving ex officio in 
planning efforts, such as the PADC Board, the Metropolitan Wash- 
ington COG committees, and: mayoral committees in the District of 
Columbia, and on an as-needed basis in response to Federal agen- 
cy, local jurisdiction, and regional projects and issues. 

The Chairman spent about 3 to 4 days a month in the NCPC 
office and an equal amount of time preparing for and/or at other 
meetings associated with her chairing NCPC. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

1, Is NCPC's public participation geared to comments on the 
"Federal interest" or does it serve as a "second shot" for 
citizens on local matters on which they have failed to con- 
vince locap or Federal government officials? 

NCIX obtains public comment on plan elements and projects 
it reviews through presentations at Commission meetings and 
written submissions. NCPC asks that all comments be directed to 
the Federal interest. We saw no evidence that the public parti- 
cipation served any other purpose. 

2. What types of organizations testify before NCPC? Do they 
usually represent or comment upon the Federal interest? 
What type of organizations are not represented before NCPC 
but probably should be? Are they presently notified of NCPC 
proposed actions? Should NCPC hearing and comment proce- 
dures be subject to the Administrative Procedure Act? Why 
or why not? 

NCYC staff said they mail agenda items to all organizations 
that request them and add new organizations to the mailing list 
either at the staff's initiative or on request from the organi- 
zations. Neighborhood citizens organizations with defined boun- 
daries, citizens groups organized to respond to single issues, 
coalitions of citizens organizations, established "umbrella" 
citizens organizations with defined boundaries, special interest 
groups, and area neighborhood commissions in the District have 
testified before the Commission. Not all organizations testify 
or submit comments on all proposed projects. NCPC asks these 
organizations to comment only on issues that may affect the Fed- 
eral interest. 

Two local planning agency officials said NCPC could improve 
its public participation efforts by involving local communities 
in the policysetting or planning processes at an earlier stage. 
They also said that NCPC should become more involved in local 
planning processes, making its policies known when local poli- 
cies are being established. 
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NCPC is an agency within the meaning of the Administrative 
Procedure Act and therefore must comply with the Freedom of 
Information Act and Privacy Act provisions thereof. NCPC takes 
the position that it is not subject to the Administrative Proce- 
dure Act's rulemaking provisions, however, because comprehensive 
plan elements are not rules within the act's meaning. NCPC 
receives public comments pursuant to section 4(e) of the 1952 
Planning Act. 
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OBJE'CTPVES,, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

Four U.S. Senators requested us to evaluate NCPC's mission 
and functions. With no definition of the "Federal interest" to 
judge NCPC actions against, we could not evaluate how well NCPC 
achieved its mandate. Instead, with agreement from the Sena- 
tors ' offices, we examined NCPC's role, functions, membership, 
and operations. 

We started our work at NCPC in January 1982 and reviewed 

--the background and status of the comprehensive 
plan for the National Capital Region--both 
Federal and District elements; 

--NCPC functions, including comprehensive plan- 
ning, review and comment on proposed develop- 
ment projects, preparation of the Federal 
Capital Improvements Program, and miscella- 
neous functions related to urban renewal and 
zoning; 

--NCPC implementation and enforcement authority: 

--NCPC coordination and possible overlap with 
other Federal, regional, and local planning 
bodies; 

--public participation in NCPC decisionmaking; 

--composition of the Commission: 

--NCPC budget preparation and review, expendi- 
tures, organization, and staffing: and 

--the role and functions of the Canadian Nation- 
al Capital Commission, the Federal planning 
organization in Ottawa. 

We reviewed and analyzed NCPC's legislative history: 
documents, publications, and files; draft and final elements of 
the comprehensive plan; procedures for preparing the Federal 
Capital Improvements Program; staffing and organization: NCPC 
coordination with other planning and review organizations: and 
procedures for preparing its budget. We discussed controls over 
expenditures with the Assistant Executive Director for Adminis- 
tration. We reviewed 19 vouchers, totaling about $108,000, to 
determine if expenditures were adequately documented. We re- 
viewed NCPC files on five development projects: we selected the 
five because NCPC's involvement with them had recently been com- 
pleted. We reviewed the minutes of the Commission meetings held 
during 1981 and 1982 and attended Commission meetings from 
January to July 1982. 
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We interviewed all Commission members, six former Commis- 
sion members, the Executive Director, and numerous staff mem- 
hers. We also interviewed officials of the Office of Management 
and Budget, General Services Administration, Department of 
Health and Human Services, Smithsonian Institution, U.S. Postal 
Service, Commission of Fine Arts, Pennsylvania Avenue Develop- 
ment Corporation, District of Columbia, Arlington (Virginia) and 
Montgomery (Maryland) Counties, Metropolitan Washington Council 
of Governments, Northern Virginia Planning District Commission, 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Affairs, American Plan- 
ning Association, and Committee of 100 on the Federal City. 

We sent questionnaires requesting opinions on NCPC func- 
tions and operations to 10 Federal agencies, 5 local govern- 
ments, and 5 citizens groups in the Washington metropolitan 
area. We judgmentally selected the 10 Federal agencies because 
they were likely to have large land holdings in the National 
Capital Region. We judgmentally selected the local governments 
and citizens groups because NCPC decisions can affect their 
interests; the specific respondents were located throughout the 
region. This was not a statistically representative sample. 
Our overall response rate was 75 percent--nine Federal agencies 
(90 percent response rate), four local governments (80 percent 
response rate), and two citizens groups (40 percent response 
rate) completed questionnaires. 

We visited officials of Canada's National Capital Commis- 
sion in Ottawa and discussed the nature of Federal Government 
planning with them. We obtained from them and reviewed various 
documents and materials. 

This review was made in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. 
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LIST OF FEDERAL, REGIONAL, LOCAL, AND PRIVATE 

ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED 

FEDERAL 

Department of Agriculture: 
Office of Operations, Facilities 
Management Branch.a 

Department of Defense: 
Department of the Navy, Installations 
Planning Division, Chesapeake Division, Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command.a 

Department of Health and Human Services: 
Office of Facilities Engineering. 

Department of the Interior: 

National Park Service.a 

Department of State: 
International Center Project.a 

Department of Transportation: 
Office of Installations and Logistics, 
Facilities Management Division.a 

Department of the Treasury: 
Property Management.a 

General Services Administration: 
Office of Public Buildings and Real Property. 

Government Printing Office: 
Engineering.a 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration: 

Real Estate Management Division.a 

Office of Management and Budget: 
Natural Resources Division. 

Office of Personnel Management: 
Executive Personnel and Management Development. 

Smithsonian Institution: 
Office of Facilities Services 

United States Postal Service: 
Operational Requirements Branch, Eastern Region.a 

Veterans Administration: 
Office of Construction.a 
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Commission of Fine Arts. 

APPENDIX III ' 

Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation. 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. 

REGIONAL 

Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission. 

Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments. 

Northern Virginia Planning District 
Commission. 

LOCAL 

City of Alexandria, Va.a 

City of Gaithersburg, Md.a 

District of Columbia. 

Arlington County, Va. 

Fairfax County, Va.a 

Montgomery County, Md. 

Prince Georges County, Md.a 

Prince William County, Va.a 

PRIVATE 

American Planning Association. 

Committee of 100 on the Federal City. 

Fairfax County Federation of Civic Associations.a 

Federal City Council.a 

Federation of Citizens Associations of 
the District of Columbia.a 

League of Women Voters, National Capital Area.a 

Montgomery County Civic Federation.a 

aIndicates agencies or organizations that were sent 
questionnaires. 
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VARYING VIEWS EXIST ON MEANING OF "FEDERAL INTEREST" 
AND ON NCPCIS EWKTIQTNS AND MEMBERSHIP 

Questionnaire results and interviews showed varying views 
on the appropriateness of NCPC's role and functions. Differ- 
ences related to 

--the meaning of the term "Federal interest," 
although everyone agreed that it exists; 

--the organizations that should be involved in 
determining Federal interest; and 

--the scope of NCPC functions intended to pro- 
tect the Federal interest. 

Also, about half the questionnaire respondents and offi- 
cials interviewed questioned the appropriateness of the Commis- 
sion's composition and the need for Commission members to have 
specific types of background or expertise. According to offi- 
cials of the American Planning Association and the Advisory Com- 
mission on Intergovernmental Relations, planning body membership 
should be consistent with the body's responsibilities and in- 
clude representation of those affected by its decisions. 

VIEWS ON THE FEDERAL INTEREST 

Questionnaire respondents and interviewees agreed that a 
Federal interest exists in the National Capital Region and gave 
their views on the types of issues that might include a Federal 
interest. Respondents also indicated that NCPC should be in- 
volved in defining the Federal interest but with differing de- 
grees of input from other organizations. 

Federal interest issues 

Questionnaire respondents indicated that the Federal inter- 
est should encompass a wide range of issues as seen in the fol- 
lowing table: 
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Number of respondents answering "very 
great," "great," or "moderate" extent 

Federal interest issues 

Historic preservation 

Building location 

Transportation facilities 
and services 

Land use and zoning 

Building architecture 

Building size/mass 

Natural features 

International missions 

Environmental resources, 
conservation, and protection 

Economic and population fore- 
casting and trend analysis 

Tourism 

Housing 

Employment trends 

Health, welfare, and safety 
services 

Educational facilities 

Note: We ranked the issues on 

Federal 
agency 

(2) 

9 

7 

7 

5 

2 

Local 
gov't 

M-1 

4 

4 

4 

2 

4 

4 

2 

3 

3 

3 

4 

2 

2 

2 

0 

the basis of the 

Citizens 
groups 

cg 

2 

2 

1 

1 

2 

number of 
and "very great responses given for "moderate," "great,' 

extent.' Other possible responses were 'some extent," 
and 'little, if any, extent." 

Interviews with NCPC members and Federal, regional, and lo- 
cal agency officials provided differing perspectives. Commis- 
sion members generally see the Federal interest as encompassing 
a wide range of issues. These include not only those things 
associated with the development and functioning of Federal prop- 
erty and facilities but also such things as the preservation and 
protection of the region's historical and natural features and 
concern for the region's overall appearance, character, and 
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: worldwide image as the Nation's Capital. As one Commission mem- 
ber said, the Federal interest should be concerned with more 
than just the area's physical needs; it must also be concerned 
with how the whole area fits and works together. 

Federal agency officials expressed various opinions on 
the scope of the Federal interest. OMB officials, for exam- 
ple, told us that it could include many issues depending on 
the nature of each project and the existing circumstances. 
PADC and the Commission of Fine Arts officials said that it 
should not encompass specific issues for which other Federal 
and non-Federal agencies are responsible. For example, the 
PADC Executive Director said that NCPC should not conduct de- 
sign reviews which are the specific responsibility of the Com- 
mission of Fine Arts. Smithsonian Institution and Department 
of Health and Human Services representatives told us that the 
Federal interest included environmental and aesthetic issues 
but only to the extent they affected the Federal Government's 
orderly development and efficient functioning. 

Regional and local planning officials told us that crite- 
ria or standards for determining when a Federal interest ex- 
ists must be established so that local officials will know 
when NCPC will become involved in local planning and develop- 
ment activities. At Metropolitan Washington COG's initiative, 
an ad hoc interagency committee convened in January 1982 to 
discuss Federal interest in development decisions in the 
metropolitan area. COG representatives, State and local plan- 
ning officials, and Commission members and staff partici- 
pated. The committee developed a document containing princi- 
ples for identifying Federal interests in the development of 
the Washington metropolitan area. Both COG and NCPC adopted 
this document at their respective September 1982 meetings. In 
November 1982, these organizations adopted procedures for re- 
solving potential differences that may arise between local and 
Federal agencies in implementing the committee's statement of 
principles. 

Defining Federal interest 

All but two questionnaire respondents agreed that NCPC 
should be involved, to a great extent, in defining the Federal 
interest in the National Capital. However, respondents indi- 
cated that other organizations should also be involved in defin- 
ing the Federal interest. We ranked, in the following table, 
the organizations that questionnaire respondents indicated 
should be involved in defining the Federal interest to a 
moderate or greater extent. 
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Number of respondents answering "very 
greatlaR "great," or "moderate extent" 

Federal Local Citizens 
agency gov't groups 

Organizations involved (2) ($1 (21 

District of Columbia 
Government 7 3 1 

The Congress 6 2 2 

GSA 5 2 2 

Local governments 5 3 0 

Citizens groups 4 3 1 

The White House 5 1 2 

Other Federal agencies 6 2 0 

Regional planning agencies 6 1 0 

OMB 3 1 2 

State governments 5 0 0 

Most indicated, in order of preference, that the District 
government, the Congress, and GSA should be involved to a moder- 
ate or greater extent in defining the Federal interest. Both 
citizens groups wanted OMB involved to a moderate or greater ex- 
tent: six of the nine Federal agency respondents indicated that 
OMB should be involved only to some extent, or to little, if any 
extent. Both citizens groups and most Federal agency respond- 
ents indicated that the White House should be involved to a mod- 
erate or greater extent. Only one of the four local government 
respondents, however, indicated that the White House should be 
involved to a moderate or greater extent. 

Ten of the 12 Commission members told us that NCPC should 
have the primary responsibility for determining the Federal in- 
terest. Six members said that either the Congress or the White 
House should also have a role; four members indicated that local 
governments should have some role in either establishing the 
parameters of or defining the Federal interest. 

VIEWS ON NCPC FUNCTIONS 

The request asked us whether NCPC's mandates are still rel- 
evant and how NCPC activities have protected the Federal inter- 
est over the years. NCPC carries out three primary functions 
for protecting the Federal interest. These functions are: 

--Developing the Federal elements of the compre- 
hensive plan. 
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--Reviewing and commenting on development plans 
and projects in the region. 

--Preparing the annual Federal Capital Improve- 
ments Program. 

We asked all those contacted for their views on how import- 
ant the various functions were to NCPC's being able to protect 
the Federal interest. Overall, we found that most of those con- 
tacted believed that all NCPC activities helped it to protect 
the Federal interest. Analyses of these responses, however, 
showed that NCPC members and the other groups differed in their 
views on how important each of these various functions is to 
protecting the Federal interest. The following sections provide 
information on those differences and a summary of the various 
groups' views on each of the primary NCPC functions. 

Various groups rank importance 
of NCPC functions differently 

We asked questionnaire respondents to indicate how import- 
ant various NCPC activities are to helping it protect the Feder- 
al interest. We then ranked their responses. The results of 
this ranking showed that most respondents saw NCPC activities 
associated with development of the comprehensive plan as "most 
important:" activities associated with its preparation of the 
annual Federal Capital Improvements Program as "second most 
important:" activities associated with its review and comment on 
proposed plans and projects as "third most important;" and cer- 
tain miscellaneous activities, such as its review and approval 
of proposed zoning changes in the District of Columbia, as being 
"least important." 

We asked Commission members to rank NCPC's three primary 
functions from "most important" to "least important.m In most 
cases, their ranking of NCPC's functions paralleled their views 
on how the Commission can best protect the Federal interest. 
That is, those members who said that development of the compre- 
hensive plan is the most important function also said that the 
comprehensive plan would contribute to protecting the Federal 
interest. Similarly, those members who said that NCPC's review 
and comment activities are its most important activity also said 
that this function best protects the Federal interest. The 
number of Commission members who indicated that NCPC's 
development of the comprehensive plan was its most important 
function was about the same as the number who said that its 
review of planning and development activities in the region was 
most important. Only one Commission member indicated that 
preparation of the Federal Capital Improvements Program was the 
most important NCPC function. 

Representatives of OMB and the Commission of Fine Arts told 
us that NCPC's review and comment function was the most impor- 
tant function. 
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State, regional, and local officials generally believed 
that NCPC's preparation of the Federal Capital Improvements Pro- 
gram was its most important function. Many, however, pointed 
out certain weaknesses which limited the document's usefulness 
to them. Among the weaknesses cited were the following: 

1. The document is little more than a wish list, 
as projects included do not always get done. 

2. Agencies are not required to abide by NCPC com- 
ments included in the document. 

3. The information is sometimes outdated and does 
not include all Federal activities. 

These officials indicated that if these weaknesses were 
eliminated, the Program would be more useful to them and help 
to increase coordination and cooperation between the Federal 
agencies and local governments in the region. 

In comments on the draft report, NCPC staff said that the 
Federal Capital Smprovements Program does include all proposed 
Federal projects except those under the Architect of the Capi- 
tol's jurisdiction, some on the White House grounds, and proj- 
ects initiated by the Congress that do not involve multiyear 
funding. 

Comprehensive planning 

Section 4(a) of the 1952 Planning Act charged NCPC with 
preparing a comprehensive, consistent, and coordinated plan for 
the National Capital. It was to include the District of Colum- 
bia and U.S.-owned territory within the environs. Issues sur- 
rounding the comprehensive plan include (1) the extent to which 
others should be involved in the comprehensive planning process, 
(2) what elements NCPC's plan should include, and (3) the plan's 
geographic coverage. 

Who should be involved? 

All questionnaire respondents indicated that a comprehen- 
sive plan for the Federal interest in the National Capital is 
needed and that NCPC should have a principal role in preparing 
such a plan, However, respondents had various opinions on the 
role other organizations should have in preparing the plan. The 
following table shows which organizations most respondents in 
each group indicated should have a moderate or greater role in 
preparing Federal elements of the comprehensive plan. 
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Federal agenqies (2, 

District of Columbia District of Columbia 

Commission of Fine 
Arts 

Regional planning 
agencies 

Local governments 

The two citizens 

Local governments 

Local governments 

Citizens groups 

Commission of Fine 
Arts 

groups indicated that 
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Citizens groups 

The Congress 

The White House 

IV 

(2) 

Commission of Fine 
Arts 

OMB 

GSA 

State and local gov- 
ernment and regional planning agency involvement in preparing 
the Federal elements of the comprehensive plan should be more 
limited than Federal agencies' involvement. 

We also asked the interviewees for their views on who 
should help prepare a comprehensive plan in the region. Repre- 
sentatives of the four regional and local planning agencies did 
not make a distinction between Federal and non-Federal elements 
of comprehensive planning. The following are examples of state- 
ments these officials made about NCPC's role in preparing a com- 
prehensive plan for the region. 

1. Planning is a local government prerogative 
and local governments already have plans 
adopted. NCPC's plan is unnecessary. 

2. COG was established to improve coordination 
among local governments and has adopted a 
regional comprehensive plan. NCPC's plan is 
unnecessary. 

3. NCPC does not have the traditional authority, 
power, or constituency to implement a compre- 
hensive plan. 

4. NCPC planning should be limited to Federal 
land and facilities. 

5. Local jurisdictions, except for the District 
government, are not represented on NCPC; 
therefore, NCPC's plan should not address 
local land use decisions. 

Representatives of two of these local planning agencies 
said that if NCPC engages in comprehensive planning for the 
region, all the local planning organizations, not just those of 
jurisdictions represented on the Commission, should participate 
in establishing goals and developing plan elements. This posi- 
tion is consistent with comments we obtained from American 
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Planning Association and Advisory Commission on Intergovern- 
mental Relations officials, who said that planning bodies are 
now encouraging involvement of those affected by plans in estab- 
lishing planning goals and objectives. An Advisory Commission 
official added that this trend has increased constituent accept- 
ance of plans and reduced the confrontation that often occurred 
when plans were formulated and adopted with no public input. 

Federal agency officials also expressed varying opinions 
about whether NCPC should prepare a comprehensive plan for the 
region. Officials of two Federal agencies said that NCPC's com- 
prehensive planning effort is worthwhile--(l) because it is an 
opportunity for coordination and compromise among all levels of 
government and (2) because it provides a record of land use ob- 
jectives in the region. In contrast, officials of two other 
Federal agencies expressed doubts about NCPC's preparation of a 
comprehensive plan. One questioned NCPC's comprehensive plan- 
ning function because comprehensive planning involves land use 
alternatives, and NCPC has no land use authority in the region 
other than on Federal property. Officials of both these agen- 
cies saw NCPC's comprehensive planning function as being very 
similar to COG's comprehensive planning function. One Federal 
agency representative we interviewed was not familiar with 
NCPC's comprehensive plan development activities and did not 
comment on its need or importance. 

Other agencies have similar 
planning functions 

Both COG and the District government carry out comprehen- 
sive planning functions. In 1980, COG's Board of Directors 
adopted a Metropolitan Policy Guide, its first comprehensive 
planning document. This document is the result of a cooperative 
planning effort begun in 1974, with a reexamination of the docu- 
ment "Development Policies for the Year 2000 for the National 
Capital Region" prepared jointly by NCPC and the now defunct 
National Capital Regional Planning Council. The COG guide con- 
tains overall framework policies for the region and specifies 
the means by which the policies will be implemented. However, 
it is only advisory to the District of Columbia, State, county, 
and city governments that are COG members and depends on their 
individual actions to implement the stated policies. 

Representatives of two Federal agencies and most local and 
regional planning agency officials we interviewed doubted the 
need for NCPC to also prepare a comprehensive plan for the re- 
gion. Some saw the existence of two comprehensive plans as be- 
ing redundant, confusing, and a potential source of controversy. 
NCPC officials, however, pointed out that the Federal interest 
is neither represented nor included in COG's comprehensive plan 
and, thus, a comprehensive plan for the Federal interest is 
needed. One of the Federal agency representatives who expressed 
doubt about NCPC's comprehensive planning activities also 
recognized the absence of the Federal interest in COG's 
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comprehensive planning activities but suggested that, as an al- 
ternative to both organizations doing comprehensive planning, 
NCPC could be represented on COG to ensure Federal involvement 
in one regional comprehensive planning effort. 

Although the Borne Rule Act gave NCPC responsibility for 
developing the Federal elements and the District government re- 
sponsibility for developing the local elements of the comprehen- 
sive plan, without agreement between these two agencies on what 
those Federal and local elements are, both agencies could carry 
out similar planning efforts. For example, both NCPC and the 
District government had planned to include a historic preserva- 
tion element in their respective elements of the comprehensive 
plan. But agreement between the District government and NCPC to 
jointly develop a historic preservation element avoided poten- 
tial duplication in this area. 

The Commission of Fine Arts also has authority to engage in 
some planning functions, but generally it does not. It does, 
however, review and provide comments on a variety of planning 
and development activities in the region. 

In responding to a draft of this report, NCPC officials 
stated that this section reflected (1) confusion among those 
contacted during this review about the term "comprehensive plan- 
ning" and (2) the differences between comprehensive planning as 
carried out by local governments, regional agencies like COG, 
and NCPC as the central Federal planning agency in the region. 
They provided us with information to distinguish between the 
types of comprehensive planning carried out at these levels. 
They stated that although planning in this area is done at sev- 
eral levels, the planning carried out at these levels is not 
necessarily overlapping or duplicative. 

For example, the Federal elements of the Comprehensive Plan 
for the National Capital prepared by NCPC are advisory and focus 
on Federal activities, federally owned land, and Federal con- 
cerns about the future growth and development of the National 
Capital Region. The plan consists largely of policy statements, 
contains no conventional land use plan, and does not provide a 
basis for land use regulation except in the District of Colum- 
bia. NCPC officials also pointed out that, whereas COG's guide 
will be implemented primarily through actions of local govern- 
ments, the NCPC plan will be implemented primarily by Federal 
agencies and departments through the Federal Capital Improve- 
ments Program and leasing activities. They stated that inter- 
governmental cooperation and coordination is needed at all 
levels of planning for the orderly development and growth of the 
National Capital Region. 

Elements covered in the plan 

Most of those we contacted indicated that the plan elements 
prepared by NCPC should include the following: historic preser- 
vation; building location, architecture, and size/mass; natural 
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features; transportation; environment; and international mis- 
sions. Most Federal agency and citizens group respondents and 
interviewees indicated that land use and zoning should be in- 
cluded in the Federal elements of the comprehensive plan, but 
half the local government respondents and interviewees did not. 

At the time of our review, NCPC had completed or was pre- 
paring eight plan elements-- foreign missions and international 
agencies, Federal environment, Federal goals for the National 
Capital, Federal facilities, Federal employment, preservation 
and historic features, open space and natural features, and vis- 
itors and tourists. (See pp. 58 and 59 for further discussion.) 

Geographic coverage 

Questionnaire respondents indicated that Federal elements 
of the comprehensive plan should cover, to a great extent, Fed- 
eral property and the geographic area covered in L'Enfant's ori- 
ginal plan for the District of Columbia (the central area of the 
District). However, results also clearly showed that Federal 
installations that are farther from the central area should re- 
ceive much less NCPC involvement. In addition, three of four 
local planning agencies provided narrative comments expressing 
their belief that NCPC should strictly limit its scope to Fed- 
eral property and not interfere in local matters. 

Federal Capital Improvements Program 

NCPC, as the central planning agency for the Federal Gov- 
ernment in the National Capital Region, annually prepares a mul- 
tiyear Federal Capital Improvements Program that shows proposed 
Federal land acquisitions and development projects in the re- 
gion. It also includes NCPC's comments on each of the pro- 
posals. 

All questionnaire respondents--Federal agencies, local gov- 
ernments, and citizens groups-- said that they were aware of the 
Federal Capital Improvements Program, and two-thirds said that 
they used it to some degree as shown in the following table: 

Extent of use 

Not aware of it 

Federal Local Citizens 
agency gov't groups 

(2) (4) (2, 

0 0 0 

Aware of it, but 
do not use 3 1 1 

Use it some 6 3 1 

Use it extensively 0 0 0 

Those Federal agency respondents who indicated that they 
had used the Program generally said that they used it to learn 
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.' of development proposals near their facilities and to determine 
any impact on their agencies. The local government respondents 
who had used the document gave similar responses. One of the 
local government respondents said it was useful as an "early 
warning" of Federal projects to be located in local jurisdic- 
tions. One citizens group respondent was dissatisfied with the 
extent to which NCPC kept the group informed of future Federal 
construction. But local government respondents and the other 
citizens group respondent indicated that NCPC kept them informed 
to some extent. Other Federal agencies received much lower 
marks than NCPC in this respect. 

The interview data on the Federal Capital Improvements 
Program corresponded to the questionnaire data, although the. 
interview data revealed more critical comments on the Program's 
usefulness. Some interviewees saw it as a tool for improving 
coordination and cooperation between the Federal Government and 
local jurisdictions. Others, however, said that the Program was 
a "wish list," that it included incomplete and unnecessary data, 
and that it duplicated data compiled by others. Officials of 
four local and regional groups doubted its value because, ac- 
cording to them, Federal agencies do not adhere to it anyway. 

OMB officials said that the Federal Capital Improvements 
Program was not useful to them because it was not published in 
time for the fall executive branch budget formulating, and it 
did not include enough budget data. However, they suggested 
improvements which could make it useful to others. These were 
to: 

--Include those projects or proposals that have 
some assurance of being included in each agen- 
cy's fiscal year budget. 

--Exclude items that could be considered repair 
or maintenance items. 

--Identify the Program's users and gear its con- 
tents to those users' needs. 

OMB officials said that with these changes, the Program would 
become a more accurate picture of proposed Federal construction 
in the National Capital Region. 

NCPC coordination with Federal agencies 
on capital improvements program 

Because the Planning Act requires each Federal agency to 
send NCPC a copy of its advance program of capital improvements 
in the National Capital Region, we asked nine Federal agency 
respondents a series of questions on their working relationship 
with NCPC. 

All nine Federal agency respondents prepared capital im- 
provements programs for their agency; eight submitted capital 
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improvements information to NICPC. The data submitted to NCPC 
usually differed in some respect (timeframe covered, format, 
amount of detail, or geographic area) from that prepared for 
their own agency or submitted to OMB or GSA. 

All Federal agency respondents cited personal consultation 
and/or written communication as a means for receiving NCPC com- 
ments on their submissions. Three respondents said that their 
agency's actions or viewpoints reflected an agency position that 
changes had to be made to obtain NCPC concurrence on the capital 
improvements program submission. Four other respondents said 
that their agencies accommodated NCPC's comments to the extent 

' feasible. One said that his agency was able to reach accommoda- 
tion with NCPC, and one said the comments had no effect on the 
agency's final program. 

Finally, seven of the nine Federal agency respondents said 
that the Federal Capital Improvements Program improved coordina- 
tion between the Federal Government and State and local juris- 
dictions from a moderate to a very great extent. 

NCPC review and comment activities 

NCPC reviews and comments on many different types of plans 
and development activities in the region. Some of these reviews 
are specifically mandated by law, while others are carried out 
to help NCPC achieve its coordination role in the region. The 
specific types of NCPC reviews are as follows: 

-NCPC reviews proposed Federal agency policies, 
plans, and programs, including regional plans, 
installation master plans, project plans, and 
annual capital budgets. Within the District 
of Columbia, NCPC approval is required for 
plans of Federal public buildings. Outside 
the District, NCPC comments and suggestions on 
proposed Federal public buildings are advi- 
sory. 

,-MCPC reviews proposed District government pol- 
icies, plans, and programs, including instal- 
lation master plans, project plans, annual 
capital improvements program recommendations, 
and proposed zoning changes. Within the Dis- 
trict's central area, NCPC approval is re- 
quired for final plans of District public 
buildings.' Outside the central area, NCPC 
comments and suggestions on proposed projects 
are advisory. 

'The central area was determined through an agreement between 
NCPC and the District of Columbia government pursuant to Sec- 
tion 5 of the National Capital Planning Act of 1952, as 
amended. 
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--NCPC reviews policies, plans, and programs 
proposed by State, regional, and local agen- 
cies or jurisdictions in the region that ap- 
pear to affect Federal land in the vicinity or 
other Federal interests in the National Capi- 
tal Region. These include proposed long-range 
general# comprehensive, or master plans; area 
or district plans indicating more detailed 
land use and development policies and stand- 
ards; capital improvements programs; local 
government project plans; and local proposed 
zoning changes. All NCPC comments and 
suggestions are advisory. 

These reviews are intended to identify the potential impact 
on Federal activities and interests in the region of such poli- 
cies, plans, and programs and their relationship to NCPC's 
comprehensive plan. The reviews are also intended to assist 
non-Federal agencies by informing them of Federal interests and 
concerns. 

Eight of the nine Federal agency respondents said that they 
agreed that NCPC should review their master plans. Six of nine 
said that they agreed that NCPC's review of Federal agency mas- 
ter plans improves coordination between the Federal Government 
and State or local governments. (See app. VIII, p. 91.) 

Six of the nine Federal agency respondents indicated that 
NCPC required only that number of individual site and building 
plan reviews needed to plan for and protect the Federal inter- 
est. Two of the Federal agency respondents indicated that NCPC 
makes more of these reviews than are needed and five said that 
they thought these reviews, in general, extended beyond matters 
affecting the Federal interest. (See app. VIII, pp. 97 and 
102.) Five of the nine respondents said that they agreed with 
the statement that NCPC's reviews of Federal projects and devel- 
opments resulted in better projects. (See app. VIII, p. 103.) 

Three of the four local government respondents indicated 
that their agencies believed that NCPC's review and comment 
process was consistent with and limited to those elements that 
affect the Federal interest. The fourth respondent indicated 
that NCPC's review and comment process was neither relevant nor 
necessary to protect Federal interest. 

American Planning Association and Advisory Committee on 
Intergovernmental Relations officials told us that NCPC's review 
and comment functions are generally consistent with similar 
functions carried out by other planning bodies. Both pointed 
out that NCPC should limit its review to the larger, more sig- 
nificant issues and provide advice only to the local government 
officials who will be held accountable for the actions. 
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The Committee of 100 on the Federal City said that NCPC's " 
reviews have greatly improved the quality of Federal site plan- 
ning and facilities not otherwise subject to review by local 
planning and review b'odies or the Commission of Fine Arts. It 
cited the National Institutes of Health, Dulles International 
Airport, and Fort Myer in Arlington, Virginia, as examples. 

Commission members told us that generally, NCPC's review 
and comment functions are proper and necessary. Only one member 
questioned whether NCPC should be reviewing individual site and 
building plans or local jurisdiction plans rather than just Fed- 
eral and District plans. Six members, however, said that they 
believed NCPC had, in certain cases, construed the Federal in- 
terest too broadly and addressed matters that were not signif- 
icant to the Federal interest. Seven members also said that 
they believed the way in which NCPC carried out its review func- 
tion in the past was not consistent with its objective of facil- 
itating coordination among the various levels of government in 
the region. 

The four regional and local planning officials we inter- 
viewed also expressed concern with NCPC's review and comment 
process. Each of them told us of an example which, in their 
opinion, showed that NCPC had used this function to become in- 
volved in matters that are solely within the local government 
jurisdiction. (See app. I, p. 2, for some of the examples.) 
One local official said that NCPC's review and comment role was 
proper but that NCPC should not use this function in attempts to 
control local government prerogatives. 

Generally, Federal agency officials we interviewed indi- 
cated that NCPC's review and comment functions are appropriate, 
but three cited some concerns. A PADC official said that, in 
his opinion, NCPC should not review individual projects already 
included in the Pennsylvania Avenue Development Plan approved by 
NCPC or review the design of individual projects, which is the 
Commission of Fine Arts' responsibility. OMB officials said 
that NCPC had interpreted the Federal interest too broadly in 
some cases. They said that, sometimes, the Federal interest 
present in plans or projects NCPC reviews is not apparent but 
that NCPC had always been able to provide justification for its 
involvement when OMB had asked. The Commission of Fine Arts 
officials said that they believed NCPC could work more closely 
with local and regional governments to improve coordination and 
reduce the number of its reviews. 

Similarity between NCPC's 
and other groups' reviews 

A senior planner in the District's Office of Planning and 
Development stated that the District and NCPC made similar re- 
views of proposed projects and developments. In their reviews, 
both analyze such things as building heights and density, impact 
on transportation, and impact on water supply and sewer capaci- 
ties. According to this official, however, the reviews are done 
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* from different perspectives, He also said that the working re- 
lationship between District and NCPC staffs is very good. He 
pointed out, for example, that NCPC has agreed informally not to 
consider proposed projects and developments at Commission meet- 
ings until the District government's reviews have been complet- 
ed. He said that he did not know the extent to which NCPC staff 
(1) used information developed by the District for its review or 
(2) developed such information independently. . 

Many of those we contacted, including OMB and some other 
Federal agency representatives, the Commission of Fine Arts rep- 
resentatives, and Planning Commission members, said that they 
perceive the reviews done'by the Commission of Fine Arts and 
NCPC as being very similar.' The problem, according to one for- 
mer Planning Commission member, is establishing the point at 
which planning ends and design review begins. Comments of other 
Planning Commission members and the Commission of Fine Arts re- 
presentatives supported this view. 

The Commission of Fine Arts' Secretary told usthat the two 
Commissions' reviews, although similar, are done for different 
purposes. According to him, the Commission of Fine Arts' review 
is done to preserve or enhance the character, integrity, and 
order of the city and its open spaces, whereas NCPC's review is 
done to protect the public interest in the development of the 
Nation's Capital. He said, however , .that .NCPC also did design 
reviews-- a result he attributed 'in part to.the increased in- 
volvement of architects on planning bodies since the 1950's. 
But, in his opinion, the duplication that, occurs in the two Com- 
missions' reviews was good because design reviews are subjec- 
tive, and when both agreed, which.he said was most of the time, 
they tended to support one another. He also said that when they 
disagreed, the compromise required to reach agreement probably 
resulted in better projects. No.formal coordination agreement 
exists between these two Commissions, .but'staff representatives 
attend one another's meetings. k 

. 

PADC's Executive Director told us that, in, his opinion, 
NCPC should not become involved in design reviews and that his 
agency had decided to drop a plannedlpr.oject because NCPC had 
disliked the design. However, other of,ficials we,contacted had. 
no specific problem with submitting their project plans to both 
Commissions. Proposed plans ang projects can.be submitted to 
either Commission in no particular.order. Generally, the 
officials we contacted said that they were aware'of the time 
needed for the required reviews by both Commissions. and, thus, 
the reviews did not usually result in increased project costs or 
delays. 

VIEWS ON COMMISSION MEMBERSHIP 

The Commission's composition raised numerous questions. 
About half of those we contacted indicated that the Commission's 
membership should be changed in some way. 
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Questionnaire respondents were about equally divided in 
their opinions on the appropriateness of the current composi- 
tion, as shown below: 

Response 

Very appropriate 

Questionnaire respondents 
Federal Local Citizens 
agency gov't groups 

(2, (4) (2, 

l. 0 0 

Appropriate 4 1 1 

Not sure I,'-. 2 0 

Inappropriate 3 1 1 

Very inappropriate 0. 0 0 

The three Federal agency' respondents who indicated that the 
Commission's composition was inappropriate cited the executive 

,administration (with three ex officio Cabinet members and three 
Presidential appointees) and/or the District government (with 
two ex officio members and two mayoral appointees) as being 
overrepresented on.NCPC.. Agencies not now represented on NCPC, 
but mentioned as potential membersi were the Architect of the 
Capitol and the United.States Postal Service because over 180 
postal facilities are located in the region. 

The local government respondent who indicated that the Com- 
mission's composition was inapp'ropriate said that local juris- 
dictions were not adequately represented, while the citizens 
group representative. who indicated-the Commission's composition 
was inappropriate saw.the need for more citizen members. 

. 
Of the 14 responhents to a question on the extent to which 

the current composition facilitated accomplishment of NCPC func- 
tions, 13 said "to a moderate .or great extent" as shown below: 

Questionnaire respondents 
Federal Local Citizens . 
.agency .gov't groups 

Response (22, by (2) * 
. 

Very great extent '0 0 0 
. . . 

Great extent .!5 1 0 

Moderate extent 3. 2 2 

Some extent 0 . 1 0 

Little, if any, extent 0 0 0 
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Present and past Commission members and others .we inter- 
viewed expressed diverse opinions on Commission membership. 
Like the questionnaire respondents, many questioned the number 
of District government representatives on the Commission. They 
questioned whether a Federal commission responsible for Federal 
interests should have so many District representatives. Many 
also said that they believed other local jurisdictions should 
have greater representation because NCPC actions cBn affect the 
entire region, not, just th.e Federal Government. 

Generally, the questionnaire respondents- and interviewees 
also questioned the need for specific professional expertise in 
such disciplines as architecture, design, and transportation. 
Currently, the legislation requires no specific qualifications 
for membership except that citizen appointees should have expe- 
rience in city or regional planning. 

The underlying theme of all'comments about membership was 
that the Commission should comprise persons best qualified to 
achieve its mandate and represent those persons affected by its 
decisions. As one official pointed out, if NCPC's current level 
of authority over District government affairs remains as it is, 
four District representatives are appropriate. However, if NCPC 
authority is reduced, so too should be the number of .District 
representatives, 
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NCPC OPERATIONS 

The request raised a number of questions regarding NCPC 
operations. This appendix responds to those questions. Specif- 
ically, the information we collected indicates that: 

--NCPC employed -51 full-time employees in fiscal 
year 1981 to carry out its mission. Since 
passage of, the D.C. Home Rule Act in 1973, 
NCPC has implemented th.ree reorganizations to 
adjust for reduced staff and for changes in 
NCPC emphasis and,,responsibilities. 

--Staff workloads for the'planning and review 
functions remained relatively constant until 
1981, when the Commissfon emphasized complet- 
ing.the digh.t Federal elements of the compre- 
hensive plan. Staff have devoted minimal time 
ta miscell&neous'functions such as task forces 
onyimproving the Potomac River waterfront. 

--Currently; NCPC has no'authority to review the 
Federal.Government's use of leased space 
d'espite the regional planning implications. 
NCPC and"GSA have discussed 'conditions when 
NCPC will be involved in leased, space propo- 
sals. These conditions are included in the 
Federal faci.lities element of the comprehen- 
sive. plan.' ,, 

--NCFC has no authority 'to 'implement its compre- 
hensive plans; agencies proposing development 
projects implement them:after.receiving NCPC 
concurrence.. Furth.ermore,.NCPC has no author- 
ity to ensure compliance:wit,h its review pro- 
cedures or recommendations. . . 

--A bill introduced -in the Senate during the 
97th Congress would have 'tran.sferred certain 
functions.from NCP,G-to the District govern- 
ment. .The bill's objective w-as to give the 
District greziter,contr.ol over local planning, 
but it would have taken away certain approval 
and modification powers NCPC.now has. Without 
such powers, actions contrary to the Federal 
interest could have'bedn taken. No action was 
taken on this bill' in the.97th Congress. 

--NCPC takes adequate steps to'ensure public 
participation' in'decisionmaking. It has, how- 
ever, contracted with a consultant to improve 
citizen participation and intergovernmental 
liaison. 
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--NCPC's annual expenditures have averaged $2.2 
million in the last 4 years. (See app. VII.) 
Our review of a limited number of fiscal year 
1981 vouchers showed that these expenditures 
were consistent with NCPC's procedures and 
mandate. 

--A comparison of the missions and functions of 
the National Capital Commission of Canada and 
NCPC shows that both have similar respansi- 
bilities to protect the Federal interest in 
their respective National Capital Regions but 
different authorities to satisfy them. 

These matters are discussed in more detail in the following 
sections. 

NCPC STAFF 

NCPC staff consisted of 51 full-time employees in fiscal 
year 1981 --one less than the authorized 52 positions. The 
average general schedule (GS) salary grade was GS-10.17, exclud- 
ing five Senior Executive Service (SES) positions. 

Permanent Authorized Positions 

Position type Number 

SES 
GS-15 
GS-14 
GS-13 
GS-12 
GS-11 
GS-9 
GS-8 
GS-7 
GS-6 
GS- 5 

5 
5 
7 
2 
7 
4 
4 
4 
2 
9 
3 - 

Total 52 
- 

Staff are organized into three operational divisions and two 
support sections as shown in the organization chart on the next 
page. 
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I LEGAL AND SECRETARIAT 
SERVICES SECTION 

General Cotmsel/Sectry to 
Commission 

Aaaia&nt GeneraI Couned 
Aaai+ant Flytry to Commimion 
~~~ff~ Officer 

-tary 
Receptionist 

OFFICE OF EX~VE 
DIRRCPGR 

I 
OPERATIONS GROUP - 

I ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR FOR OPERATIONS 

I 
-1-1-w 

PLANNING & PROGRAMMING DIV. 

Director 
Senior Planner 
PlnnIler 
Planner 
Planner 
Secretary 

------m-----m- 

f 

--m-m-- 

PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION REVIEW & IMPLEMENTATION DIV. 

Director 
Amt. Dir. k Research/Data Offit 
Fkearch/Dah Services Assistant 
Urban Deaii Offer 
Environmental/Energy Officer 
Hiabric Preafsvation Officer 
Transportation Offit 
Cab/Graphic Officer 
Graphic Offker 
Graphic Technician 
Carto/Graphie Technician 
Carte/Graphic ~Technician 
zpw&r A.sastantlSecretary 

m 
Direct43r 
Asat. Dir. i CIP Officer 
Super-viaory PIanwr 
~~/Archit.ect 

Admini&mt.ive As&ant CIP 
Zonhq Review Officer 
s-=tary 

Effective August 23, 1982 
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The staff's five SE;S appointments include the 

--Executive Directosr, 

--Associate Executive Director for Regional 
Affairs, 

--Associate Executive Director for District 
Affairs, 

--General Counsel\Secretary, and 

--Assistant Executive Director for Operations. 

The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) reviews the number 
of SES positions in Federal agencies every 2 years. OPM had no 
questions or reservations about the number of NCPC's five SES 
positions when it assessed the positions in 1981 and earlier in 
1979. According to an OPM spokesperson, OPM assesses position 
classifications, agency size, and past use of SES allocations. 

A comparison of the number of NCPC executives with those in 
10 other independent Federal organizations in fiscal year 1980 
showed that NCPC's proportion of executives to total staff was 
reasonable. We selected the 10 organizations and obtained sta- 
tistical data on them from the fiscal year 1980 U.S. Budget. As 
shown in the following table, the proportion of executives to 
total staff varied widely, with no consistent pattern. This 
variance may be due to the need for a different number of execu- 
tives to carry out each organization's unique mission. (See 
mission descriptions in app. VI.) 
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Comparison of Selected Independent Organizations' 
Executive Staffs and Budgets for Fiscal Year 1980 

Agency 

Advisory Council 
on Historic 
Preservation 25 

American Battle 
Monuments 
Commission 384b 

Appalachian 
Regional 
Commission 12 

Commission on 
Civil Rights 285 

Commission of 
Fine Arts 7 

Consumer 
Product Safety 
Commission 871 

Federal Election 
Commission 251 

Occupational 
Safety and 
Health Review 
Commission 165 

Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue Development 
Corporation 47 

United States 
International 
Trade Commission 438 

Total 
staff 

National Capital 
Planning 
Commission 52 

aObligated amounts. 

1 

0 

4 

IO 

1 

20 

9 

57 

5 

14 

5 

1 to 43.5 

1 to 27.9 

1 to 2.9 

1 to 9.4 

1 to 31.3 

1 to 10.4 

10.0 

11.0 

11.0 

10.3 

10.2 

bIneludes 339 ungraded positions. 
CPositions ungraded-- average salary about $31,000. 

52 

No. of 
execu- 
tives 

Ratio of 
executives 

to total 
staff 

Aver- 
age GS 
grade 

Budget 
(note a) 

(000 
omitted) 

1 to 25 11.4 $ 1,444 

8.4 8,440 

1 to 3 

1 to 28.5 

1 to 7 

(cl 3,101 

10.6 11,690 

9.8 257 

10.6 43,045 

8,940 

7,429 

1,699 

14,133 

2,145 
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* NCPC ORGANIZATION 

Since passage of the D.C. Home Rule Act in 1973, NCPC has 
implemented three reorganizations designed to make the staff 
more responsive and effective. The first reorganization result- 
ed directly from changes made to effect District home rule and 
the second made adjustments for reduced staff and changing 
responsibilities. A subcommittee of NCPC identified the need 
for the third staff reorganization, effective August 1982. 

The Home Rule Act provided that the District's Mayor would 
be the central planning official for the District government and 
be responsible for coordinating District planning activities and 
for preparing and implementing District elements of the compre- 
hensive plan. The act caused no immediate changes in NCPC 
staffing levels because reduced staffing needs for developing 
District plan elements and reviewing District development plans 
were offset by increased staffing needs for developing Federal 
elements of the plan. Also, at the District's request, NCPC 
continued to carry out local planning reviews of proposed Dis- 
trict developments and projects until November 1975 even though 
home rule became effective July 1, 1974. 

However, when the District government assumed full respon- 
sibility for this function, NCPC staff reorganized. In October 
1975 the number of staff assigned to the review function was 
reduced from 15 to 10. At the same time, staff assigned to the 
planning function increased from 14 to 18. Also, staff from the 
technical services offices were assigned to participate, full 
time, on specific elements of the comprehensive plan. 

In September 1979, the Executive Director reorganized the 
two former divisions (planning and review) into three new divi- 
sions, including planning, review, and a third division made up 
of technical services staff. 

In 1981, the Commission established a subcommittee on staff 
organization and budget to maximize the organizational response 
to Commission priorities. After analyses and discussions, the 
subcommittee and the Executive Director saw the need for another 
reorganization. Hence, in August 1982, the Executive Director 
reorganized the staff into its present form. (See p. 50.) The 
new organization retains NCPC's three functional divisions but 
places an Assistant Executive Director for Operations over them, 
consolidates legal and public affairs services, and expands the 
management services section. 

Because staff do not keep formal time and attendance 
records, they estimated the amount of time spent on each divi- 
sion's activities. Our analysis of their estimates shows that 
most time has been devoted to or has supported the comprehensive 
planning function. 

53 

., ,. ‘; ’ 



APPENDIX V 

Planning and Programming Division 

APPENDIX V , ' 

" 

The Planning and Programming Division has primary respon- 
sibility for the comprehensive plan, both preparing the Federal 
elements and coordinating with the District government on Dis- 
trict elements of the plan. Six community planners and one 
secretary are permanently assigned to the Division. Staff mem- 
bers of the Planning Services Division also work on the compre- 
hensive plan as needed, spending from 15 to 60 percent of their 
time on planning. (See pp. 55 and 56.) The Director, Planning 
and Programming Division, estimated the following functional 
breakdown of staff time for the division during 1981: 

Functional Breakdown of Staff Time, 
Planning and Programming Division 

Activity 

Prepare Federal elements of the 
comprehensive plan 

Review District elements of the 
comprehensive plan 

Help Federal agencies with selection 
of new locations, consolidation, and 
master plans 

Liaison with local and regional 
planning agencies, including the 
District and COG 

Review State and regional plans for 
consistency with comprehensive plan 
and impact on Federal interests 

Total 

Source: NCPC. 

Review and Implementation Division 

The Review and Implementation Division 

Percent of time 

75 

5 

5 

5 

is responsible for 
capital improvements programming, master and project plan 
reviews, urban renewal planning, Federal interest reviews of 
local plans and Federal grant applications, and coordination of 
Federal development planning. Five staff members are assigned 
to the Division on a full-time basis. Three community planners, 
including the Division Director and one secretary-typist, spend 
all their time on reviews of projects under section 5 of the 
1952 Planning Act and on other review activities. 

The Division's assistant director is assigned on a full- 
time basis to preparing the Federal Capital Improvements Program 
and reviewing local capital improvements programs. The Division 
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Director estimated the following functional breakdown of time 
his professional staff spend reviewing proposals. 

Functional B~reakdogn of Professional Staff Time, 
Review and Implementation Division 

Aetivity 

Federal master and 
project plans 

Division Assistant Planner Planner 
'director director $1 #2 - - 

70 75 85 

Urban renewal plans, 
District projects, and 
miscellaneous (note a) 10 15 5b 

Local capital improvements 
program and plan reviews 1oc 5 10 10 

Federal Capital 
Improvements Program 

Total 

10 95 

100 100 100 too 
- - 

aIncludes transfers of jurisdiction, street and alley closings, 
changes in permanent system of highways, National Park Service 
land agreements, and so forth. 

bIncludes A-95 reviews. (See footnote, p. 60.) 

cExcludes urban renewal plan reviews. 

Source: NCPC. 

Planning Services Division 

The Planning Services Division works on various portions of 
the planning, review, and capital improvements functions in 
accordance with its staff's technical skills and knowledge on an 
as-needed basis. The Division has specialists in 

"-research and data services, 

--cartography/graphics, 

--environment/energy, 

--historic preservation, 

--transportation, and 

--urban design. 
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The Division employs a total of 16 staff members. The 
amount of time allocated to NCPC activities varied considerably 
for the technical staff. The following table shows the Division 
Director's estimates of the percentage of time spent on various 
activities during 1981, 

Percentage of Time Spent by Activity in,l981, 
Planning Services Division 

Div. Re- Carto/ Envir./ Hist. Urban 
Activity dir. search graphic energy' pres. design Trans. 

No. of employees 3 
=: 

Office of 
Exec. Dir. 15 

Review of 
projects 18 

Comprehensive 
plan 37 

Special NCPC 
requests 2 

General meetings 3 

Spec. projects/ 
studies 20 

Administration 5 

Other 

Total 100 
- 

Source: NCPC. 

2 6 1 
3e = =E 

15 5 10 

15 45 

30 15 25 

5 

5 

5 

25 

25 

100 

25 

20 

10 

100 

RESPONSIVENESS TO COMMISSION MEMBERS 

2 
= 

3 

25 

35 

3 

15 

10 

2 

7 

100 

1 
- 

2 

25 

60 

5 

2 

5 

Most Commission members said that the staff respond well to 
their directives but several questioned staff responsiveness. 
Those who questioned responsiveness attributed it to the staff's 
not placing the same priority on developing Federal elements of 
the comprehensive plan as the Commission did. 

Staff identified two factors that might cause Commission 
members to believe that the staff does not adequately respond to 
the Commission. The staff said that, first, some new Commission 
members have been cautious in accepting staff recommendations as 
objective evaluations based on professional analyses. They said 
that, in time, the rapport between staff and Commission members 
should improve. 
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Second, some misunderstanding arose when staff failed to 
respond to directions from one or two Commission members which, 
according to staff, appeared contrary to the Commission's total 
direction. Staff said that it was difficult to determine exact- 
ly what the Commission wants them to do, particularly when dif- 
ferences exist dmong'Cdmmission members. This situation should 
also improve because the Chairman has acknowledged the need to 
clarify the Commission's collective views when giving direction 
to staff members. 

According to staff, they provide materials and brief new 
Commission members and alternate members on NCPC's authority, 
functions, and rules of procedure and on current major planning 
issues before NCPC as soon as possible after their appointment 
or designation. Staff believe that such orientations are ade- 
quate considering the limited time available to part-time Com- 
mission members with other responsibilities. 

A staff analysis of Commission meetings from January 
through April 19i32 indicated that the Commission devoted about 
19 percent of its time to items requiring approval, 26 percent 
to review and comment, and 55 percent to other matters such as 
informational presentations on nonaction items, administrative 
matters, and organizational issues. Excluding time devoted to 
other matters, about 42 percent was devoted to approvals and 58 
percent to review and comment. 

The Chairman works 3 or 4 days a month in NCPC offices on 
activities directly associated with NCPC business. With other 
Commission members, she attends work sessions, task force meet- 
ings, and staff briefings in addition to regular Commission 
meetings. Her contacts with the staff are primarily with the 
Executive Director, but she also has numerous contacts with 
other staff members. The Chairman is an ex officio member of 
other planning agencies such as PADC and mayoral committees in 
the District. She spends another 3 or 4 days a month preparing 
for and attending meetings called by these groups, 

NCPC FUNCTIONS 

NCPC staff spend time on (1) preparing Federal elements of 
a comprehensive plan, (2) reviewing proposed development proj- 
ects and building plans for effect on the Federal interest, and 
(3) preparing a S-year Federal Capital Improvements Program. In 
addition, NCPC staff devote minimal time and resources to mis- 
cellaneous activities. These functions and miscellaneous activ- 
ities are discussed below. 

Comprehensive plan emphasized 

After 30 years of not having a complete comprehensive plan 
adopted, in 1981 NCPC emphasized completing a plan by 1983. The 
final plan will consist of both Federal and District elements. 
As of March 1983, NCPC had adopted five of eight Federal ele- 
ments. In September 1982, the District government circulated 
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for comment its comprehensive plan for the District of Columbia, 
incorporating a previously adopted local plan element. 

Comprehensive planning history 

In the 19641's the staff prepared two plans which were to 
provide policy guidance and a framework for a more detailed com- 
prehensive plan. In 3.9167, the staff issued another plan--"The 
Proposed Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital Region"--to 
provide that detailed planning. NCPC adopted 4 of the 11 ele- 
ments proposed in the 1967 plan, 2 of which the District needed 
to qualify for Federal transportation and recreation funding. 
NCPC never completed or adopted the remaining elements because 
District home rule was near and the Commission stopped pressing 
the staff to complete the plan, especially the local elements. 

Passage of the Home Rule Act in 1973 further delayed NCPC 
adoption of the comprehensive plan. The act split planning re- 
sponsibilities between the District and NCPC but required joint 
preparation of the final comprehensive plan. However, the act 
gave NCPC review and approval authority over District elements. 

In 1981, the new Commission members changed the priority on 
what Federal elements should be developed. Some elements have 
been modified in various ways from name changes to major re- 
structuring. For example, draft plan elements for air facili- 
ties and urban design will not be finalized, but parts of them 
will be included in other elements. 

Current plan status 

In 1981, the Commission began pressing itself and the staff 
to step up efforts to complete the comprehensive plan. This em- 
phasis resulted in a schedule for completing all but one Federal 
element by December 1982. However, the final plan must include 
the District's local elements. The District government finished 
developing its plan, which is being circulated for public com- 
ment, in September 1982. The comment period was closed in April 
1983. After the plan is revised, on the basis of comments re- 
ceived, it must be approved by the Mayor, the City Council, and 
NCPC before it can become part of the comprehensive plan for the 
National Capital Region. 
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The status of Federal elensnts is as follows: 

Status of Co'mprehensive Plan Federal Elements 

Date completed 
or scheduled 

ELeaent for completion 

Foreign miss'ions and international 
agencies October 1977 

Federal environment February 1981 

Federal goals for the National Capital February 1982 

Federal facilities March 1983 

Federal employment March 1983 

Open space and natural features April 1983 

Preservation and historic features June 1983 

Visitors and tourists December 1983 

Source: NCPC. 

NCPC staff said that completion and adoption of the total 
comprehensive plan would help clarify the complexities of Feder- 
al interest in the region. 

Review of proposed development projects 

The 1952 Planning Act and related legislation gave NCPC 
several authorities in reviewing proposed development projects. 
First, NCPC has review and, in some cases, approval authority 
over proposed Federal development projects and building plans in 
the National Capital Region. Federal agencies must await NCPC's 
recommendation or approval before implementing their plans or 
projects. Second, NCPC has review authority over proposed Dis- 
trict government projects and approval authority over District 
projects in the District's central area. 

Third, in its efforts to protect the Federal interest, NCPC 
reviews private projects and plans and comments on their effects 
on the Federal interest. NCPC has no authority to block private 
development but may use persuasion to minimize what it believes 
is an adverse effect on the Federal interest. Fourth, NCPC has 
additional review responsibilities over District government 
actions such as zoning and urban renewal plans and over Federal 
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agency environmental impact statements and local government OMB 
Circular A-95 grant app1ications.l 

Staff review workloads 

Recent demands for the staff to review and comment on pro- 
posed Federal and District development plans have been relative- 
ly constant. Staff have experienced a large increase in the 
number of A-95 reviews because it took time for people to become 
aware of the new reporting requirements called for by OMB Circu- 
lar A-95 published in 1976. Urban renewal planning and zoning 
case reviews have decreased. The following table shows the num- 
ber of selected plan and project reviews by NCPC staff for 
fiscal years 1978-82. 

'A-95 requires that copies of applications for Federal assistance 
involving land or water use and development or construction be 
sent to NCPC as well as to the Metropolitan Washington Council 
of Governments. 
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Proj~ect Review Activity for Fiscal Years 1978-82 

T&e of review 1978 1979 1980 1981 I.982 

Federal master plans or 
master plan tiifications 

Federal site and building plans 

District master plans and site 
and building plans 

Street and alley closings 

A-95 Federal grant applications 

Urban renewal plan modifications 

Sale of D.C. surplus properties 

Transfers of jurisdiction 

Referral reports on D.C. Board 
of Zoning Mjlustmmt cases 

Proposed D.C. zonitlg orders 

Envirorrmental impact statement 
preparation assists 

Zoning cases outside D.C. 
. in the National Capital Pegion 

Iocal jurisdiction master plans 

6 10 I.2 11 14 

65 60 76 65 73 

7 9 8 3 3 

17 12 17 20 26 

63 135 175 310 90(estja 

7 14 3 4 11 

2 0 0 27 0 

0 2 3 0 3 

22 3 

23 24 

3 

12b 

4 

20 

4 

5 

10 

8 

19 

1 

4 

15b 

7 

11 

12 

tie Department of Housing and Urban Developnt requirements for 
review of mity develapnent block grants and subdivision feasi- 
bility studies changed, leading to the decrease. Also, economic 
conditions depressed the housing market. 

bloM3s not include NCPC actions authorizing staff participation at 
public hearings in zoning cases to identify Federal interests. 

Source: NCPC. 

Of the approximately 144 major Federal installations or 
subareas in the region, 51 have no approved master plans and 
none in process; 63 have approved master plans; and 30 have 
plans in process, 

NCPC review procedures 

We examined NCPC files on four proposed projects to assess 
NCPC's review procedures and its effect, if any, on the proj- 
ects' final plans. The projects were the 
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--District's Prevocational Center for the Handi- 
capped I 

--Chancery of Jordan, 

--Vietnam Veterans Memorial, and 

--Naval Surface Weapons Center Explosive Test 
Facility. 

The files contained site and building plans and other docu- 
ments submitted by project sponsors and staff-prepared analyses 
of impact on the Federal interest. NCPC's comments generally 
resulted in the project developers making some changes in the 
final site and building plans. 

--The District acted favorably on NCPC recommen- 
dations that the District's Department of Gen- 
eral Services assess the feasibility of 
reducing parking levels and increasing land- 
scaping at the Prevocational Center for the 
Handicapped. 

--The Department of State and the Jordan Embassy 
reacted favorably to NCPC suggestions that the 
Jordan Chancery plan reduce the width of the 
driveway and allow for additional landscaping. 

--The Department of the Interior's National Park 
Service acted favorably on questions NCPC 
raised about handicapped access, safety, and 
drainage for the Vietnam Veterans Memorial. 

--NCPC raised no issues on the explosive test 
facility final plans which complied with pre- 
liminary plans and the master plan for the 
weapons center. 

We also examined NCPC's review in 1982 of a proposed local 
zoning change in the Clarendon area of Arlington County. NCPC's 
review resulted in an Arlington County Board resolution recog- 
nizing NCPC's right to comment on building heights in Arlington 
County which may affect the Federal interest. 

NCPC review of 
Federal leased space 

Despite the extent of the Federal Government's use of 
leased space and the important regional planning implications, 
NCPC has no authority to review leased space planning deci- 
sions, In 1978 (the most recent data available), 29 percent of 
all Federal employees in the National Capital Region used leased 
space. Furthermore, 125,700 employees, or 47 percent of all 
GSA-assigned Federal employees, were in leased space. 

62 

: . . - ,  



.APPENDIX V APPENDIX V 

t GSA controls the great majority of federally leased space 
Ie in the region, The amount of federally leased space as a per- 

centage of all Federal Government space in the region increased 
from 5 percent in 19860 to 17.5 percent in 1978. The following 
table demonstrates this growth: 

Federally Owned and Leased Space in the 
Watio'nal Capital Region in 1960 and 1978 

Year Square feet Percent 

(millions) 

1960 owned 97.7 95.0 

1960 leased 5.2 5.0 

Total 102.9 100.0 

1978 owned 139.6 82.5 

1978 leased 29.6 17.5 

Total 169.2 100.0 

Source: NCPC. 

NCPC staff told us that Federal leasing has become a major 
factor influencing the geographic distribution of Federal space 
and employment in the region. Long-term assignment of large 
numbers of Federal employees to leased space outside established 
federally owned employment centers can significantly affect 
government operations and regionwide comprehensive planning 
efforts. The staff have recommended to the Commission that it 
adopt a policy to review and approve major Federal leasing pro- 
posals in the region. GSA agreed to give NCPC copies of the 
leasing prospectuses GSA submits to the Congress. NCPC and GSA 
have discussed conditions which would require NCPC review of 
leased space proposals. These conditions are included in the 
Federal facilities element of the comprehensive plan. 

The Committee of 100 on the Federal City has also recom- 
mended that NCPC be given approval authority over Federal leas- 
ing decisions in the region. According to the Committee, such 
authority is essential for NCPC to fulfill its mandate for city 
and regional planning. 

Joint Committee on Landmarks 
conducts similar reviews 

The Joint Committee on Landmarks of the National Capital is 
sponsored jointly by NCPC, the Commission of Fine Arts, and the 
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District government. It was established in 1964 by the two Corn- p 
missions to compile and maintain a current inventory of signifi- 
cant historic landmarks and historic districts in the District 
of Columbia and on Federal property in the remainder of the 
National Capital Region. In 1968, the District government des- 
ignated the Committee as the State (sic} review committee for 
the National Register of Historic Places pursuant to the Nation- 
al Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 915, et seq.). 
The Committee comprises 13 members appointed jointly by the 
three sponsors. In addition, NCPC Counsel serves as counsel to 
the Committee and another NCPC staff member, designated by 
NCPC's Executive Director, serves as secretary to the Committee. 

Other Committee functions include (1) advising the sponsors 
of Federal and District projects which may affect designated 
landmarks; (2) advising the District's historic preservation 
officer of the effect that undertakings carried out, licensed, 
or financially assisted by the Federal Government may have on a 
property listed or eligible for listing in the National Regis- 
ter; and (3) recommending to the sponsors programs for preserv- 
ing designated landmarks. Thus, the Joint Committee serves as 
an advisory review body for both the local (District) government 
and the two Federal Commissions. 

A former Planning Commission member, who served when the 
Joint Committee was established, told us that one reason the 
sponsors established the Committee was to eliminate the need for 
detailed reviews by each sponsor. Under this arrangement, plans 
for projects requiring review by each sponsor were to be review- 
ed only once by the Joint Committee which would, in turn, pro- 
vide its review results and recommendations to the sponsors. 
Not all sponsors, however, have relied on the Joint Committee's 
reviews. In NCPC's comments on this report, the Executive 
Director stated that NCPC usually relied on the Joint Commit- 
tee's review of proposals without duplicating the reviews done 
by the Committee. The Commission of Fine Arts' Secretary told 
USI however, that since the Joint Committee had become an archi- 
tectural review body carrying out functions similar to the Com- 
mission of Fine Arts except at the local level, and because the 
propriety of one advisory body seeking the advice of another is 
questionable, the Commission of Fine Arts performed its own 
reviews and did not rely on or use the information provided. 

District government and Commission of Fine Arts representa- 
tives told us of problems with the Joint Committee's structure 
and functions. District representatives said that the Committee 
was not functioning well and attributed the problems, in part, 
to the incompatibility of the mixture of Federal and local func- 
tions the Committee is supposed to carry out. The Commission of 
Fine Arts' position is that the Committee should either be 
abolished or established as a District agency. According to the 
Commission's Secretary, when the District government designated 
the Committee to advise its local historic preservation officer 
under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the Com- 
mittee became a local architectural review committee. He said 
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that as a result of this designation, the Committee carries out 
local functions, and his organization has had doubts about the 
propriety of Federal agencies appointing members or providing 
staff support to it. Thus, the Commission of Fine Arts is no 
longer making membership recommendations for the Joint 
Committee. 

The Federal Capital Improvements Program 

NCPC annually prepares the Federal Capital Improvements 
Program pursuant to Section 7 of the 1952 Planning Act, as 
amended. This section also requires each Federal agency to send 
NCPC its capital improvements program for the National Capital 
Region. 

NCPC as'ked about 25' Federal agencies for 1982 program data: 
18 responded. According to NCPC staff, every agency with capi- 
tal improvements plans responded. NCPC has prepared the Federal 
Capital Improvements Program as required. As adopted, it con- 
tains NCPC recommendations to OMB and participating Federal 
agencies on which Federal land acquisition and development pro- 
posals in the region should be considered for funding in the 
next S'years. The Program's principal function is to aid in 
implementing 

--Federal elements of the comprehensive plan, 

--individual Federal agencies' long-range plans 
and programs in the region, and 

--master plans for federally owned facilities in 
the region. 

It also provides a means to coordinate proposed Federal projects 
with State and local governments in the region at an early stage 
so that potential adverse impacts or problems can be identified. 

Miscellaneous activities 

Commission members and staff participate on special task 
forces which are indirectly related to NCPC's mandated activ- 
ities. Examples include task forces related to the health and 
survival of elm trees on the Mall and to the Potomac River 
waterfront. The staff reported that very little time is devoted 
to such task forces but that such involvement helps staff and 
members coordinate with other agencies in the region and protect 
the Federal interest. 

In addition, staff review zoning cases involving private 
development proposals in the region. Such reviews are not 
directly related to NCPC's mandated functions but are seen as a 
way for the staff to protect the Federal interest and coordinate 
with local governments. The Arlington County zoning case on 
page 62 is an example of such a review. 
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IMPLEMENTATION AND ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY 

As with most planning boards in the United States, NCPC has 
'no authority to implement the elements of its comprehensive 
plan. The plan provides policy guidance and direction only. A 
Federal agency which proposes a specific development project is 
responsible for implementing it after the agency obtains NCPC's 
decision that the project is consistent with the comprehensive 
plan or that the project does not adversely affect the Federal 
interest. 

NCPC has no authority to enforce Section 5 of the 1952 
Planning Act, which requires Federal agencies to submit proposed 
development plans or projects to NCPC for review. It relies on 
its own informal monitoring, on the agencies, and on OMB to 
ensure that Federal agencies submit required development plans. 
OMB Circular A-11, revised June 1981, requires Federal agencies 
to consult with NCPC in preparing plans and programs before they 
submit to OMB estimates for constructing public works in the 
National Capital area. 

NCPC staff said that they do not have the resources to 
establish a formal monitoring process and that the agencies keep 
them well informed about development plans and activities. NCPC 
relies on the agencies to carry out projects as approved. 

POTENTIAL EFFECT OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION 
ON NCPC FUNCTIONS 

Senate bill 1433, introduced in the Senate in June 1981 
(97th Gong., 1st sess.) and referred to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs, would have changed NCPC responsibilities by 
transferring approval authority from NCPC to the District 
government for such things as urban renewal plans, transfers of 
District property, changes in the District street and highway 
system, and certain District street and alley closings. The 
bill's objective was to give the District greater control over 
local planning. No action was taken on the bill in the 97th 
Congress. 

District of Columbia officials told us that they believed 
the functions covered in the bill are appropriate local govern- 
ment functions and should be transferred to the District. The 
bill, however, would take from NCPC certain approval and modi- 
fication powers it now has over several District agencies and 
project areas. If NCPC loses its approval authority in these 
cases, agencies could take actions contrary to the Federal 
interest. 

NCPC PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCEDURES 

NCPC has published in the Federal Register its citizen par- 
ticipation procedures designed to help members of the public 
make their views known to NCPC on planning and related matters. 
NCPC has also taken steps to encourage public participation by 
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contracting with a cons'ultant to improve citizen participation 
and intergovernmental liaison. 

Pursuant to Section 4(e) of the 1952 Planning Act, NCPC's 
citizen participation procedures offer the public opportunities 
to provide oral or written input to the decisionmaking process. 
Specific provision is made for public input to NCPC's delibera- 

. tions on Federal and District elements of the comprehensive 
. plan; Federal, District, and other local development plans in 

the region; and the Federal Capital Improvements Program. 

NCPC staff said that they mail agenda items to all organi- 
zations that request them and add new o'rganizations to the mail- 
ing list either at the staff's initiative or on request from the 
organizations. Neighborhood citizens organizations with defined 
boundaries, citizens groups organized to respond to single 
issues, coalitions of citizens organizations, established 
"umbrella" citizens organizations with defined boundaries, spe- 
cial interest groups, and area neighborhood commissions in the 
District have testified before NCPC, NCPC has asked these or- 
ganizations to comment only on issues that may affect the Fed- 
eral interest. 

Two local planning agency officials told us that NCPC could 
improve its public participation efforts by (1) involving local 
communities in the policysetting or planning processes at an 
earlier stage and (2) becoming more involved in local planning 
processes. 

On December 2, 1982, NCPC adopted revised public partici- 
pation procedures which request public comment on completed 
draft Federal elements of the comprehensive plan. They do not 
preclude public input at the pre-draft stage. 

Applicability of the 
Administrative Procedure' Act 

NCPC is an agency within the meaning of the Administrative 
Procedure Act and therefore must comply with the Freedom of In- 
formation Act and Privacy Act provisions thereof (5 U.S.C. 552 
and 5 U.S.C. 552a, respectively). NCPC takes the position that 
it is not subject to the Adminititrative Procedure Act's rule- 
making provisions, however, because comprehensive plan elements 
are not rules within the act's meaning. Thus, NCPC does not 
think that it has to publish proposed plan elements in the 
Federal Register and obtain public comment on them. As noted 
above, NCPC receives public comment pursuant to Section 4(e) of 
the 1952 Planning Act. 

NCPC EXPENDITURES 

Our review of a representative number of fiscal year 1981 
NCPC vouchers revealed no improper use of funds. 
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NCPC, along with its budget committee, formulates general 
program goals and objectives for the upcoming year. The staff 
are then asked to estimate the resource needs--staff and 
dollars-- to meet those goals and objectives. After review by 
the Chairman, Executive Director, and Assistant Executive Direc- 
tor for Administration, these estimates are presented to the 
Commission for review and approval. 

NCPC obligated about $2.4 million in fiscal year 1981. 
'* Personnel and building rental costs totaled about $2.1 million, 

or 87 percent of total obligations. (See app. VII.) We review- , 
ed 19 vouchers totaling $108,000 and representing a variety of 
expense types, including awards, payroll, travel, telephone, 
printing and binding, contracts and consultants, and supplies. 
No inappropriate use of funds was discovered--that is, the 
expenditures were consistent with the agency's procedures and 
mandate. 

NCPC spent $30,000 on staff awards during fiscal year 1981: 
10 employees received incentive awards which totaled $24,000 and 
ranged from $500 to $7,250; one employee received an SES bonus 
of $6,000. 

During fiscal year 1981 NCPC spent $91,000 on service con- 
tracts for experts and consultants, as follows: 

--A joint mapping project with the District for 
$37,250. 

--A joint mapping project with COG for $21,750. 

--A contract to improve citizen participation 
and intergovernmental liaison for $20,000. 

--Miscellaneous data and computer services. for 
$12,000. 

These contracts related generally to NCPC objectives. The map- 
ping projects were to obtain base maps of the area to help NCPC 
review proposed projects and carry out its planning responsi- 
bilities. The citizen participation contract, which was ex- 
tended in fiscal year 1982 for $20,000, was to improve NCPC's 
ability to involve others in its decisionmaking process. The 
computer services contracts were primarily for compiling employ- 
ment projections in the region. 

COMPARISON WITH THE CANADIAN 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

We obtained information on and compared the role, func- 
tions, and activities of NCPC with those of its counterpart in 
Canada, the National Capital Commission (NCC) in Ottawa. Our 
purpose was determine how an agency with a similar responsibili- 
ty--protecting the Federal interest--met its mandate. 
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NCC's role and responsibilities 

Canada's National Capital Act of 1958 spells out NCC's role 
to plan for, develop, preserve, and improve Canada's National 
Capital Region (NCR) to ensure that its nature and character are 
in accord with its national significance. The act specifies 
NCC's powers to acquire land, review and approve all Federal 
construction and development, operate and maintain Federal proj- 
ects, award grants, and carry out numerous other functions to 
facilitate its role in NCR, NCC has no authority over Federal 
leased-space decisions. However, NCC meets with the appropriate 
Federal agency-- Public Works Canada --on a regular basis to re- 
view and comment on major private sector leases, particularly 
lease/purchase decisions. 

NCC has to'tal authority over the location, design, and fre- 
quently, the use of Federal properties and buildings. The Brit- 
ish North America Act (the Canadian Constitution) strictly 
limits Federal authority over provincial, regional, and local 
governments. Thus, NCC has no recourse over non-Federal con- 
struction and development in the NCR except for expropriation of 
the land. Expropriation is an extreme measure, but NCC has used 
it to achieve its goals. NCC has another means to encourage 
cooperation through its grants in lieu of taxes which it awards, 
at its discretion, to local governments. 

The emphasis of NCC activities has evolved from acquiring 
land and developing Federal properties and historic sites 
(implementing the 1950 Gre"ber Plan--see p. 70) to encouraging 
Canadians to accept Ottawa as the national capital. 

The national significance 

The national significance, or national interest, is an un- 
defined term relating to the image and character of Ottawa and 
NCR as the national capital of all Canadians. NCC has no crite- 
ria, standards, or guidance to explain the term. Unlike the 
United States, the national interest is what the Canadian 
Parliament, Cabinet, and NCC decide it is, often on a case-by- 
case basis. NCC actions or decisions involving the national 
interest must reflect the Federal Government's needs, the Cana- 
dian people's heritage, the dual Anglo-French culture, and pres- 
ervation of historic buildings and sites. Mainly, the national 
interest is reflected in NCR's physical development, although 
environmental issues are of concern because of the number of 
parks and waterways NCC owns or controls. 

The national interest is demonstrated in preserving Parlia- 
ment Hill and surrounding historic buildings; in the location, 
design, and architecture of Federal Government office buildings: 
and in landscaping and maintenance of Federal parklands. In 
keeping with NCC's newly emphasized goal to make Ottawa the 
national capital, NCC officials also see national interest in 
easing access to the city, promoting the dual French-English 
culture, and sponsoring festivals and recreational events in 
NCR. 

69 



APPENDIX V APPENDIX V 

According to NCC officials, provincial, regional, and mu- 
nicipal governments and private citizens and developers do not 
fully agree with NCC on what the national interest is in NCR. 
They frequently see NCC actions as being contrary to regional, 
local, or private sector needs. Because NCC has no legal 
authority over non-Federal actions, NCC must use moral persua- 
sion to convince municipal governments of the scope of the 
national interest. 

Planning 

NCC or its predecessors have written comprehensive plans 
for NCR. The Gr&ber Plan of 1950 is the only one NCC has fully 
adopted and implemented. The Grgber Plan focused on acquiring 
land for Federal development. Under it, NCC bought what is now 
Gatineau Park, the Greenbelt, river- and canal-front property, 
most properties near Parliament, and key areas in downtown Otta- 
wa. NCC officials told us that the Gre'ber Plan has been imple- 
mented. At the time of our review, NCC was preparing another 
comprehensive plan for NCR after two unsuccessful attempts. 

NCC can acquire land in advance of need, resulting in 
acquisition of land parcels in strategic locations at relatively 
low cost to the taxpayer. Most acquired properties have been 
developed as government or recreational facilities: some have 
never been developed: and others have been leased out on short- 
term leases until future uses could be decided. The leases con- 
tain NCC-imposed conditions on the properties' use and develop- 
ment. 

NCC structure 

NCC comprises 20 politically appointed members representing 
each of the 10 Provinces and the local jurisdictions near Otta- 
wa. NCC reports to Parliament through the Minister of Public 
Works. The full Commission meets four or five times a year to 
review the budget, annual report, and policy issues. A five- 
member Executive Committee meets monthly and decides final de- 
tails of policy issues or questions. NCC has four advisory com- 
mittees (Planning, Design, Arts, and Real Property} to assist in 
decisionmaking. Staff must consult the advisory committees and 
present competing views, if such is the case, to the Executive 
Committee for a final decision. The NCC Chairman is a member of 
the Executive Committee and the Chief Executive Officer of the 
staff. He delegates much authority for day-to-day operations to 
the General Manager. NCC staff are organized functionally with 
five operational branches --finance and administration, public 
activities, development, planning, and property. In 1981 NCC 
had 764 employees, more than half of whom supported maintenance 
and construction activities. 

NCC is a Crown Corporation. It receives funds primarily 
through parliamentary appropriations and sale or rent of proper- 
ties. 
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.’ Comparisons 

NCC and the National Capital Planning Commission in 
Washington have similar responsibilities to protect the Federal 
interest in their national capitals. NCC has taken on the 
additional mission of making Ottawa the accepted national 
capital-- a recognition Americans have long given to Washington, 
D.C. 

Despite the similar responsibilities, each Commission has 
different authorities to meet them. NCPC has prepared and 
adopted five of eight Federal elements of a comprehensive plan 
for Washington, D.C., and its environs but has no authority to 
implement its policies. NCC has fully implemented the 1950 
Grsber Plan, a comprehensive plan guiding the acquisition and 
development of large tracts of land in and around Ottawa. NCC 
is preparing another comprehensive plan for NCR. 

NCC has total authority over the location, design, and, 
frequently, the use of Federal facilities, whereas NCPC has 
approval authority only over Federal or District government 
facilities in Washington, D.C.'s central area. NCC has no 
authdrity over non-Federal development, while NCPC reviews and 
comments on non-Federal developments to minimize adverse effects 
on the Federal interest. 
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MISSION DESCRIPTION OF 10 SELECTED FEDERAL COMMISSIONS 

The Advisory Council on Historic,Preservation provides 
independent advice to the President and the Congress on the 
national historic preservation program and protects significant 
historic properties threatened by Federal undertakings. 

The American Battle Monuments Commission is responsible for 

--maintaining memorials commemorating our Armed 
Forces' battle achievements since April 6, 
1917; 

--designing, constructing, and permanently 
maintaining military cemeteries and memorials 
on foreign soil, as well as certain memorials 
on American soil; and 

--controlling design and providing regulations 
for erecting monuments, markers, and memorials 
in foreign countries by other U.S. citizens 
and organizations, public or private. 

The Appalachian Regional Commission, a Federal/State 
agency c is responsible for 

--developing comprehensive and coordinated 
plans and programs considering other Federal, 
State, and local planning in the region; 

--conducting and sponsoring investigations, 
research, studies, and demonstration projects 
designed to foster regional productivity and 
growth: 

--reviewing and studying Federal, State, and 
local public and private programs; 

--encouraging private investment in industrial, 
commercial, and recreational projects; and 

--serving as a focal point and coordinating 
unit for Appalachian programs. 

The Commission on Civil Rights conducts studies of possible 
denials of civil rights; reports recommendations to the Presi- 
dent and the Congress; examines civil rights issues; and pre- 
pares reports, monographs, and statements. 

The Commission of Fine Arts advises the President, the Con- 
gress, and department heads on matters of architecture, sculp- 
ture, painting, and other fine arts. Its primary function is to 
preserve and enhance the appearance of the National Capital. 
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I The Consumer Product Safety Commission collects and analy- 
zes data and conducts enforcement and information campaigns 
addressing burn, electrical, chemical, children's recreational 
products, power equipment, and household product hazards. 

The Federal Election Commission monitors compliance with 
laws relative to limitations o'n campaign expenditures and polit- 
ical contributions to provide for public financing of Presiden- 
tial nominating conventions and Presidential primary elections 
and for other purposes related to Federal elections. 

The Occupational Safety and Health Review Commission 
adjudicates contested enforcement actions of the Secretary of 
Labor. It holds fact-finding hearings and issues orders affirm- 
ing, modifying, or vacating the Secretary's enforcement actions. 

The Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation uses Feder- 
al funds to upgrade the Pennsylvania Avenue Development Area in 
Washington, D.C., with public improvement projects such as 

--repaving and landscaping the avenue and adja- 
cent areas, 

--preserving designated historical landmarks, 
and 

--develaping a residential community and other 
people-oriented uses. 

The United States International Trade Commission conducts 
investigations and, where appropriate, determines and recommends 
or takes action in cases where 

--serious injury to industries may warrant 
increased duties: 

--imported goods sold at less than fair value 
may injure industry; 

--foreign governments, organizations, or indi- 
viduals may have subsidized imports into the 
United States: 

--unfair competition in the importation or sale 
of foreign articles may injure industry or 
restrain and monopolize trade and commerce in 
the United States: or 

--imported agricultural products may materially 
interfere with certain Department of Agricul- 
ture programs. 

The Commission advises the President and the Congress on prob- 
able economic effects of any duties and other trade barriers 
considered in proposed foreign trade agreements. 

73 



APPENDIX VII APPENDIX VII" 

NATICMAL, CAPITAL PLMNICG CWMISSICM 

EXPEWDITWES FOR FISCAL YEARS 1979 to 1983 

1979 1980 1981 198'2 1983 
Item (actual) (actual) (actual) (actual) (e&.) 

Personn01 cmpensation $1,444 

Personnel benefits 129 

Travel 9 

Standard level user 
charges (note a) 171 

Other rent, utilities 49 

Printing and reproduction 91 

Other services 73 

Supplies and materials 20 

Equipment 28 

Total expenditures 2,014 

Change in selected 
resources (note b) -4 

Total obligations $2,010 

aBuildiq rental. 

$1,610 $1,717 

142 150 

11 10 

$1,735 $1,777 

157 160 

7 10 

171 222 221 225 

54 54 64 55 

42 70 32 70 

143 78 77 77 

24 26 24 25 

31 5 51 5 

2,228 2,332 2,368 2,404 

-83 58 10 

$2,145 $2,390 $2,378 $2,404 

bAdjustment between funds obligated and funds expended which can 
include funds obligated in prior years, 

Source : NCPC . 
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SUMMAKY OF FEDERAL AGENCY QUESTIONNAIKE RESPONSES 

We sent the following questionnaire to ten Federal agen- 
cies. We received completed questionnaires from nine Federal 
agencies. Not all respondents answered all questions; some 
respondents answered some questions twice. 

Part I. Uetermining and Protecting the Federal Interest 

While NCPC is charged with planning for and protecting the 
Federal interest in the National Capital Kegion and with pre- 
serving the area's natural and historic features, some have 
raised the issue as to just what the Federal interest is and who 
should be responsible for protecting it. 

1. To what extent do you believe each of the following should be 
involved in defining the Federal interest in the National 
Capital? (Check one box in each row.) 

.3 - a. The Congress -3- -3- 

b. The White House 2 12 13 

c. Office of Ptinagement and budget 12 3 3 

d. General Services Administration 1 13 31 

e. National Capital Planning 
Commission 6 21 

-- 
f. Other Federal agencies 21 3 11 

g- Kegional planning agencies 14112 

h. DC government 13 311 

i. State governments 1 41 3 

b Local governments 1 4 2 2 

k. Citizens groups 1 12 13 

1. Others; specify': (note a) 
1 I L I I 

1 ~- .~ 1 
aOne respondent specified the Architect of the Capitol. 
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2. To what extent do you believe each of the following should be '* 
included in the Federal interest in the National Capital? 
(Check one box in each row.) 

a. Architecture of buildings 2 4 3 

~b. Locations of buildings 3 31 2 
1 

c. Size/mass of buildings 2 4 3 

d. Historic preservation 4 2 3 
/ 
e. Transportation facilities and 

services 2 3 211 

f. Economic.and population 
forecasting and trend analysis 1 14 21 

g* Employment trends 11 31 3 

h. Educational facilities 1 13 4 

i. Health, welfare, 
services 

and safety 
14 2 2 

jm Environmental resources 
conservation, and protebtion 13 311 

k. Tourism 1 3 41 

1. Land use and zoning 3 4 2 

m. Natural features 3 2 2 2 

n. International missions 3 3 3 

0. Housing 411 3 

P* Others; specify: la lD 1 

"Architect of the Capitol. 
bLocation of the workforce and flow. 

3. Please provide any other comments on what you believe the 
Federal interest should be in the National Capital. 

--Maintain high-quality environment as center of 
national government and cultural resource. 

--Comprehensive plan will identify those areas 
where aesthetic intrusion of development will 
impact on the Federal interest. 
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4. Although N'CPC is now charged with planning for and protecting 
the Federal interest, questions exist as to whether others 
should also be involved in planning for and protecting it. 
To what extent do you believe each of the following should be 
involved with planning for and protecting the Federal 
interest? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. The Congress 
b. The White House 2, .2 2 3 

c. Office of Management and Budget ,. 1 2 4 2 

d..General Services Administration 1 1.3'3 -1 

e. National Capital Planning 
Commission 7 1 1 

f. Other Federal agencies . '. 2 2 3' 2 

g. Regional planning agencies .'3., 2 . 3 1 
h. DC government 5, 2. 2 

i. State governments . 3 3 3 

b Local governments 4 4 1 
k. Citizens groups Ll .3 1 4 

1. Others; specify: (note a) , .'-', .; 1 ",. , 4 

aOne respondent specified the Architect of the Capitol. 
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5. tielow is a table showing many of the functions carried out by *' 
the NCPC. Please indicite in the appropriate box how 

.e 

important you believe that function is in helping the NCPC to 
protect the Federal interest? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. Preparation and adoption of 
the Federal elements of the 
comprehensive plan for the 
National Capital. 6 2 

b. Review and approval.of the . 
District elements of the 
comprehensive plan.for .the< 

. . 
National Capital. 4 2 

c. .RR$ew and comment on pl,ans,, 
eral 

cs master 
p: and use 33 

lans or gen- 
p ans prepared- : 

by other State,:regional, 
and local.planning 'bodies; '2. 4 

d. 

e. Yreparation,of the annual 
Federal Capital Improvements 
Program. \_. . . . . 2 3 

f. Review of Fedp;Flmi ecy 
master plans 
installations. s 

. . 
'. . 

. 2 3 

. . 
i. Review and approval of pro- 

! 
osed zoning than es 'in the 
istrict of Colum ia. ii . 13 

b Other; specify: ---.--t-t 
I I 
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6. Overall, how effective or ineffective do you believe the NCPC 
has been in carrying out its functions? 

13-7 Very effective. 

/n Somewhat effective. 

/7 Neither effective nor ineffective. 

/7 Somewhat ineffective. 

17 Very ineffective. 

/7 Don’t know. 

Note: One respondent in answering question 6 ranked 
the Commission very effective on functions 
e. through i. from question 5 and somewhat 
effective on functions a, through d. 

Additional comments: 

--If three jurisdictions independently planned and 
developed without regard for impact on District of 
Columbia, the District’s character would be quite 
different. The Commission has had an impact 
through its control of building heights, density, 
and type of structures built. Only through the 
planning of an agency like the Commission, which 
establishes a central plan incorporating the needs 
and objectives of Federal and local governments 
without political compromise, can we maintain a 
city that is functional and supportive of its 
diverse elements. 
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Part II. Comprehensive Planning 

The National Capital Planning Act of 1952, as amended, 
directed NCPC to prepare and adopt Federal elements of a compre- 
hensive plan for the National Capital. To date, three Federal 
elements of the plan have been adopted. This series of ques- 
tions asks, first, 
the area (questions 

about the need for comprehensive planning in 
7 through 9) and second, about what you be- 

lieve NCPC’s role should ,be in comprehensive planning (questions 
10 through 14.) 

7. To what extent is there a need for a comprehensive plan in 
the National Capital Region? (Check one.) 

16 Very great extent. 

/l-7 Great extent. 

/2’-7’ Moderate extent. 

/T Some extent. 

/7 Very little extent. 
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8. To what extent should the following issues be included in a 
comprehensive plan for the National Capital? (Check one box 
in each row.) 

a. Architecture of buildings 
b. Locations of buildings 4 2 2 1 

c. Size/mass of buildings 14 3 1 

d. Historic preservation 3 3 3 

e. Transportation facilities and 
services 3 2 3 1 

f, Economic.and population 
forecasting and trend analysis 2 4 3 

g. Employment trends 2 3 4 

h. Educational facilities 13 3 2 

i. Health, welfare, 
services 

and safety 
2 2 41 

j- GGironmental resources 
conservation, and prote&tion 3 2 31 

--- 
k. Tourism 13 15 

1. Land use and zoning 3 41 

m. Natural features 3 411 

n. International missions 3 1 13 1 

o. Housing 4 3 2 

P* Others; specify: 

9. Do you believe there is a need for a comprehensive plan spe- 
cifically for the Federal interest in the National Capital? 

/g Yes. GO to question 10. 

// No. Please provide any additional comments you have on 
comprehensive planning in the space provided at the end 
of this section and go to question 15. 
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10. While NCBG is charged with developing the Federal elements " ' 
of a comprehensive plan for the National Capital, some be- 
lieve others should assist in preparing the plan or should 
prepare the plan rather than NCYC. To what extent do you 
believe each of the following should have a role in prepar- 
ing such a comprehensive plan for the Federal Government? 
(Check one box in each row.) 

. _ 
- a. The Congress 2 2 2.3 

b. The White House 1113 3 

c. Office of Management and Budget 2 3 4 

Id. General Services Administration 2 2 2 3 

e. National Capital Planning 
Commission b 21 

f. Commission of Pine Arts 1141 2 

8. kegional planning agencies 3 2 4 

h. DC government 14 3~- 1- 

i. State governments 12 2 4 

j- Local governments 14 2 2 

k. Citizens groups 4 3 2 

11. Others; specify: I I I I I I 
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11. How important is it for each of the following areas to be 
included in a comprehensive plan deveLoped by the NCPC? 
(Check one box in each row.) t 

. 

a. The monumental core in the . 
District of Columbia . 6 11 

b. The area incl ded 
original L'-En ant !f! 

in the 
plan for 

the City of Washington 4 2 2 
c. The District of Columbia only 2 3 21 
d. -The N 

f 
tional Ca ital Ke ion 

as de ined by t e .Plann ng Act ii Q 4 3 11 

e. The Standard Metro olitan 
Statistical Area ( MSA) ifi 1 13 2 1 

,f. Other; specify: I I I I I I I 

12. How important is it for each of the following to be 
included in the Federal elements of a comprehensive plan 
for the National Capital Kegion? (Check one box in each 
row.) 

a. Federal property only 5 21 
b. Federal property and District 

government property 2 2 2 2 
c. Federal District 

government property 
and local 

(note a) 3 2 2 2 
d. Public and private property 11 2 4 1 

e. Other; specify: 

aOne respondent stated that it was important in open space and 
historic preservation to put Federal property in perspective. 
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13. To what extent should the rollowing issues be included in 
the Federal elements. of a comprehensive plan for the 
National Capital? (Check one box in each row.) 

T Architec<ure of buildings 3-c 3- 1' 1 ' 

b. Locations of buildings 3 3. 2 1 

c. Size/mass-of buildings 6 1 1 
Id. Historic preservation 3 411 

e. Transportation facilities and 
services 12 4 2 

. . . . ..---- 
f. Economic.and population 

forecasting and trend analysis 1. 3 5 
g* Employment trends 12 5 1 

-. 
h. Educational facilities 1 13 4 

i. Health, welfare, 
services 

and safety 
141 3 

j- Environmental resources 
conservation, and protehtion 3 15 

k. Tourism 2 5 2 

1. Land use and zoning 3 4 2 

m. Natural features 3 3 3 

- n. International missions 2 3 2 2 

0. Housing 3 2 4 

p. Others; specify: 

Note: One respondent indicated building architecture, location, 
and size/mass (items a. through c. above) should be issues 
only as they may affect important vistas. 

/ 
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" 14. If you believe NCPC should not <preparemthe Federal elements 
of a comprehensive plan, whatprimary role should it have 
in comprehensive planning for the National Capital? (Check 
one.) 

/8-7 Not applicable. I believe NCPC should prepare the 
plan. 

/7 &one. I do not believe the NCPC should play any role. 

/7 Oversight of the plan developed by another organization 
or agency. 

/7 Oversight of portions of the plan affecting the Federal 
interest, 

/7 Coordination of Federal agencies responsible for 
portions of the plan. 

/v Other; specify: (note a) . 

aOne respondent said that the Commission is cur- 
rently responsible for coordination (Federal and 
other), preparation, and issuance. 

Additional comments: 

No responses given. 
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Part X.11. Composition of the NCPC 

This series of questions deals with the make-up of the NCPC 
and how the make-up facilitates NCYC’s accomplishing its 
mandate. 

Membership consists of (ex officio) the Secretary of the 
Interior; the Secretary of Defense; the Administrator, General 
Services Administration; the Mayor of the District of Columbia; 
the Chairman of the D.C. Council; the Chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Governmental Affairs and the Chairman of the House 
Committee on the District of Columbia; three citizens appointed , 
by the President (at least one each from Maryland and Virginia); 
and two citizens appointed by the Mayor. 

15. How appropriate do you believe the present composition of 
the NCPC is? (Check one.) 

/n Very appropriate. 

/n Appropriate. 

/T-7 Not sure. 

/37 Inappropriate. (note a) 

/7 Very inappropriate. 

aOne respondent indicated the Commission was too 
large. 

16. List the groups, jurisdictions, etc., if any, that you feel 
are over represented on the NCPC. 

--The administration (cabinet representatives). 

--D.C. government. 

--Secretary of the Department of Defense; Mayor 
or Council Chairman and citizens appointed by 
Mayor. 
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' *-17. List the groups, jurisdictions, etc., if any, that you feel 
are under represented on the NCPC. 

--Regional planners; American Institute of Archi- 
tects. 

--Architect of the Capitol. 

--United States Postal Service, with 180 facili- 
ties in the National Capital kegion, does not 
have representation. 

lg. In general, to what extent does the current composition of 
NCPC facilitate the carrying out of its functions? 
(Check one.) 

/7 Very great extent. 

15-7 Great extent. 

/v Moderate extent. 

/7 Some extent. 

/7 Little, if any, extent. 

Additional comments: 

--Since Ca'binet members have no planning experience, 
there is little they can contribute. Without their 
input, the Commission is left with appointees of 
the D.C. Mayor and the President. These do not 
show strong experience in planning. The Commission 
falls short in experience and training for jobs 
they are required to accomplish. 

--Commission effectiveness depends more on sitting 
members than on composition. 

--Commission is very heavily weighted to the District 
of Columbia and very little in suburban areas. 

--Some have suggested that the Commission should be 
totally restructured to elevate the decisionmakin 
to the White House. The members would be nationa P - 
ly recognized professionals and the White House in- 
volvement would assure that all Federal programs 
protected the Federal interest. I believe this 
concept would be worth exploring. Would not recom- 
mend changing composition unless major change is 
undertaken. 
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Part IV. Master Planning and the Federal Capital Improvements -_ 
Program 

As the central planning agency for the Federal Government, 
the NCPC, among other things, (1) reviews and makes recommenda- 
tions on land acquisitions, master plans, and both preliminary 
and final site and building plans proposed by Federal agencies 
in the National Capital Kegion and (2) recommends a multiyear 
Federal Capital Improvements Program. These questions deal with 
your agency's master planning and coordination with NCPC. 

19. Identify your major installations in the National Capital 
Kegion for which you prepare or prepared a master plan, 
give date of preparation, and date submitted to the NCPC. 
(If not submitted to NCPC, write NS.) 

Date Date submitted 
Installation prepared to NCPC 

--One agency did not respond to question. 

--One agency referred us to the Commission's 
list of their master plans. 

--All others indicated preparation and submis- 
sion of one or more master plans to the Com- 
mission between 1974 and 1982. 
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"* 20. Identify your major installations in the National Capital 
Region for which you have not prepared a master plan and 
indicate reason why. (Fill in installation name and check 
the reason which best applies.) 

Installation 
One a ency identi- 

fie5 two major 
‘ns tallations 
1 or which master 
plans were in 
*process. 

Onefzz ency 
% 

identi- 
insta EtfZ%“Eor P 
which a master 
$;g;,~~” Ln 

On 
? % 

. a ency identi- 
i$tallation for 

one major 
which a master 
plan was not 
needed. 

21. Check the box which best describes the master planning 
process in your agency. (Check one.) 

/v Done primarily by full-time, agency personnel. 

/n Done primarily by agency personnel on a part-time 
basis. 

lv Done primarily full-time under contract. 

/n Done primarily by contractors as needed. 

/7 Other; specify: . 

22. Does your agency have its own requirements for master 
planning? 

/51/ Yes. Go to question 23. 

/37 No. Go to question 27. 
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23. NCPC procedures and criteria for the submission of master 
plans by Federal departments and agencies state that the 
master plan should be an integrated series of documents 
that show the present composition of the installation and 
the plan for its orderly development over the next 20 
years. To what extent do NCPC's requirements for master 
plans differ from your agency's requirements for its own 
plans in each of the following? (Check one box in each 
row.) 

~~ 

a. Format 2 1 1 

b. Timeframe 2 1 1 
c. Geographic area 1 12 

d. Size of installation 1 3 

e. Amount of detail required 1 3 

f. Other; specify: (note a) 1 

aOne respondent specified 5 years as opposed to 20 years. 

24. On the average, please estimate the additional staff days a 
year, if any, you need to prepare and submit master plans 
to NCPC. If you prepare master plans only at NCPC's 
request, please indicate that and the amount of time 
required. 

/n No extra time required. 

/n Extra time required. 
days a year (note a). 

Estimate of additional staff 

/n plaster plans prepared 
request. Estimate of 

aOne respondent stated that 

only as a result of NCPC 
staff days a year (note b). 

the estimate of addi- 
tional staff varies greatly as size of plans 
vary. The other respondent estimated 14 days. 

bResponse given was a $200,000 consultant contract. 
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I' 25. Identify any other Federal agencies or offices (either 
within or outside of your agency) to which you submit or 
have submitted master plans. 

--Commission of Fine Arts. 

--Submit to other agencies on a case-by-case 
basis if planning affects another agency 
installation. 

26. Identify any additional Federal agencies or offices (either 
within or outside of your agency) which you provide with 
information developed during the master planning process. 

--Nature of facility determines extent of coordi- 
nation. 

--Neighboring or impacted agencies. 

27. How much do you agree or disagree with the following state- 
ments? (Check one box for each statement.) 

, . I 

a. NCPC should review Federal 
agency master plans. 5 3 1 

b. NCPC's review-of Federal agency 
master plans improves coor.l- 
nation among F'ederal agencies. 3 3 2 1 

c. NCPC's review of Federal 
a ency master plans 
c ordination 8 

im roves 
between R t e 

Federal Government and State 
and local governments. 2 4 2 1 

d. NCPC' 
order 9 

review supports the 
Federa ;Y 

development of the 
Government in the 

National Capital Region. 3 6 

e. NCPC's review duplicates re- 
views of other Federal agen- 
cies such as GSA and OMB. 2 3 4 

f. l%ZEg 
B 

rovides your agent 
eedback on the mas T er 

plans submitted. 5 4 
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Please provide additional comments on the master planning proc- ' 
ess, especially if you disagree with any of the above state- 
ments. 

--Reviews by the Office of Management and Budget and 
the General Services Administration are more 
speciffic than the Colmmission's reviews. 

--Master planning review is adequate for land plan- 
ning projects. Detailed working drawing review is 
unnecessary for a regional planning agency. 

28. The WPC recommends a 5-year program of public works proj- 
ects for the Federal Government, that is the Federal Capital 
Improvements Program, and reviews it annually with the agen- 
cies concerned. To this end, each Federal agency is re- 
quired to submit a copy of its advance program of capital 
improvements in the National Capital Region to the NCPC. 

Do you prepare a capital improvements program for your 
agency? 

m Yes. Go to question 29. 

/17 No. Go to question 33. 

29. Do you submit your agency's capital improvements 
information to NCPC? 

Please estimate amount of staff days 

program 

annually 
required to prepare submission to NCPC--(note a). 
Go to question 30. 

m No. Go to question 33. 

aNo responses given. 
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30. Please indicate, for the agencies listed, whether you 
submit the same,.similar, or different capital improvement 
information as you provide to NCPC. (Check as many as 
apply. > 

. 

OMB (note a> 4 4 4 2 1 

GSA . 1 1 2 1 

Other offices within 
your department 12 2 3 1 1 1 

Others'; specify: . 

aOne respondent stated that OMB requires repair project informa- 
. tion. 

31. Please indicate;--for the agencies listed the amount of 
staff days annually needed to prepare capital improvements 
information. 

Agencies Staff days annually 

OMB --From 2 days to 1 year 

GSA --From 0 to 10 days 

Other offices within 
your department 

--One agency included its 
estimate in its re- 
sponse for OMB. One 
agency, one work year. 

Other; specify: . 
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32. How does consultation between your agency and the NCPC on 
your capital improvements program generally take place? 
(Check as many as apply.) 

/7/ Formal written communication. . 

/6/ Informal conversations over the telephone. 

/v Meetings between agency and NCPC staffs. 

/7'No consultation takes place. -- 

/ Other; specify: . 

33. To what extent do you use the Federal Cabital Improvements 
Program (FCIP) developed by NCPC? (Check one.) 

/7 Not aware of it. Go to question 35. 

/3/ Aware of it, but do not use. Go to question 35. 

/6/ Use it some. . 

// Use it extensively. 

34. Describe how you have used the FCIP. 
. f 

--Determine potential impact of proposals'on our 
resources and to reference scope and cost. 

--Information on what other agencies are planning 
in the National Capital area. 

--Distributes it to affected operating adminis- 
trations for guidance in facilities planning. 

--Review to determine if other agencies' activi- 
ties will impact on own agency location. 

--Impact on own agency's proposed or existing 
sites. 

--Consider as department develops long-range 
plans for housing its staff in the Washington 
Metropolitan area. 
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*-35. If you submit a capital improvements program to NCPC, which 
of the following statements best reflects your agency's 
actions or viewpoints with respect to NCPC comments on your 
capital improvements program submission? (Check one.) 

/v Changes must be made to obtain NCPC concurrence. 

/7 Comments have little impact. Final decisions are made 
- by OMB or the Congress. 

/41 Comments are advisory only. Changes NCPC suggests are 
accommodated to the extent feasible, but agency makes 
final determination. (note a) 

/1- Comments have no efrect on what the agency does. 

/t Other; specify: (note b) . 

aOne respondent indicated approval required for one 
project in Washington. 

bOne respondent indicated his agency had been able 
to reach accommodation with NCPC on comments made. 
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36. To what extent does the Federal Capital Improvements Pro- ~,, 
gram improve coordination between the Federal Government 
and State and local jurisdictions? 

Lv Very great extent. 

/2/ Great extent. 

/t Moderate extent. 

&g s ome extent. 

J-J Very little extent. 

Please explain your answer. 

--We deal through the Commission when going to 
other agencies. 

--Appears to facilitate coordination, but extent 
is unknown. 

--Without the Commission, contact between Federal 
and local government would not occur until one 
entity required the assistance or approval of 
another. 

--Effect clearinghouse function for agency. 

--Commission seeks to coordinate between juris- 
dictions. 

Additional comments: 

--This is an important program in that those most im- 
pacted by Federal development decisions are able to 
participate at earliest possible stage. 
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' Part V, NCPC Review of Federal Agency Site and building Plans 

The Planning Act requires each Federal agency to advise and 
consult with the NCPC in the preparation of plans for proposed 
developments and projects in the National Capital Kegion in pre- 
liminary and successive stages. In this regard, the NCPC has 
established procedures setting forth requirements for submission 
of the general location and site and building plans for proposed 
developments and projects. 

37. Identify any developments or projects for which you submit- 
ted site and building plans to the NCPC in the last 3 
years. (If none, write "noneM and go to question 45.) 

Agencies identified from none to numerous projects. 

--Two agencies had none. --Two agencies had 3. 
--Two agencies had 1. --One agency had 7. 
--One agency had 2. --One agency responded numerous. 

38. On the average, how many submissions did you make to NCPC: 
for each project ? (note a) (Fill in appropriate number.) 

aTwo respondents indicated one submission; three 
respondents indicated two submissions; three 
respondents indicated three submissions. 

39. Which one of the following statements best reflects your 
opinion about the number of project reviews required by 
NCPC? 

/n The NCPC requires only that number of reviews needed 
to plan for and protect the Federal interest. 

/n The NCPC requires more reviews than are necessary to 
- plan for and protect the Federal interest. 

/7 The NCPC does not require a sufficient number of 
reviews to plan for and protect the Federal interest. 

/7 NCPC project reviews do not help to plan for and pro- 
tect the Federal interest and should not be required. 
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40. Overall, what impact, if any, has the NCPC's review and 
comment process had on the time it takes to develop the 
projects? (Check one and enter number of months where 
appropriate.) 

/n No impact. 

/7 Project dropped. 

/3/ Delayed development, on the average, by about (note a) 
months. 

// Sped up development, on the average, by about 
months. 

/1/ Do not know. 

aOne respondent indicated 2 months; one respondent 
indicated 4 months; one respondent did not 
answer. 

41. Overall, what impact, if any, has the NCPC's review and 
comment process had on project costs? (Check one and enter 
percentage where appropriate.) 

/4 

/ 

/i-7 

L7 

m 

No impact. 

Project dropped. 

Increased project costs on the average by (note a)%. 

Reduced projects costs on the average by %. 

Do not know. 

aResponse of 3 percent given. 
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42. Overall, what impact, if any, has NCPC's review and comment 
process had o'n the ptoject design? (Check one.) (note a) 

/7 Greatly'improved. 

/n Improved. 

/q No impact. 

/7 Made worse. 

/7 Made much worse. 

/7 Project dropped. 

aOne respondent indicated the impact was too vari- 
able to quantify. 

43. Overall, what impact, if any, has NCPC's review and coSmment 
process had on the project location? (Check one.) 

/v No impact, 

/v Project dropped. 

/1-J Changed,location; describe: (note a). 

aRespondent said that NCPC approved site not pre- 
ferred by agency. 

. 

. 
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44. We would like some specific information on NCPC's review 
and comments on your site and building plans. Pleas'e com- 
plete the table below for the three most recent projects 
NCPC has reviewed and commented on. 

Project I1 

Describe the project. 

--Seven agencies responded. 

Describe any adverse impact on the Federal interest which 
NCPC indicated. (Write ,in "none" if NCPC found none.) 

--Two agencies had proposed projects which had 
adverse environmental impacts identified 
(traffic, transportation, pollutants, noise). 

Describe what changes, if any, were made in the project as 
a result of NCPC’s comments. (Write in "none" if no changes 
were made.) 

--In one project, the number of spaces in parking 
garage was reduced. 

--In a second.project, changes were suggested to 
improve water run-off after heavy rains., 

. 
--In a third project, Commission comments led the 

agency to request modification of comprehensive * 
plan element. 

--In a fourth.project, agency indicated that all 
adverse impticts identified by the Commission 
were mitigated. 

. 
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Project #% 

Describe the project. 

--Four agencies responded. 

Describe any adverse impact on the Federal int&zrest which * 
NCPC indicated. (Write in "none" if'NCPC four?;d'none.) 

--One project indicated potential destruction of 
Indian artifacts. 

--A second project indicated potential adverse 
impact on transportation facility. 

Describe what changes, if any, were made in the project as 
result of NCPC's comments. (Write in "none" if no changes 
were made.) . 

No responses given. 

Project #3 

Describe the project. 

No responses given. 

Describe any adverse impact on the Federal interest which 
NCPC indicated. (Write in "none" if NCPC found none?) 

No responses given 

Describe what changes, if any, were made in the project as 
result of NCPC's comments. (Write in "none" if no changes 
were made.) 

No responses given. 
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45. Please check the statement below which best completes the 
following sentence. In general, NCPC's reviews and comments 
on plans and projects 

/4 A re consistent with and limited to those elements that 
have an.impact on the Federal interest. 

/5l.Cov$$-;many elements 
impadt on the Federal 

including those that have an 
interest and those that don't. 

/7 Are not relevant or necessary to protect the Federal 
interest. 

46. Please indicate if you are required to submit the same, 
similar, or different data to other agencies, such as OMB or 
GSA, for review? (Check any that apply.) (note a) . 

Estimate of staff 
time used if similar 

Same Similar Different or different submis- 
sions are required 

OMB Ne 2 to 10 3 2 8 ligible; 
aYS 

GSA . 1 1 Negligible; 10 days 
Department Head 2 Negligible; 10 days 
Other- specify: 

(Foote b) 1 100 days 
4 

aFive of nine agencies responded to this question. Respondents 
of three agencies indicated either it was not applicable or 
that plans were not submitted to any of the above. 

bOne respondent specified environmental review agencies. 
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47. Indicate your agreement or disagreement with each of the 
following sentences. (Check one box in each row.) 

la. NCPC reviews of Federal develop- 
rpents and projects address legit- 
lmate Federal planning issues. 9 

b. NCPC reviews of Federal develop- 
ments and projects address issues 
related to the Federal interest. 8 1 

c. NCPC reviews of Federal develop- 
ments and projects must be com- 
plied with. (note a) 3 2 3 

d. NCPC reviews of Federal develo - 
ments and projects duplicate t at R 
of other E'ederal agencies. 12 2 4 

e. NCPC reviews of Federal develop- 
ments and pro'ects result in 
better i projec s. 14 4 

aOne respondent indicated that the answer to this question de- 
pends on whether the project is inside or outside the District 
of Columbia. 

48. To what extent is the NCPC involved in the preparation and 
review of environmental impact assessments and/or state- 
ments required for your agency's proposed projects? 
(Check one box in each row.) 

[Preparation (note a) 
Review 

aOne respondent indicated that the 
ing agency for preparation of the 
ment. 

Commission was the coordinat- 
environmental impact state- 
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49. To what extent do you believe the NCPC's role with respect 
to environmental impact statements is useful and proper? 
(Check one box and provide brief explanation.) 

/27J Very great extent. 

/1 G reat extent. 

/;! &oderate extent. 

L2-J Some extent. 

/v Little, if any, extent, - 

L-J Don't know. 

Explain: 

No responses given. 
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50. Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95 requires Fed- 
eral agencies having responsibility for the planning and 
construction of buildings and installations in the National 
Capital Region to consult with Governors, State and areawide 
clearing houses, and lo~lly elected officials in coopera- 
tion with the MCPC. Please indicate your level of agreement 
with each of the following sentences. 

a. The NCPC review does not 
duplicate reviews done by other 
clearrnghouse agencies. 2 2 2 1 

b. The review helps NCPC lan for 
and protect the Federa P interest. 3 3 1 

Co ~~~~~t~~~'saa~~r~~"~~i~~~~,~~the 
ederal interest 

works with appli&ants to minimize 
the impact. 2 3 2 

d. This NCPC review results in 
better coordination among all 
jurisdictions involved. 2 3 2 

Additional comments on NCPC's A-95 review process, 
especially if you disagree with any of the above statements. 

No responses given, 

Additional comments: 

No responses given. 
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SUMMARY OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

We sent the following questionnaire to five local govern- 
ments. We received completed questionnaires from four local 
governments. Not all respondents answered all questions. Some 
respondents answered some questions twice. 

Part I. Determining and Protecting the Federal Interest 

While NCPC is charged with planning for and protecting the 
Federal interest in the National Capital Region and with pre- 
serving the area's natural and historic features, some have 
raised the issue as to just what the Federal interest is and who 
should be responsible for protecting it. 

1. To what extent do you believe each of the following should 
be involved in defining the Federal interest in the National 
Capital? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. The Congress 1 12 

b. The White House 1 2 1 

c. Office of Management and Rudget 1 2 1 

d. General Services Administration 1111 

e. National Capital Planning 
Commission 12 1 

f. Other Federal agencies 1 1 1 1 

g. Regional planning agencies 1 2 1 

h. DC government 3 1 

i. State governments 3 1 

j. Local governments 2 11 

k. Citizens groups 12 1 

,l. Others; specify: I I I I I I 
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"2. To what extent do you believe each of the following should 
be included in the Federal interest in the National Capital? 
(Check one box in each row.) 

a. Architecture of buildings 12 1 
b. Locations of buildings 12 1 
C. Size/mass of buildings 1 3, 
d. Historic preservation 121 
e. Transportation facilities and 

services 2 2 
f. Economic.and population 

forecasting and trend analysis 1 2 1 
g. Employment trends 1 111 

--- 
h. Educational facilities 2 2 
i. Health, 

services 
welfare, and safety 

211 

j. Environmental resources, 
conservation, and protection 211 

k. Tourism 4 
1. LandGe and zoning 2 2 
m. Natural features 2 11 
n, InternZional missions 2 11 

- 0. Housing 211 

P* Others; specify: (note a) 1 

aOne respondent specified civil defense. 

‘, 
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3. Please provide any other comments on what you believe the 
Federal interest should be in the National Capital. 

--Preservation and protection of Federal property, 
international mission, tourism, defense and 
strategic installations, and providing an ade- 
quate budget. 

--Economic development of the region. 

--Creating an aura or atmosphere indigenous of 
capital city, not detailed decisions regarding 
land use and zoning best left to local govern- 
ments. 

--Big role in coordinating Federal projects, but 
stay out of local land use planning. 

4. Although NCPC is now charged with planning for and protect- 
ing the Federal interest, questions exist as to whether 
others should also be involved in planning for and protect- 
ing it. To what extent do you believe each of the following 
should be involved with planning for and protecting the Fed- 
eral interest? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. The Congress 2 2 

b. The White House 3 1 
c. Office of Management and Budget 1 2 1 
d. General Services Administration 2 11 
e. National Capital Planning 

Commission 12 1 
f. Other Federal agencies 1111 
4. Regional planning agencies 11 11 
h. DC government 3 1 
i. State governments 1 2 1 
j. Local governments 2 2 

k. Citizens groups 121 
1. Others; specify: 
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5. l3elow is a table showing many of the functions carried out 
by the NCPC. Please indicate in the appropriate box how im- 
portant you believe that function is in helping the NCPC to 
protect the Federal interest? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. Preparation and adoption of 
the Federal elements of the 
comprehensive plan for the 
National Capital. 

b. Review and approval of the 
District elements of the 
comprehensive p an for the 
National Capita II . 

c. Review and comment on plans, 
such as master 
era1 land use P 

lans or 
p ans 

by other State, 
pre EFed is regional, and 

local planning bodres. 
d. Review and comment on indivi- 

dual projects, such as a 
bulldlng plani;rtgther public 
1fP~oF31E2~9 instaflZEZttL 0 
local jurisdictions. 

e. Prsp~; tion.of 
f 

the annual 
Program. 

Capital Improvements 

f. Review of Federal agency 
master plans for major 
installations. 

g. Review and approval of 
Federal. agency site and 
building plans. 

h. Review o 
Federal f 

projects usin 
unds pursuant 5 o 

OMB Circular A-95. 
i. Review and a proval of 

ii 
roposed B zon n 
he District o 5ii 

changes in 
Columbia. 

b Other; specify: 

.:i 
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6. Overall, how effective or ineffective do you believe the NCPC ', 
has been in carrying out its functions? 

/-i-7 Very effective. 

Ln Somewhat effective. 

/7 Neither effective nor ineffective. 

f-7 Somewhat ineffective. 

/7 Very ineffective. 

m D on't know. (note a). 

aThe respondent added that his expos'ure was limited 
to A-95, agendas, and occasional review of Federal 
projects. 

Additional comments: 

--Planning and protecting are two separate functions; 
all agencies have a responsibility to protect, but 
not all have a responsibility to plan. Good plan- 
ning, however, requires that the plans involve 
everyone affected by the plan. Also, responsibili- 
ty must be shared, but not divided so as to be in- 
efficient. Some one must have last say--probably 
legislators who vote money. 

--The Commission should continue coordinating Federal 
projects--in fact, act as clearinghouse for proj- 
ects and provide for public input. However, the 
Commission should stay out of local planning. 
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8' Part II. Comprehensive Planning 

The National Capital Planning Act of 1952, as amended, di- 
rected NCPC to prepare and adopt Federal elements of a compre- 
hensive plan for the National Capital. To date, three Federal 
elements of the plan have been adopted. This series of ques- 
tions asks, first, about the need for comprehensive planning in 
the area (questions 7 through 9) and second, about what you be- 
lieve NCPC's role should be in comprehensive planning (questions 
10 through 14). 

7. To what extent is there a need for a comprehensive plan in 
the National Capital Region? (Check one.) 

/27 Very great extent. 

/1/ Great extent. 

Lv Moderate extent 

m s ome extent. 

f-7 Very little extent. 
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8. To what extent should the following issues be included in 
a comprehensive plan for the National Capital? (Check one 
box in each row.) 

a. Architecture of buildings 2 2 
b. Locations of buildings 211 
c. Size/mass of buildings 2 2 
d. Historic preservation 2 2 
e. Transportation facilities and 

services 1 21 
f. Economic,and population 

forecasting and trend analysis 1 12 
g. Employment trends 11 2 
h. Educational facilities 4 
i. Health, welfare, 

services 
and safety 

211 

j. Environmental resources 
conservation, and protegtion 2 11 

--- 
k. Tourism 31 

1 2 1 
2 2 

--e-w 
International missions 2 2 

13 
1 

--.-- 
aOne respondent specified civil defense. 

9. Do you believe there is a need for a comprehensive plan 
specifically for the Federal interest in the National 
Capital? 

/Ji Yes. Go to question 10.' 

/-/ No. Please provide any additional comments you have .- 
on comprehensive planning in the space provided 
at the end of this section and go to question 15. 
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10. While NCPC is charged with developing the Federal elements 
of a comprehensive plan for the National Capital, som 
believe others should assist in preparing the plan or should 
prepare the plan rather than NCPC. To what extent do you 
believe each of the following should have a role in pre- 
paring such a comprehensive plan for the Federal 
Government? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. The Congress 13 
b. The White House 2 2 
C. Office of Management and Budget 31 
d. General Services Administration 4 
e. National Capital Planning 

Commission 2 2 
f. Commission of Fine Arts 1 21 
g* Regional planning agencies 1 111 
h. DC government 12 1 
i. State governments 112 
j. Local governments 111 1 
k. Citizens groups 2 1 1 
1. Others: specify: 
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11. How important is it for each of the following areas to be 
included in a comprehensive plan developed by the NCPC? 
(Check one box in each row.) 

a. The monumental core in the 
District of Columbia 

c. The District of Columbia only 
d. Th 

define 
Na ionali Capital.Region as 

5 by the lannlng Act 
e. The Standard Metro olitan 

Statistical Area ( MSA) 8 
f. Other; specify: 

-r 

12. How important is it for each of the following to be included 
in the Federal elements of a comprehensive plan for the 
National Capital Region? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. Federal property only 2 11 

b. Federal property and District 
government property 2 11 

c. Federal District 
governm&nt property 

and local 
111 1 

d. Public and private property 
e. Other; specify: 

11 2 1 

--I- 
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13. To what extent should the following issues be included in 
the Federal elements of a comprehensive plan for the 
National Capital? (Check one ,box in each row.) 

a. Architecture of buildings 31 
b, Locations of buildings 31 
c. Size/mass of buildings 31 
d. Historic preservation 31 
e. Transportation facilities and 

services *I 211 
I- 
f. Economic.and population 

forecasting and trend analysis 1 12 

g. Employment trends 1 1 2 
h. Educational facilities 112 
i. Health, 

services 
welfare, and safety 

13 

j. Environmental resources, 
conservation, and protection 1111 

k. Tourism 3 
1. Land use and zoning 11 2 
m. Natural features 111 
n. International missions 21 
0. Housing 13 

P* Others; specify: (note a) 1 

aOne respondent specified civil defense, 
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14. If you believe NCFC should not prepare the Federal elements 
of a comprehensive plan, whatprimary role should it have 
in comprehensive planning for the National Capital? (Check 
one.) 

/fl Not applicable. Z -believe NCPC should prepare the 
plan. 

// None. I do not believe the NCPC should play any role. - 
// Oversight of the plan developed by another 

organization o'r agency. 

/ / Oversight of portions of the plan affecting the 
Federal interest. 

/n Coordination of Federal agencies responsible for 
portions of the plan. 

/7 Other; specify: 1 . 

Additional comments: 

--Questions fail to address the issue of how the 
planning function (regardless of who doFit) is 
going to work smoothly with all necessary partici- 
pants and the unbalanced power wielded by various 
participants. 
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Part III. Composition of the NCPC 

This series of questions deals with the makeup of the NCPC 
and how the makeup facilitates NCPC's accomplishing its mandate. 

Membership consists of (ex officio) the Secretary of the 
Interior; the Secretary of Defense; the Administrator, General 
Services Administration; the Mayor of the District of Columbia; 
the Chairman of the D.C. Council; the Chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Governmental Affairs and the Chairman of the House 
Committee on the District of Columbia; three citizens appointed 
by the President (at least one each from Maryland and Virginia); 
and two citizens appointed by the Mayor. 

15. How appropriate do you believe the present composition of 
the NCPC is? (Check one.) 

/7 Very appropriate. 

Lv Appropriate. 

Lv Not sure. 

/1/ Inappropriate. 

/7 Very inappropriate. 

16. List the groups, jurisdictions, etc., if any, that you feel 
are over represented on the NCPC. 

--Federal Government. 

--Local jurisdictions. 

17. List the groups, jurisdictions, etc., if any, that you feel 
are under represented on the NCPC. 

--Local governments. 

--Maryland suburbs have twice the land area and 
eventually greater population than Virginia. 
Each suburban county should be represented. 

--Locals appear to have no role. 

--Not adequate to have three political appointees 
representing Virginia and Maryland. 
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18. In general, to what extent does the current composition of *. 
NCPC facilitate the carrying out of its functions? 
(Check one.) 

// Very great extent. 

/1/ Great extent. 

/fl Moderate extent. (Note a) 

/n Some extent, 

/7 Little, if any, extent. 

aNot in a position to judge. 

Additional comments: 

--Attendees don't reflect those noted as members. 
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apart IV. Federal Capital Improvements Program 

NCPC is the central planning agency for the Federal Govern- 
ment in the National Capital Region and as such, reviews Federal 
construction plans and recommends a Federal Capital Improvements 
Program (FCIP) to the Congress each year. The next few ques- 
tions deal with these activities. 

19. To what extent has NCPC kept you informed about Federal con- 
struction in your community? (Check one.) 

/2/ Very great extent. 

/n Great extent. 

/1/ Some extent. 

/7 Little extent. 

// Not at all. Go to question 21. 

20. What means does NCPC primarily use to keep you informed? 
(Check one.) 

/2 Notices of monthly NCPC meetings and accompanying 
agenda items. 

/1 / Federal Capital Improvements Program. 

// Other written communication. 

// Meetings in the community prior to formal Commission 
action. 

/7 Verbal communication. 

/n Others; specify; (note a) . 

aThis respondent specified all of the above. 
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21. How satisfied are you with NCPC's procedures for keeping 
agencies or organizations such as yours informed about 
Federal construction in your area? (Check one.) 

/2/ Very satisfied. 

_/i7 Satisfied. 

Ln Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. 

// Dissatisfied. 

/7 Very dissatisfied. 

22. To what extent do Federal agencies other than NCPC keep you 
informed about Federal construction in your community? 
(Check one.) 

/7 Very great extent. 

/-/ Great extent. 

/3 Some extent. (note a) 

// Little extent. 

/v Not at all. Go to question 24. 

aOne respondent added that the extent varies with 
each agency and would be uniformly poor but for 
the Commission. 

23. What means do the other Federal agencies primarily use to 
keep you informed? (Check one.) 

/2/ Written communication. 

/n Word of mouth/informal phone calls. 

/1/ Other; specify: (note a). 

aOne respondent said other Federal agencies don't 
until the last minute or not at all. 
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24. To what extent do you use NCFC's Federal Capital 
Improvements Program? (Check one.) 

D None, n0t even aware Qf it. Provide any additional 
comments you may have at the end of this section and 
go to question 26. 

/v Aware of it, but do not use. Provide any additional 
comments you may have at the end of this section and 
go to question 26. 

/v To some extent. 

/7 Use it extensively. 

25. Describe how you have used the FCIP. 

--Early warning of projects to come into local 
jurisdiction. 

--During construction of Post Office, was kept 
aware of progress. 

Additional comments: 

No response given. 
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Part V. NCPC Review and Comment Process 

NCPC reviews and comments on local jurisdictions' plans and 
projects for their effect on the Federal activities and inter- 
est. These questions deal with this process and NCPC's coordi- 
nation with local jurisdictions and communities. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

To your knowledge, how many plans or projects in your 
jurisdiction has NCPC reviewed and commented on in the last 
5 years? 

(note a) number (If none, enter "zero" and go to 
question 30.) 

aResponses given were 2, 5, and f40. 

Overall, what impact, if any, has the NCPC's review and 
comment process had on the time it takes to develop the 
projects? (Check one and enter number of months where 
appropriate.) 

/4/ No impact. 

// Project dropped. 

// Delayed development on the average, by about 
months. 

// Sped up development, on the average, by about 
months. 

// Don't know. 

Overall, what impact, if any, has the NCPC's review and 
comment process had on project costs? (Check one and enter 
percentage where appropriate.) 

/q No impact. 

/7 Project dropped. 

// Increased project costs on the average by %. 

// Reduced projects costs on the average by %. 

// Don't know. 
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29. Overall, what effect, if any, has NCPC's review and comment 
process had on the project design? (Check one.) 

/7 Greatly improved. 

/u Improved. 

/fl No effect. 

// Made worse. 

// Made much worse. 

// Project dropped. 

30. In general, which of the following statements best 
describes your agency's reaction to NCPC's review and 
comment process. (Check one.) 

/ 

/3 

/ 

/1 

The process does not adequately cover the Federal 
interest. 

The process is consistent with and limited to those 
elements that have an impact on the Federal interest. 

The process covers many elements, including those that 
have an impact on the Federal interest and those that 
do not. 

The process is not relevant or necessary to protect 
the Federal interest. 

31. We would like some specific information on NCPC's review and 
comments on your site and building plans. Please complete 
the table below for the three most recent projects NCPC has 
reviewed and commented on. 

Project #1 

Describe the project. 

--Three plan reviews and one project review were 
described. 

Describe any adverse impact on the Federal interest which 
NCPC indicated. (Write in "none" if NCPC found none.) 

--One project cited highway capacity problem. 

--A second project cited flood plain problem and 
need for solution. 

--Two projects, none. 
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Describe what changes, if any, were made in the project as 
a result of NCPC’s comments. (Write in "none" if no 
changes were made.) 

--One project, none to date. 

--Two projects, none. 

Project 12 

Describe the project. 

--One plan review and two project reviews were 
described. 

Describe any adverse impact on the Federal interest which 
NCPC indicated. (Write in "none" if NCPC found none.) 

--One project expressed concern regarding up- 
grading of Federal highway and subway route 
alignment endorsed locally. 

--One project endorsed local position on build- 
ing heights. 

--One project, none. 

Describe what changes, if any, were made in the project as 
a result of NCPC's comments. (Write in "none" if no 
changes were made.) 

--Commission effected negotiations. 

--Building height limits established. 

--One project, none to date. 

Project #3 

Describe the project. 

--One plan review was described. 

Describe any adverse impact on the Federal interest which 
NCPC indicated. (Write in "none" if NCPC found none.) 

--One project opposed development proposal. 
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Describe what changes, if any, were made in the project as 
a result of NCPC's comments, (Write in "noneU if no 
changes were made.) 

--One project, none to date. 

32. Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95 requires that 
copies of applications for Federal assistance involving land 
or water use and development or construction in the National 
Capital Kegion be sent to the NCPC in addition to the Wash- 
ington Metropolitan Area Council of Governments and the 
appropriate State clearinghouse. Please indicate your level 
of agreement with each of the following statements. 

a. The NCPC review does not 
duplicate reviews done by other 
clearinghouse agencies. 

b. The review helps NCPC 
and protect the Federa I) 

lan for 
interest. 

c. After advising applicants of 
F 

otential adverse im act on the 
ederal interest, N&C statf 

works with applicants to minimize 
the impact. 

d. This NCPC review results in 
better coordination among all 
jurisdictrons involved. 

- 

- 

1 
- 

1 
- 

- 

- 

1 
- 

3 
- 

2 
- 

- 

~- 

1 

3 

x - 
3 

- 

- 

- 

1 
- 

Additional comments on NCPC's A-95 review process, especially if 
you disagree with any of the above statements. 

--Whole process seems ineffective, while some local 
defects have been caught, locals get no feedback 
regarding how Federal actions may have been 
altered. With reduced Federal funding, many advan- 
tages of review are lost. 
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SUMMARY OF CITIZENS GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

We sent the following questionnaire to five citizens 
groups. We received completed questionnaires from two citizens 
groups. Not all respondents answered all questions. Some re- 
spondents answered some questions twice. 

Part I. Determining and Protecting the Federal Interest 

While NCPC is charged with planning for and protecting 
the Federal interest in the National Capital Region and with 
preserving the area's natural and historic features, some have 
raised the issue as to just what the Federal interest i,s and who 
should be responsible for protecting it. 

1. To what extent do you believe each of the following should be 
involved in defining the Federal interest in the National Capi- 
tal? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. The Congress 2 
b. The White House 1 1 

c. Office of Management and Budget 2 
d. General Services Administration 11 

e. National Capital Planning 
Commission 2 

f. Other Federal agencies 2 
53. Regional planning agencies 2 

h. DC government 1 1 

i. State governments 2 

j. Local governments 1 1 

k. Citizens groups 1 1 

1. Others; specify: 
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* 2. To what extent do you believe each of the following should 
be included in the Federal interest in the National Capital? 
(Check one box in each row.) 

a. Architecture of buildings 11 
b. Locations of buildings 
c. Size/mass of buildings 
d. Historic preservation 11 
e. Transportation facilities and 

services 2 
f. Economic+and population 

'forecasting and trend analysis 11 

9, Employment trends 1 
h. Educational facilities 11 

i. Health, 
services 

welfare, and safety 
1 1 

j. Environmental resources, 
conservation, and protection 1 1 

k. Tourism 1 1 
1. Land use and zoning 11 

m. Natural features 11 

n. International missions 2 
0. Housing 2 

P. Others: specify: 

3. Please provide any other comments on what you believe the 
Federal interest should be in the National Capital. 

--Rigorously maintaining congressional constitu- 
tional responsibility for District of Columbia 
and prevent its illegal erosion beyond "Home 
Rule." 
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4. Although NCPC is now charged with planning for and protecting 
the Federal interest, questions exist as to whether others 
should also be involved in planning for and protecting it. 
To what extent do you believe each of the following should be 
involved with planning for and protecting the Federal in- 
terest? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. The Congress 11 
b. The White House 2 
C. Office of Management and Budget 11 
d. General Services Administration 11 
e. National Capital Planning 

Commission 2 
f. Other Federal agencies 2 
9. Regional planning agencies 1 1 
h. DC government 1 1 
i. State governments 2 

j. Local governments 
k. Citizens groups 

11 
1 1 

1. Others; specify: 
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5. below is a table showing many of the functions carried out by 
the NCPC. Please indicate in the appropriate box how im- 
portant you believe that function is in helping the NCPC to 
protect the Federal interest? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. Preparation and adoption of 
the Federal ele ents of the 
comprehensive p an 

T 
for the 

NatIonal Capita , 
b. Keview and approval of the 

District elements of the 
comprehensive p an for the 
National Capita 3i . 

c. l$;lr-~ewsa;~s;~pr'mep;n;norplans, 
era1 f and use JI p ans 
by other State, 

pre g%d B re ional, 
local planning bod es. f 

and 

d. Keview and comment on indivi- 
dual projects, such as a 
building plan or other public 
1!l!p~o~3~~~9 instaflation, In 0 

in th vicrnity 
local jurisdictions. 

e. Preparation of the annual 
Federal Capital Improvements 
Program. 

f. Review of Federal agency 
master plans for major 
installations. 
Review and approval of 

g' Federal agency site and 
building plans. 

h. Keview o 
Federal E 

projects usin 
unds pursuant f!O 

OMB Circular A-95. 
i. Review and approval of 

ii 
roposed zonln 
he District o Q 

changes in 
Columbia. 

b Other; specify: 

A - 

2 
- 

- 

1 
- 

- 

2 
- 

- 

1 
- 

- 

2 
- 

- 

4 
$2 - 

- 

2 
- 

1 
- 

2 
- 

- 

2 
- 

1 
- 

1 
- 

- 

- 
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6. Overall, how effective or ineffective do you believe the WCPC 
has been in carrying out its functions? 

L7 Very effective. 

/7 Somewhat effective. 

/7 Neither effective nor ineffective. 

m s omewhat ineffective. 

/17 Very ineffective. 

f!u Don't know. 

Additional comments: 

--Planning is nebulous. The more individuals and 
groups involved, the more diverse and formless the 
results. Whatever agency receives the authority, 
it should have power, subject only to Congress and 
White House veto. 
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Part II. Comprehensive Planning 

The National Capital Planning Act of 1952, as amended, di.7 
rected NCPC to prepare and adopt Federal elements of a compre- 
hensive plan for the National Capital. To date, three Federal 
elements of the plan have been adopted. This series of ques- 
tions asks, first, about the need for comprehensive planning in 
the area (questions 7 through 9) and second, about what you be- 
lieve NCPC's role should be in comprehensive planning (questions 
10 through 14). 

7. To what extent is there a need for a comprehensive plan in 
the National Capital Region? (Check one,) 

/1/ Very great extent. 

/1/ Great extent. 

/ / Moderate extent. 

/7 Some extent. 

/7 Very little extent. 

‘, : ‘, 
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8. To what extent should the following issues be included in a eu 
comprehensive plan for the National Capital? (Check one box 
in each row.) 

a. Architecture of buildings 1 1, 
b. Locations of buildings 2 
c. Size/mass of buildings 11 
d. Historic preservation 2 I 
e. Transportation facilities and 

services 2 
f. Economic and population 

forecasting and trend analysis 2 
9. Employment trends 2 
h. Educational facilities 1 1 
i. Health, 

services 
welfare, and safety 

2 

L Environmental resources,. 
conservation and protection 1 1 

k. Tourism 1 1 
1. Land use and zoning 2 
m. Natural features 2 
n. International missions 2 
0. Housing 2 

P* Others; specify: 

9. Do you believe there is a need for a comprehensive plan 
specifically for the Federal interest in the National 
Capital? 

/T-7 Yes. Go to question 10. 

/ No. Please provide any additional comments you have 
on comprehensive planning in the space provided 
at the end of this section and go to question 
15. 
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88 10. While NCPC is charged with developing the Federal elements 
of a comprehensive plan for the National Capital, some be- 
lieve others should assist in preparing the plan or should 
prepare the plan rather than NCPC. To what extent do you 
believe each of the following should have a role in pre- 
paring such a comprehensive plan for the Federal Govern- 
ment? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. The Congress 2 
b. The White House 11 
c. Office of Management and Budget 2 
d. General Services Administration 2 
e. National Capital Planning 

Commission 2 
f. Commission of Fine Arts 11 

4. Regional planning agencies 11 
h. DC government 1 A. 
i. State governments 2 

j. Local governments 1 1 
k. Citizens groups 1 1 
1. Others: specify: 

133 



APPENDIX X APPENDIX X 

11. How important is it for each of the following areas to be 
included in a comprehensive plan developed by the NCPC? 
(Check one box in each row.) 

a. The monumental. core in the 
District of Columbia 1 

b. The area iqcL ded 
orlgqal L En ant 1% 

in the 
plan for 

the Crty of Washington 1 

c. The District of Columbia only 1 
d. Th National. Ca ital Kegion as 

de%ined by the !$lanning Act 1 
e. The Standard Metro olitan 

Statistical Area (!&GA) 1 
f. Other; specify: 

12. How important is it for each of the following to be included 
in the Federal elements of a comprehensive plan for the 
National Capital Region? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. Federal property only 
b. Federal property and District 

government property 
c. Federal District 

governm&nt property 
and local 

d. Public and private property 
e. Other; specify: 
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13. To what extent should the following issues be included in 
the Federal elements of a comprehensive plan for the 
National Capital? (Check one box in each row.) 

a. Architecture of buildings. 11 
b. Locations of buildings. 2 

Ic. Size/mass of buildings. 2 
d. Historic preservation. 2 

I 
e. Transportation facilities and 

services. 2 
f. Economic.and population 

forecasting and trend analysis. 2 

g* Employment trends. 2 
h. Educational facilities. 11 
i. Health, welfare, 

services. 
and safety 

2 

j. Environmental resources, 
conservation, and protection. 1 1 

k. Tourism. 11 
1. Land use and zoning. 2 
m. Natural features. 2 
n. International missions. 2 
o. Housing. 2 

P* Others: specify: . 
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14. If you believe NCPC should not prepare the Federal elements 
of 'a comprehensive plan, what primary role should it have in 
comprehensive planning for the National Capital? (Check 
one.) 

/u Not applicable. I believe NCPC should prepare the 
plan. (Note a) 

// None. I do not believe the NCPC should play any 
role. 

/7 Oversight of the plan developed by another 
organization or agency. 

// Oversight of portions of the plan affecting the 
Federal interest. 

// Coordination of Federal agencies responsible for 
portions of the plan. 

// Other; specify: . 

aOne respondent added that NCPC should prepare the 
plan under closer supervision of the Congress. 

Additional comments: 

No response given. 
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Part III. Composition of the NCPC 

This series of questions deals with the makeup of the WCPC 
and how the makeup facilitates NCPC's accomplishing its mandate. 

Membership consists of (ex officio) the Secretary of the 
Interior; the Secretary of Defense; the Administrator, General 
Services Administration; the Mayor of the District of Columbia; 
the Chairman of the D.C. Council; the Chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Governmental Affairs and the Chairman of the House 
Committee on the District of Columbia; three citizens appointed 
by the President (at least one each from Maryland and Virginia); 
and two citizens appointed by the Mayor. 

15. How appropriate do you believe the present composition of 
the NCPC is? (Check one.) 

/7 Very appropriate. 

/l / Appropriate. 

/7 Not sure. 

/n Inappropriate. 

/7 Very inappropriate. 

16. List the groups, jurisdictions, etc., if any, that you feel 
are over represented on the NCPC. 

--Mayor's office directly and through appointments. 

17. List the groups, jurisdictions, etc., if any, that you feel 
are under represented on the NCPC. 

--Citizens groups should be represented; could 
replace mayoral appointees. 

18. In general, to what extent does the current composition of 
NCPC facilitate the carrying out of its functions? 
(Check one.) 

/7 Very great extent. 

// Great extent. 

/2/ Moderate extent. 

/7 Some extent. 

/7 Little, if any, extent. 
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Additional comments: 

--Commission actions are largely passive. React to 
development rather than planning. Thus, its role 
is moderate. Also, some conflict of interest be- 
cause representatives take into account only their 
own parent agencies rather than comprehensiue 
Federal needs. 
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Part IV. Federal Capital Improvements Program 

NCPC is the central planning agency for the Federal Govern- 
ment in the National Capital Region and as such, reviews Federal 
construction plans and recommends a Federal Capital Improvements 
Program (FCIP) to the Congress each year. The next few ques- 
tions deal with these activities. 

19. To what extent has NCPC kept you informed about Federal con- 
struction in your community? (Check one.) 

L7 Very great extent. 

,/7 Great extent. 

fi-7 Some extent. 

1-i-J Little extent. 

/‘--7 Not at all. Go to question 21. 

20. What means does NCPC primarily use to keep you informed? 
(Check one.) 

/1 

E7 

/ 

c.7 

L7 

aOne 

Notices of monthly NCPC meetings and accompanying 
agenda items. (note a) 

Federal Capital Improvements Program. (note b) 

Other written communication. 

Meetings in the community prior to formal Commission 
action. 

Verbal communication. 

Others; specify: . 

respondent indicated notices were received 
occasionally and were often tardy. 

bRespondent indicated the Program was received 
too late. 
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21. How satisfied are you with NCPC's procedures for keeping 
agencies or organizations such as yours informed about 
Federal construction in your area? (Check one.) 

/7 Very satisfied. 

(1/ Satisfied. 

// Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. 

/1/ Dissatisfied. 

/7 Very dissatisfied. 

22. To what extent do Federal agencies other than NCPC keep you 
informed about Federal construction in your community? 
(Check one.) 

/7 Very great extent. 

// Great extent. 

/7 Some extent. 

// Little extent. 

/2/ Not at all. Go to question 24. 

23. What means do the other Federal agencies primarily use to 
keep you informed? (Check one.) 

// Written communication. 

// Word of mouth/informal phone calls, 

// Other; specify: . 

24. To what extent do you use NCPC's Federal Capital Improve- 
ments Program? (Check one.) 

None, not even aware of it. Provide any additional 
comments you may have at the end of this section and 
go to question 26. 

Aware of it, but do not use. Provide any additional 
comments you may have at the end of this section and 
go to question 26. 

To some extent. 

Use it extensively. 
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25. Describe how you have used the FCIP. 

--In preparing organization position, primarily on 
zoning issues. 

Additional comments: 

No response given. 
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NCPC Coordination with Citizen Groups and Organizations 

National Capital Planning Act of 1952, as amended, re- 
quires the NCPC to consult with organizations and groups inter- 
ested in the development of the National Capital Region. Much 
of this is done through presentations by the groups and organi- 
zations at NCPC meetings. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

How many presentations have you made to the NCPC in the last 
3 years? (note a) (Fill in appropriate number. Write 
"'zero" if none.) 

aOne respondent indicated "zero" and the other indi- 
cated 8. 

What was your subject area in the most recent presentation? 

--All subjects including zoning, international 
missions, Metro routes, and historic interests. 

Why did you make this presentation? (Check all that apply.) 

/v To discuss the impact of a Federal proposal on the 
community. 

/T-7 To discuss the impact of a community project on the 
Federal interest. 

/1/ To raise attention to a neighborhood problem. 

/1/ To get redress from a local government decision. 

/1-/ Other; specify: (note a). 

aRespondent said presentations are made to have a 
basis for presentations before Congress. 

Describe the results or effect of this presentation. 

--Sometimes successful. Generally, problem is 
that Commission members do not respond to the 
community. There is no dialogue. 
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30. What do you think of the procedures NCPC has adopted to 
guide presentations by local citizen groups or organizations 
at its meetings? (Check any that apply.) 

// Not familiar with procedures. 

Ln Time consuming. 

Ln Too involved/confusing. 

/n Appropriate. 

/1/ Other; specify: (note a). 

aRespondent said no dialogue exists. 

31. How satisfied are you with NCPC's coordination with 
citizens groups, and organizations as yours? 

/7 Very satisfied. 

/n Satisfied. 

// Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. 

/v Dissatisfied. 

/7 Very dissatisfied. 

Additional comments: 

No response given. 

31. How satisfied are you with NCPC's coordination with 
citizens groups, and organizations as yours? 

// Very satisfied. 

/n Satisfied. 

// Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. 

/v Dissatisfied. 

// Very dissatisfied. 

Additional comments: 

No response given. 
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.RESPONSE TO QUESTION NO. 4 

METROPOLITAM WMiiINGTON COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
187s EYE STREET, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

RHSOLVl!ION ADOPTING COG/NCPC "PRINCIPLBS AND PROCFSS 
FOR IDBNTIPYIBG FEDERAL INTERBSTS IN TBB NATIONAL CAPITAL RBGION" 

NHEREAS, on January II, 1981, the Board of Directors of the 
Metrcrpolftan Washington Council of Governmen ts (Council.) adopted 
Resolution Rl-81, authorizing the cxeation of an Ad Hoc Cmmittm of 
intarerstad local gcwermmnt mmbers of Council~s Board of Directors, 
rapresentatives.of the executive branches of the States of Maxyland 
and Virginia and representatives of the National Capital Planning 
Commission (KPC), for the purpose of attempting to define the federal 
interest for planning far the future developnuent of the Washington 
i4etropolitan Area; and 

me, the Ad Hoc CosPmnitte8 Inet Over the COUTSB Of ssVer& 
amnths and succassfully negotiated, among its nmxtbers, a statement of 
"Principles and Process for Identifying Federal Interests in the 
National Capital Region (Statement of Principles);" and 

WkRBAS, the Council's Bmmd of Directors, at its &us 9, 1982 
-t&b authorized the subsrfssion of the Ad Hoc Committee's document 
to the participating local govexments in Coukcil, for their revkew 
,and commnt; and 

WHNXEAS, several local governmen ts either reviewed and endorsed 
the Statement crf Principles or suggested non-substantive nmdifications 
which have been included in the'document, 

NOW, TRBRBFORB, BE IT RBSOLvBD BY THB BOAR0 OF DIRECTORS OF TFE 
METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON COUNCIL OF GOVFRNMBNTS THAT: 

1. 
Principles, 

Couucills Bmcrd of Directors hereby adopts the Statemdlnt of 
'Prin@ples and Process for Identifying Federal Interests 

in the National Capital Region? and directs the staff and Counczil's 
policy committaes and urges the Air Quality Planning Committee and 
Transportation Planning Board to follow the policies and principles 
and procedures Set forth in the document prepared by the Ad Hoc 
cmranf ttee . 

2. Councillg'Board of Directors concura with the recommmnda- 
tion of Prince George's County to immediately begin negotiations with 
NCX to dsaveLop a procedure for resolving any local/federal disagree- 
mnts that may arise in implementing the Ad Hoc Comm4.tteaVs Statement 
of Primiples. 

I hcrciy cvcity lcti 38 3sOve is a 
ha ait: ~rrsct czpy st a rmsoculion 
3dojtad by the 97:rd n! Z:.xY~rs of 
t2c !A*:rocr,li!jn 2as::i::?;rJfl icbnci! of 
I+-.,- .* I ou cfm~n.~ a~ a inem; ct 

dGl&k4e i?. 1p=ra 
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METROPOLITAN WASHHN~GTC:~ COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
1875 Eye Street, N. W. 

Wmh hgton, 0, C, 200156 

RESOLUTION AaQPTtNG PROCEDURES FOR RESOLVING FUTURE 
PLANNING lS$mUES THAT MAY ARISE BETWEEN LOCAL AND FEDERAL 

AGENCIES fN THE NATIONAL CAPtTAC REGION 

WHEREAS, on September 8, 1982, the Board of Directors 
adopted the Statement of Frinciples, "Principles and Process 
for Identifying Federal Interests in the National Capital 
Region" and directed the staff and the Council's Policy Com- 
mittscar and urged the Air Quality Planning Committee and 
Transportation Planning Board to follow the policies and 
principles and procedures set forth in the Document; and 

-s, Council's Board of Directors concurred with 
the recommendation of Prince George's County to immediately 
begin negotiations with NCPC to develop a procedure for 
resolving any local/federal disagreements that may arise in 
implpmantating the Document; and 

-, the Council's staff, in conjunction with NCPC 
staff, has prepared a draft of such procedures, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, 
DIRECTORS OF T8ZE METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON 
MENTS ADOPTS TEE HOLLOWING PROCEDURES: 

THAT THE BOARD OF 
COUNCIL OF GOVERN- 

1. The Commission and COG staffs will identify 
potential planning or development issues 
arising from proposals developed by a federal 
ww=y, the Commisslfon, a local government 
8ganty and/or the Council of Governments 
(COG). 

2. Upon identifying a potential planning or 
development issue, the Commission and COG 
rtrffs will assess the following questions as 
~pl;rliC~h: 

a. Is the issue a result of a major federal 
proposal having substantial local or 
regional impact. 

b. Is the issue a result of a .major local or 
regional proposal having substantial 
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impact on the federal establishment 
and/or concerns. 

C. Who are the appropriate parties to be 
involved in efforts to resolve the iden- 
tified issue(s). 

3. In determining the appropriate parties under 
2(c) above, the following general criteria 
should be used: 

a. Xf the proposal involves a localized 
impact in only one'jurisdiction, then the 
Commission, the affected federal agency, 

if any, and the affected local government 
will be involved. In this case, COG 
would not generally be involved unless 
requested. 

b. 

C. 

If the proposal involves a wider impact 
affecting more than one jurisdiction, 
then the affected federal agency, the 
local jurisdictions affected, the Commis- 
sion,. other affected federal agencies, if 
UYl and COG would be involved. 

,If a proposal involves a possible differ; 
enca with the Metropolitan Policy Guide 
then the affected federal agency, the 
Commission, the local jurisdictions 
affected and COG would be involved. 

4. As applicable, the Commission ,and/or. the COG 
staff will arrange a joint meeting or meet- 
ings with the affected federal agency, the 
affected local jurisdiction, COG, and other 
inthrested parties with the objective of 
resolving the issue or issues to the mutual 
satisfaction of all concerned. If complete 
agreement is not possible, every effort 
should be made to minimize the differences as 
much as possible. A joint staff memorandum 
summarizing the issues -discussed and the 
areas of agreement and/or disagreement shall 
be prepared reflecting the viewpoints of the 
parties involved and will be shared with all 
participants. 

5. If the issue is rssolved,+tha agreement will 
be reflected in a revised or amended proposal 
prior to any further action thereon by the 
appropriate responsible federal agency, the 
local body having jurisdiction over the mat- 
ter or COG. 

6. If the issue is only partially resolved or is 
unresolved, the joint staff memoranda will be 
made available for consideration by the fed- 
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era1 or local body having approval and/or 
recommendatory authority and all parties will 
be afforded an opportunity to present their 
views prior to any final decision on the pro- 
posal. 

7. where appropriate, proposed policies, plans 
md programs will be reviewed by one or more 
of CQC's paldcy committees. Any joint staff 
IMMlOr~d~ taprmwmting the views of the par- 
ties involvad in any issue will be included 
Fn the COG staff report on the regional 
impact of s'uch propoamls and on their con- 
sistency with; the Metropolitan Policy Guide. 

a. 

9. 

Afterfollowing,theprocedures described above 
ad, prior to implementing a proposal that 
may conflict with the development policies of 
an rfllected federal agency, local government 
and,'ot COG, the affected parties shall be 
ntotifisd of the proposed action to be taken 
and the ratfonale for not follotiing the com- 
ments and suggestions received as part of the 
infargavtmmdmtal review. 

The sponsoring federal agency, local govern- 
ment agency, COG or the Commission will give 
potentially affected agencies prompt notice 
aboyt a proposed policy,. .pLan, program or 
development proposal in the region and give 
such agQncies adequate time to evaluate the 
imp&ct, if my, on their activities and/or 
interests. The sponsoring agency will, to 
the extent practicable, give other affected 
agencies that are concerned about a proposal 
adequate time to try to resolve any issue or 
iSSU8S. 
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NATlIQNAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
WdksmGToN, lx W76 

APPENDIX XI * 

NBC File No. 0604c 

Septaadber 16, 1982 

MHEBEAS, au Ad Hoc -ittee jointly representing the members of the 
Metropolitan Washington Gmncil of Goverrmnts (aX;l and the 
National Capit,sl Bluing Canmission CNCFC) has recently considered 
their respective responsibilities and particularly the problem of 
identifying Federal interests in the National Capital Bgion; 

M!lEREM, the Ad Hoc Ckmmittae has agreed upon a draft documnt “Principles 
and Process for Identifying Federal Interests in the Nat ional 
Capital RegionVf t dated June 2, 1982; 

lUBU%S, the draft docmsnt recognizes that the Intergovemmntal Cooperation 
lLct_ of 1968 and other remnt Federal legislation, as well as the 
National Capital Planning Act of 1952, govern operation of the two 
bodies ; 

MBFUIAS, the draft docmmt contains principles for identifying Federal 
interests in the developmrrnt of the Washington Metropolitan area and 
clarifies the respective responsibilities of aG, its local 
govermmnt rmmbers and the Ccmnission in planning and developmmt 
decision-making in the Region; 

MBEAS, the CKG IBoard of Directors on June 9, 112 authorized the circulation 
of the draft docuxmt and several of its local goverrmnt members 
did review and endorse the draft doctmmt and suggested sans non- 
substantive modifications in the text which have been incorporated 
in a revised documnt, dated August 17, 1982; 

l4tDZAS, Ch September 8, 1982, the CR3 Board of Directors adopted the 
modified ‘Principles and Process for Identifying Federal Interests 
in the National. Capital Region” recomended by the Ad Hoc Corsmit tee 
and also authorized further negotiations with the &mission in 
order to agree upon procedures for resolving future planning issues 
that my arise between local and Federal agencies that have 
initiated sum proposed policy, plan or program in the region; 

VkIEREM, the &mission desires to cooperate with CK.G and its local 
govexmmnt mnbers and to improve the process for intergovernmental 
cooperation in the National Capital Region. 
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Tbe Executive Director rends that the Cormission adopt the attached 

rasoluticm eadxrrs~ progossd prQc~ea for resolving planning issues that 

my arias betweaxl local and Federal agmies in the National capital Region. 

8 * + 

Descriot icxl of Raaolut ion 
The rsaolut ion has been drafted in rsqxnmi to the action taken by the 
chmiaeion cm septmber. 16, 1982 adoptin(g Vmlciples a& Process for 
Identifying Fede~~al Interests in the rJbrtioDai1 Capital Region” and agreeing “to 
work with CXE to aatablish a pmcedurs to be used in the future for resolving 
planning issues’ that nmy arise betvmm local and Federal agencies in the 
lbgion”. 

The Board of Directors of *e &itrqmlitan Washington coimcil of Governments 
[CXXJ) adcyted a similar resolution an Septmber 8, 1982 as a result of a 
raaxmendation fran Lmwrtms J. Hogan, County Executive of Prince Georgels 
county. In his letter of July 8, 1983 ccamenting cm the draft docuneIlt 
prepared by the oGRJcH= Ad Hoc Ckmnnittee, b&. Hogan noted that “the National 
Capital Plaunixq Cmmissicm ami CDG will attempt to resolve plsmixq issues or 
difficultlsr that may arise tmtmeu local snd federal agencies that have 
initiated acam prqxmid policy, plan or prqmn in ths region. Withcmt 
quartion, this intent mst kr translated into a definitive, enforceable 
procedure ” to ensure protsctioa of both local and Federal interests. To Us, 
this prevision is the lwy to success of the draft agreement and a clear, 
stsgwtss procsss for resolving differsncea zxust be drafted to the sat isfact ion 
of both federal and local iuterests”. 

721s resolution was prepared in consultation with the QJ; staff. A parallel 
resolution ylEIB &opted by CXXY s Board of Directors at its rmet ing ou November 
10, 1882. (copy gplclosed) 

Ihe adaption of the resolution vmuld amplete the actions required by the 
Ccumissfou to establish procedures for *s imphnentation of the CXXJNX: Ad 
Hm Camittee’s reclcmarndations in the National Capital Region. 

150 



APPENDIX XI APPENDIX XI 

l%mmbar 18, 1982 

N3&3EAS, the Chmission, on Strptmbew 16, 1982, adopted “Rinciples and 

Recess for Identifying Federal Interssts in the Nat ional Capital 

Region” and agreed to implmllt those r%conna ndations that relate to 

ths Camissionla activities as the central planning agency for the 

Federal gcmmmmt in the Nat ional Capital Rsgion; 

lWHtRdS, the Camirsion agreed to continua vworking with the Metroplitart 

waehingtcln Quwil of chvermM!ults Km to establish grocebures for 

rrrhsolYing frsum that may arise btvmn local and Federal 

rgancies in the Region in wmmction wiih the review of mster, 

spstm, and project plans gsrd proposals: 

MSREAS, the staffs of t&e crmnission and CCG preparad a draft of such 

prncsdurss ami the Baud of Directors of the Chmcil of Govermwnts 

4bm¶~ra~sd the prmadures at its ameting on November 10, 1982. 

ER IT IasaNm, that the ~ssion adQpts the following procedures: 

1. The Qumia~sioll and CKG staffs will identify potential planning 

or dmrd~t lamme arising frcm proposals develop& by Federal 

pies, inc1axi* the camlisioIl, local government agencitis 

uri/or aa;. 

2. Upon idmtifyhg a ptantial planning or dwelopmt issue, the 

rmmtssion a& 03G staffs will assess the following, as applicable: 
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a. Is it a major Federal proposal having a substantial local or 

regional impact? 

b. Is it a majO? local or regional propma having a 

substaut ial impact 0~1 the Federal establishnent and/or 

COl3Cam? 

c. pbo are the qqmpriats parties to be imolved in efforts to 

rmalrls the icwltifisd issue. 

3. In determining the appropriate parties under 2(c) abcve, the 

following general criteria will be used: 

a* If the proposal involves a localized issue in apllp one 

jurisdiction, the Chmission, other affected Federal 

qpmy, if my, snd the affected local govsnmant will be 

frmalved. In this case, CXE will not generally be 

immlved, unless maquested. 

b. If the proposal involves. a wider issue affecting mOre than 

one jurisdiction, the local jurisdictions affected, the 

Camhim, other affected Federal agencies, if any, md CCG 

tiJ1’ be illvolved. 

a. If a propsal involvea a possible differexm with 013G’s 

bmrqmlitain policy Guide, the affected Federal agency, 

ths Ccumisa14n, the local jurisdictions affected, and UZ 

will bei involved. 
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4. Aa applicabler, the Gmmi~siasl ad/or the CCG staff will arrange 

a meting or metiZbgs with the affsctad Federal agency, the 

affected local jurisdiction, (X33, and other interested parties with 

the object ivrr of relrolvixq the issue or issues to the mutual 

satisfaction of all cxmwned. If axrqlete agreemnt is not 

pcslaible, every sffcmt ml1 1 be ‘mede to minimize the diffaremxs as 

much as possible. A joint ratmmrlenrhm 8unnarixing the issues 

disrcussed and the amail of agrsmmnt and/or disagreement will be 

prspared reflectiDg the vfmpoints of the parties invclved aud will 

be shaxad with a11 participants. 

5. If the imue is resolved, the agrem.mxt will be reflected in a 

revised prcpoeal prior to any further action thereon by 

the appropriate rsspoasibla Faderrbl agency, the local body having 

juri45dict ion ever the matter, cs Cl& 

6. If the isats is only partially resolved or is unresolved, the 

nmmranja will be m&t available for considerat ion by the 

Fahral or local bcdy having apprcval War mxmxm adatory autbori ty 

spd all putlea will be affcrdsd an opportunity to present their 

views prior to any final decision an the propcsal. 

7. Mmxe 8ppxcpriata, pxqposed policies, plaus and prqgrarns will ,be 

raprid by one or 8mre of CXWs pclicy ammittees. Ang joint 

nrraisnehm representing the via* of the parties involved in any 

irstle will be lmcludexl in the 023 staff rqort cm the regional 

impect .cf such proposals and on their ccnsistemy with the 

Metropolitan Policy Guide. 
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8. After fallowing the promdbres outlined atxml and prior to 

U@memting a progmsal that may conflict with the develqmmt 

policies of the Ckmnisacim, any ,other affected Federal eagenmzy, 

local govsat and/or an, the affected party shall be 

notified of the g3ropasd action to be taken and the rationaIe 

far Imt fOlluwi~ the ammnts and elqgesticme reuceiverd +3 part 

of the lnta~te~tial review. 

9. Tim ~JQASCE~~ Federal agency, local gova=nt agency, CCG or 

ta8 Cbmisrion will give potentially affected aganr:fes pm+ 

notics abut a proposed policy, plan, program or development 

prqYcM5%1 in the re$ifm and give such agancles adwte tLmb to 

evaluats the impact, if any, ain their activities end/or 

int8rsats. Th8 spoxmoriq. 8gexl~y will, to the extent 

practiceble, give other affected agflnciss that are amcerned 

abut a propcml adequate time to try to resolve my ieeue or 

i88Ui8. 
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In Reply Refer To: 
NCPC File No. 2215 

MAR 22 1983 

Mr. J. Dexter Peach 
Director, Resources, Community 

and Economic Development Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D .C . 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach: 

The Commission welcomes the evaluation of its mission, role, and functions set 
forth in the draft of the proposed report prepared by the staff of the 
General Accounting Office entitled “Role, Functions, and Operations of the 
National Capital Planning Commission”. We believe that this kind of 
assessment of our agency serves to strengthen and enhance our 
effectiveness. 

We find the report a reasonably accurate description of the operations of the 
Commission. Our staff, in a separate letter, offers some detailed comments 
and corrections which the Commission has reviewed and agreed to. 

Because the Commission has so much to gain from this evaluation, we believe 
that the report might have been improved had the Commission been allowed to 
review and comment on the questions which GAO pursued, and had the report 
contained more GAO analysis and conclusions. In the absence of such 
analysis and Commission input, the report does not provide guidance on how 
the mission of the Commission might be better accomplished. Instead, the 
report is a collection of opinions of those interviewed, many of whom indicate 
that they have limited knowledge of the role and activities of the Commission. 
There is no indication that the researchers attempted to validate the reponses 
provided in the interviews or questionnaires. Nevertheless, the study 
supports the conclusions that there are Federal interests in the National 
Capital Region and that there is a need for a Federal mechanism to protect 
those interests. There is general agreement that there should be a broadly 
representative Federal body responsible for making Federal interest decisions. 
NCPC’s mission could not be accomplished with objectivity by another Federal 
agency with a narrower mission. 

In the past, there has been considerable misunderstanding by regional and 
local planning bodies of the role of NCPC in the National Capital Region 
Much of this misunderstanding resulted from the Commission’s concern about 
the impact of building heights in Arlington County on the skyline and vistas 
of the Nation’s Capital. In May, 1982, the Arlington County Board 
acknowledged the Commission’s concern and agreed on a new policy regarding 
building heights in Arlington that will assure consideration of their impact on 
the Federal Mall and Monumental Area. 

[GAO COMMENT: On p, 62 we note the agreement 
between the Arlington County Board and NCPC 
on the issue of building heights in Arlington 
County. I 
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Further misunderstanding sho’uld b’e avoided by the COG-NCPC 
the principles and process for identifying; Federti interests in 
Capital Region. The agreemsnt is an important accomplishment in 

APPENDIX XII 

agreement on 
the National 
improving 

intergovernmental relations and development coordination. It is important to 
note that the GAO study was 
the agreement were underway. 

being conducted while negotiations leading to 
Therefore, many of the responses in the 

study from local and regional planning officials do not reflect the results of 
these negotiations. 

In the last ten years over 22 million square feet of new offi,cme space has been 
introduced on the private rental market in the District of Columbia. This 
fact alone supports the argument that a majlor task of the Commission will 
continue to be the protection, from public and private encroachment, of the 
natural and historic features of the Nation’s Capital generally characterized by 
low density development, green open space, limited building heights, a 
horizontal skyline, and broad avenues and vistas. 

The comparison of the role of the NCPC with that of the National Capital 
Commission of Ottawa, Canada is an appropriate one because there are no 
other planning boBdies in the United States with the same kinds of jurisdiction 
and responsibility as the NCPC. There are, however, several distinctions 
between the two bodies. The Canadian Commission has, in addition to 
planning responsibilities, functions related to open space and public buildings 
similar to those of the National Park Service and GSA in our Nation’s 
Capital. 

[GAO COMMENT : These or similar differences 
in the role and functions of the United 
States and Canadian commissions are on pp. 69 
to 71.1 

There is considerable attention in the report to’ the composition of the NCPC. 
Through the years there has been much discussion of, and many proposals 
for, mo’difying the composition of the Commission, We think that several basic 
principles are universally accepted : the Commission should be an 
independent Federal body with Presidential appointees and Federal agency 
representation, as well as representatives of the government of the District of 
Columbia because of the unique role of the Commission and the concentration 
of Federal property in the city. The comments from the American Planning 
Association and the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations that 
“planning bodies are encouraged to involve those 
establishing planning goals” 

affected by plans in 
does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that 

those people affected should be members of the planning body. Who on the 
Commission represents the views of citizens from other parts of the nation on 
the character of their Nation’s Capital and its environs? Thoughtful 
consideration of national interest, balance, broad 
expertise should be a part of any 

representation, and 
recommendations for changes in the 

composition of the Commission. 

[GAO COMMENT : The report contained the var- 
ious opinions on the Commission's composition 
that government and non-government officials 
discussed with us. We agree with the Commis- 
sion's Chairman that national interest, bal- 
ante, broad representation, and expertise 
should also be considered if changes in the 
Commission's composition are made.] 
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Lastly, we think it is an important finding that, despite the extensive use of 
leased space by the Federal government in the Natianal Capital Region, NCPC 
does not have authority to review GSA leased space proposals for the leasing 
of space by the Federal government. You will note that the Comprehensive 
Plan element on Federal Facilities includes a reference to the need for such 
authority. This issue should be explored legislatively and administratively. 
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NATIQNAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
W&s&NNGTON, DC 20516 

In Reply Refer To: 
NCPC File No. 2215 

Mr. J. Dexter Peach 
Director, Resources , C’ommunity 

and Economic Dlevelopment Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D .C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft of a proposed report, 
prepared by the staff of the General Accounting Office, entitled “Role, 
Functions, and Operations of the National Capital Planning Commission”. 

Your letter of February 24, the draft report, this letter, and the attached 
comments were reviewed by the Commission as a whole at its meeting on March 
17, 1983. 

In response to your request, we provide the following additional information: 

1. the Commission’s current organization chart (attached) ; 

2. a statement on the current status of Federal elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital (attached) ; 

3. the Commission’s actual expenditures for Fiscal Year 1982, from its 
single appropriations account, were $2,377,900. 

4, the resolutions adopted by the Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments (COG 1 and the Commission on September 8 and 16, 1982, 
respectively, adopting “Principles and Process for Identifying Federal 
Interests in the National Capital Region” (attached) ; 

5. examples of matters considered in the 55% of Commission meeting time 
from January through April 1982 spent on information presentations on non- 
action items and on administrative and organizational matters. About 31% of 
this category (17% of the total Commission time) was spent on items that 
became action items at subsequent meetings (attached) ; and 

6. a statement on the National Park Service’s and the Federal Aviation 
Administrations reasons for proposing major dsveIopments on sites under their 
jurisdiction with no approved master plan (attached). 

158 



.AFPENDIX XII APPENDIX XII 

‘8 In general, except for the comments noted below, we believe the proposed 
report is accurate in regard to the factual aspects of the Commission’s 
operations. It is obvious that some of those interviewed are not fully aware 
of the Commission’s activities in the Region and that our outreach program 
needs to be continued. 

The Commission is, of course, aware of the difficulties involved in defining 
Federal interests in the National Capital Region. We believe, as indicated in 
the comments, that the adoption of five Federal elements of the Comprehensive 
Plan for the National Capital, the recent circulation of a proposed sixth 
element for public review and comment, the nearing completion of a proposed 
seventh element represent a significant effort by the Commission to identify 
and describe Federal concerns and interests in the future growth and 
development of the National Capital Region. 

We also believe that the COG/NCPC agreement on “Principles and Process for 
Identifying Federal Interests in the National Capital Region” represents a 
useful framework for more effective intergovernmental cooperation in planning 
in the Washington Metropolitan area. 

In spite of the difficulties in defining the Federal interest in the District of 
Columbia and in the Region, the Commission believes that it has very 
effectively carried out its responsibilities under the National Capital Planning 
Act of 1952, as amended. 

We are enclosing our comments of the draft report. They are presented in 
accordance with the outline and the page numbering used in the draft 
transmittal letter and the draft report, The numbering of our comments 
should , of course, be revised when published to conform to the page 
numbering in the printed version of the report. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to review the proposed report. 

Sincerely, 

Reginald W. Griffith 
Executive Director 

Enclosures 

[GAO COMMENT: For the most part, we revised 
the report to reflect the Executive Direc- 
tor’s additional information and technical 
comments included as enclosures to this let- 
ter but not reproduced in this report. ] 
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR ELIJAH B. ROGERS 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR 
1350 E STREET, N.W. - ROOM 507 
WASHINGTON, D.C. TOO04 

Mr. William J. Anderson 
Director, U.S. General 

Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Re: Draft Report: Role, Functions, and Operations 
of the National Capital Planning Commission 

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

The draft report, referenced above and dated February 24, 
1983, has been reviewed by the appropriate District of 
Columbia officials. We find the proposed report to be 
a generally accurate description of the National Capital 
Planning Commission (NCPC), its functions and operation. 

Because the nature of the report is based upon opinions, 
guided by a GAO questionnaire, and offers no specific 
recommendations, 
on it. 

it is unnecessary to respond at length 
There are, however, four areas on which the 

Office of Planning staff commented: 

1. District of Columbia Representation of NCPC 

The District of Columbia representatives comprise 
four of the twelve Commission members: 
(or his alternate), 

the Mayor 
the Chairman of the City 

Council (or his alternate), and two citizen 
members appointed by the Mayor. This level of 
District representation was determined by the 
Congress in 1973, when it passed the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Governmental 
Reorganization Act. The Congress gave careful 
consideration to the appropriate balance of 
Federal, District, and other representation in 
its recognition of the dual nature of the District, 
which is the seat of the National Government and 
the home of our 630,000 residents. Although 
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linked and affected by the federal establishment, 
the District of Columbia local community has a 
distinct self-interes,t which should be represented 
on NCPC. The Office of Planning believes that the 
current level of District representation on NCPC is 
still appropriate and it should be continued. 

2. Suburban and Other Representation on NCPC 

Three of the twelve Commission members are appointees 
of the President, who by law must include, from among 
his three, at least one resident each from Virginia 
and Maryland; the third member could be from the 
suburbs, or from the nation-at-large. The District 
has no objection to the current level of 
representation, which is two from Virginia and 
one from Maryland. We believe that it is 
appropriate that the residents of surrounding 
jurisdictions be represented on NCPC, and we see 
no justification for increasing the level. 

3. Regional and Local Governmental Relations 

As the draft report states, there was some historical 
tension between NCPC and area jurisdictions. However, 
during 1982, NCPC negotiated a formal agreement to 
identify federal interests in the region and to 
improve coordination of planning activities. The 
District encouraged these negotiations at the time, 
and it fully supports the "Principles and Process 
for Identifying Federal interests in the Mational 
Capital Region," that both the Council on Government 
and the NCPC adopted in September 1982. 

4. Federal Interest Definition 

In the opinion of the District of Columbia officials, 
based upon years of dealing with the Federal interest, 
including an initial effort to define the federal 
interest, the NCPC position is substantially correct. 
However, certain parameters and principles should be 
determined to make the situation manageable. This, 
in effect, has been done in the COG/NCPC agreement, 
"Principles and Process for Identifying Federal 
Interests in the National Capital Region," which 
the District fully supports. 
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We believe that the COG/NCFC agreement must be given 
full opportunity to prove itself, and we .are willing to 
participate in joint and'on-going planning efforts. 

mcerely, 

cc: -Pauline Schneider 
John McCoy 
Ivanhoe Donaldson 
Gladys Mack 



APPENDIX XIV APPENDIX XIV 

metropolitan washington 
COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
187’5 Eye Street. N-W.. Suite 200, Washington. D.C. 20006 22343800 

March 24, 1983 

Mr. J. Dexter Peach, Director 
Resources, Community and Economic Development Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach: 

In your letter of February 24, 1983, you transmitted for our 
review and comment a draft report entitled, "Role, 
Functions, and Operations of the National Capital Planning 
Commission." This report is being prepared for Senators 
Eagleton, Mathias, Stevens and Warner. 

The proposed report addresses five policy areas pertaining 
to the National Capital Planning Commission's mission, legal 
base, operations and decision-making process. Apparently, 
the core issue of concern to the Senators is what is NCPC's 
responsibility for determining the "federal interest" in 
carrying out its statutory responsibilities. This question 
is not considered directly, however. Because your staff 
could not find in NCPC's statutory authority or legislative 
history any definition of the term, the report only responds 
to those questions "requiring the collection of factual 
data." 

The proposed report is well crafted; it documents thoroughly 
the laws, policies and practices of NCPC in carrying out its 
responsibilities. At the same time, we have reservations on 
some of the conclusions reached in the draft that interpret 
and analyze this information. 

The following are points in the draft that, in our opinion, 
should be given further consideration: 

1. Federal Interest - As we noted above, the transmit- 
tal letter to the report indicates that through 
agreement among the concerned Senators' staffs, the 
General Accounting Office would not respond to the 
policy question concerning MCPC's authority and need 
to determine the "federal interest" in carrying out 
its statutory responsibilities. In our opinion, 
this is the central issue. Many of the questions 
raised over NCPC's role and responsibility in the 
Washington Metropolitan Area have revolved around 
this point. As the report indicates, the local gov- 
ernments working through the Council of Governments 
believe it is the paramount issue. To that erd, 
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they have developed jointly with NCPC a set of prin- 
ciples that estab'lishes reasonable parameters on the 
application of term to the planning and review 
activities of in the region. 

We believe this joint statement of principles is 
very important and should be given greater attention 
in the draft report. Moreover, GAO's views on 
whether these parameters might be the basis for Con- 
gress' assessing the need to statutorily promulgate 
these or similar parameters in the NCPC legislation 
would be useful. As you know, the Commission's mem- 
bership changes with time. A legislative statement 
on this is'sue would add stability to the develop- 
mental decision-making process in the region. We 
urge GAO to give serious consideration to this ques- 
tion and, if possible, support the incorporation of 
such principles into NCPC's enabling statute. 

On a more technical basis, we must take exception to 
one of the findings in Appendix I of the draft. On 
page 1, it states that there is no Congressional 
statement defining the term "federal interest" for 
the purposes of the NCPC legislation. But, on this 
point, the draft cites a legislative report prepared 
in conjunction with the District of Columbia 
Self-Government Act. As you indicate, this was a 
staff report published by Congress. It is treated 
as part of the legislative history of the District 
of Columbia S&elf-Government Act, however. Because 
of its nature as a staff report, it has questionable 
standing in interpreting the Home Rule legislation, 
including the part dealing with the revisions to the 
NCPC Act clarifying the respective responsibilities 
of the Commission and the Mayor/Council in planning 
and zoning matters. 

The staff report cited apparently indicates the 
"federal interest'* on this issue was considered in 
relationship to the 1973 Home Rule legislation but, 
an approprinte definition for the term was not 
found. 
"Because 

From this, your draft on page 5 concludes, 
the Congress was unsure about how to ade- 

quately define the Federal interest, however, it 
gave the Commission considerable discretion in 
defining the term." 

We question this conclusion. First of all, our 
examination of the House and Senate Reports on the 
"Home Rule" Act does not indicate that the "federal 
interest" question was an issue considered by the 
Committees. These reports are the primary indica- 
tors of the legislative intent. 
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Second, the literal language in the HCPC Act, 
including the 1973 amendment, does not support the 
conclusion that the ComMssion has broad discretion 
to define the "federal interest." The 1973 amend- 
ments to Section 2 of the NCPC Act provides that 
NCPC is to examine the impact of certain planning 
and zoning proposals of the D.C. Government on the 
"interests or functions of the federal establishment 
in the National Capital." Having this limited 
review and approval authority is hardly a mandate to 
define, without limits, the federal interest on all 
issues before the Cammission. Accordingly, we do 
not believe there is any legislative language or 
history that gives NCPC a blank check on this ques- 
tion. Rather, in addressing this federal interest 
question, we believe. the GAO report should .emphasize 
the statements of purpose contained in Section 1 of 
the NCPC Act. It emphasizes that the general objec- 
tive of the Act is to enable NCPC to plan for the 
development of the federal establishment in a manner 
consistent with the needs of the federal government 
and "with due regard for the rights and prerogatives 
of the adjoining states and local governments to 
exercise control appropriate to their functions..." 
In our opinion, this shows the intent of Congress to 
have a collaborative effort, especially in relation- 
ship to planning for areas within the District and 
the region where the federal presence was only inci- 
dental. This policy should be reinforced by further 
Congressional emphasis if necessary. Such a 
restatement would help to clarify the respective 
roles and responsibilities of Federal, state, 
regional and local agencies on planning and develop- 
mental matters in the region. 

[GAO COMMENT: The legislative staff re- 
port cited on p. 1 is a multi-volume 
compendium of the legislative history-- 
committee reports, mark-ups, hearings, 
etc .--and other relevant materials con- 
cerning the Home Rule legislation. We 
revised the report to state that the 
legislative history to the Home Rule Act 
indicates the Congress' concern with 
protecting the Federal interest by al- 
lowing NCPC to veto District planning if 
it would adversely affect the Federal 
interest. We added that the Home Rule 
Act was not aimed at altering NCPC's re- 
sponsibility for the Federal interest in 
the National Capital Region's planning 
and development. In the letters to the 
Senators, we also supported the COG/NCPC 
efforts to establish principles and pro- 
cedures for resolving issues of Federal 
interest in the National Capital Re- 
gion.] 

165 



APPENDIX XIV APPENDIX XIV:: 

2. Comprehensive Planning For the Region - Throughout 
the several appepkdices to the draft report, there 
are references to survey responses and interviews of 
federal and local officials on their understanding 
of NCPC's comprehensive planning role in regional 
matters. This is an important question and, one 
about which our local officials continue to be con- 
cerned. 

The development by NCPC of comprehensive plans that 
purport to establish policies that extend beyond its 
authority to plan for certain areas within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the federal property in 'the 
region is' unnecessary. Instead of doing such com- 
prehensive planning, we believe that NCPC should 
simply assem the possible impact of regional and 
local planning proposals on the operation of the 
federal establishment in the region. Production of 
a comprehsnsive plan for these areas not under fed- 
eral control or ownership, is duplicative and 
unnecessary. 

3. Comment and Review - The report states that NCPC 
conducts reviews and comments on federal grant pro- 
posals of state and local governments subject to the 
A-95 process. It should be noted that the A-95 Cir- 
cular will be terminated as of April 30, and it is 
being reconstituted for the region in negotiations 
among COG, the states and the District of Columbia 
Government. It is our understanding that the Office 
of Management and Budget has found that NCPC does 
not come within the purview of the President's Exec- 
lltive Order that replaces the A-95 process. This 
will impact on the Commission's current review and 
comment responsibilites. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft report 
and will be happy to answer any further questions that our 
comments may raise. 

Sincerely yours, 

a 
Walter A. Scheiber 
Executive Director 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
I OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20803 

MM 2 8 F983 
Mr. William J. Anderson 
Director, General Government 

Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your proposed report 
to Senators Eagleton, Mathias, Stevens, and Warner entitled 
"Role, Functions, and Operations of the National Capital Planning 
Commission." 

In November, 1981 the Senators asked you to evaluate the NCPC's 
mission and functions. Your draft report concludes that "without 
a definition of the Federal interest, GAO could not determine the 
Commission"s effectiveness in carrying out its legislative 
mandate." In spite of that conclusion we found that the draft 
does provide factual information which should prove useful to the 
Congress. 

We have two technical comments on your draft report. First, when 
presenting factual budget and personnel information regarding the 
Commission, we suggest you use FY 1982 numbers which were 
published in the President's FY 1984 Budget, rather than the FY 
1981 numbers in your draft report. 

Our second comment refers to the statement on page 9 of Appendix I 
that "OMB officials said that the [Federal Capital Improvements] 
Program was not useful to them because it was not published in 
time for the appropriations process..." The process to which the 
OMB staff were referring is the executive branch budget 
formulation which occurs each fall, not the Congressional 
appropriations process. We have encouraged the Commission staff 
to expedite the preparation of the Program so that its publication 
date fits better with the fall budget review process. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on the 
draft report. 

[GAO COMMENT: We revised the report to re- 
flect OMB's technical comments.] 
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m-n 
t 8 

National Capital Commission 
-a+* Commission da la Capitala nationale 

March 8, 1983 

Ms. Barbara Schmitt 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington Regional Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 
U.S.A. 

Dear MS 

, 

Thank you for sending part of your draft report on the 
LVational Capital Commission. It appears that your 
visit to Ottawa this past fall enabled you to assess 
clearly the environment in which we work. 

In general, I think that your summary of the role of 
the Commission, its powers, responsibilities and 
organization, was very well done. The few comments I 
would like to make should not in any way change the 
character or intent of what you have written. 

My comments are as follows: 

1. Paqe 69, NCC's role and responsibilities 

a. 2nd paragraph. 

b. 

The National Capital Act article (1) provides 
that NCC "m. .coordinate. the development of 
public lands...". The Commission meets with 
Public Works Canada on a regular basis to 
review and comment on major private sector 
leases, particularly lease/purchase decisions. 

You perhaps should note that NCC does not pay 
property taxes, but makes, at its discretion, 
grants-in-lieu of taxes to local municipalities. 
We do not, for example, pay grants for park and 
parkway lands as these are provided by NCC, thus 
relieving the local municipality of the financial 
burden. 

2. Page 70, the National significance 

Paragraph 1. 
I would suggest that this line be revised to read: 1‘ . . .keepinq with NCC newly emphasized goal 

to make Ottawa the National...". 

161 Laker Ave. West 161, avenue Laurier ouest 
Ottawa-Hull Ottawa-Hull 
Canada Canada 
KlP 6J6 KlP 6J6 
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3. Page 70, Planning 

You may wish to add a line stating that the NCC 
can acquire land in advance of need. This has 
resulted in the acauisition of land parcels in 
strategic locations at a relatively i0w cost to 
the taxpayer, even though these parcels may not 
be used for 20 to 30 years. 

4. Page 71, Comparisons 

You should be aware that Public works Canada, 
contracts for, builds, and maintains office space 
for many, but not all, federal departments and 
agencies. NCC acquires the land, does the develop- 
ment planning and has total authority over location 
design and land use of federal facilities and works 
of fine art, including monuments and statuary. 
There is the possibility to appeal NCC decisions to 
the federal Cabinet, although this route has seldom 
been used. 

Again, thank you for remembering to send the draft. I am 
looking forward with interest to seeing your final report. 
If I can provide any additional information or advice, 
please let me know. 

Yours sincerely, 

DC%i 
Aisistant Director 
Intergovernment Relations 

[GAO COMMENT: We.revised the report to re- 
flect these comments. We changed the page 
references to correspond to the final re- 
port.] 

(140130) 
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