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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Purpose 

 

The purpose of this report is to identify the historic preservation review requirements 

for the maintenance, master planning, site preparation, and parcelized development 

efforts at the McMillan Sand Filtration Site.  This report addresses historic preservation 

compliance only; it does not deal with zoning, environmental, financial matters, or 

legal issues.   

 

The 25-acre McMillan Sand Filtration Site is part of a 92-acre designated DC Historic 

Landmark, the McMillan Park Reservoir.  The 67-acre Rapid Filtration Site is the 

western portion of the Historic Landmark, and it is owned and operated by the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers.  The 25-acre Sand Filtration Site is the eastern portion of 

the Historic Landmark, and, for the purposes of this report, it is privately owned.  The 

designation includes both above-ground and below-ground resources. 

 

The historic review process is a complex, interwoven process that can involve several 

review agencies, including the DC Historic Preservation Office (DC HPO), the DC 

Historic Preservation Review Board (HPRB), the U.S. Commission of Fine Arts (CFA), 

the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC), and the Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation (Advisory Council).   

 

Projects Requiring Permits 

 

The historic review process is clear when a DC building permit is required for an 

action on any parcel within the Historic Landmark.  Actions that require a building 

permit include site grading, site utility work, demolition, repairs, stabilization, 

rehabilitation, additions, and new construction projects.  Building permits are also 

required for a retaining wall, fence, shed, garage or vault construction, as well as 

signs or awnings.  For a DC Historic Landmark or any portion thereof, review and 

approval by the HPRB is required in order to obtain a building permit.  HPRB review is 

a public process and the HPRB is tasked to give great weight to the opinions of the 

local ANC’s.  The review process begins with an informal consultation with the DC 

HPO staff, who advises how best to proceed for the particular proposed action.  The 

DC HPO recommends that the consultation begin early in the design process.     

 

Master Planning 

 

Since a master plan does not require a building permit and the Sand Filtration Site is 

privately owned, historic preservation compliance review of its master plan is not 

required by any agency, as far as QE|A has been able to determine.  However, the 

DC HPO strongly recommends that the master plan be developed in consultation with 



MCMILLAN RESERVOIR SAND FILTRATION SITE Historic Preservation Review 

Washington, DC  DRAFT – 26 June 2006 

 

 

QUINN EVANS | ARCHITECTS  Page ii of ii 

their office and the HPRB.  This will help ensure understanding and buy-in later when 

individual actions or projects are reviewed as part of the required permit process. 

 

To strengthen NCRC’s position with the DC HPO and HPRB in the early stages of 

planning, QE|A recommends that NCRC go one step further:  preparation of a 

preservation plan.  The preservation plan can be a comprehensive historic 

preservation research and documentation effort that builds on previous 

documentation efforts.  A comprehensive preservation plan will establish the 

preservation parameters for the master plan – what elements must be preserved or 

rehabilitated, what elements can be demolished, and what new development on the 

site is appropriate.  The preservation plan will help determine what is feasible on the 

site.  The documentation should include three main components.   

• Identification of significant elements and intrusions. 

• Development of preservation guidelines for significant elements 

• Identification of viewsheds, open space and other characteristics of the site which 

are worthy of preservation. 

Formulation and completion of this document will greatly strengthen the NCRC’s 

position regarding treatments and proposed actions for this important site.    

 

Review by CFA, NCPC and the Advisory Council could be required, depending on 

things unknown at this time, such as whether federal dollars will be used, whether a 

new memorial will be constructed on the site, whether a public park will be 

constructed on the site, or whether the site will be re-zoned.     

 

Schedule 

 

Based on our experience, we believe that between one and two years should be 

allowed for preparation of the master plan and successfully completion of the historic 

preservation review.  For individual permitted projects, we allow up to four months 

(120 days) for historic preservation review. 

 

This report is providing historic preservation review guidance, based on the 

parameters and law established at this time.  Each future project team should be 

required to confirm the historic preservation requirements particular to their project 

early in their design process. 
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1.0  UNDERSTANDING (BACKGROUND) 

 

The purpose of this report is to identify the historic preservation review requirements 

for the maintenance, master planning, site preparation, and parcelized development 

efforts at the McMillan Sand Filtration Site.  This report addresses historic preservation 

compliance only; it does not deal with zoning, environmental, financial matters, or 

legal issues. 

 

QE|A understands that the sequence of activity at the McMillan Sand Filtration Site 

has begun with maintenance efforts, such as mowing the lawn.  It will continue with 

the development of a master plan.  The first step to implementing the master plan will 

be land development or site preparation activities such as re-grading, site utility work, 

stabilization and partial demolition.  Subsequently, the site may be parcelized, and 

individual rehabilitation or new construction projects may be undertaken.   

 

NCRC is currently in the process of preparing a solicitation for a land development 

partner to joint venture with NCRC in the development of a master plan for the 

McMillan Sand Filtration Site and the initial site preparation activities, such as re-

grading, utilities, stabilization and partial demolition.  The development is assumed to 

adaptively re-use the former sand filtration site into a mixed-use development (light 

commercial, retail, residential) that also preserves the historic resources and open 

space character of the site. 

 

The District of Columbia (DC) is the current owner of the property, but the property is 

in the process of being transferred to NCRC.  DC and NCRC have a Memorandum of 

Understanding that gave NCRC control of the site as of March 29, 2006.  NCRC has 

been maintaining the site since that time.  Legal transfer of the title is in progress and 

is anticipated for July 2006. QE|A understands that NCRC is a publicly chartered 

corporation and, when the deed transfer from DC is complete, then DC will no longer 

be considered the site owner.  The Sand Filtration Site will, in effect, be privately 

owned.   

 

The property was transferred from the U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) to 

DC in 1987.  In the Quitclaim Deed between the GSA and DC there are four 

covenants that appear to run with the land to all future owners of the property; NCRC 

is confirming whether the covenants will run with the land.  One of these covenants is 

a Historic Resources covenant. 

 

The McMillan Sand Filtration Site was formerly the eastern portion of the 92-acre 

McMillan Park Reservoir.  The western portion of McMillan Park Reservoir is roughly 

67-acres and will be referred to in this report as the Rapid Filtration Site. 
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The Sand Filtration Site is bounded on the north by Michigan Avenue NW, on the east 

by North Capitol Street NW, on the south by Channing Street NW, and on the west by 

First Street NW.  The documents reviewed describe the Sand Filtration Site with 

acreage varying between 19 and 25 acres.  The exact boundaries and property line of 

the site were not confirmed as part of this study.  For the purposes of this report, we 

will assume that the McMillan Sand Filtration Site consists of a roughly 25-acre site.  

The site contains four regulator buildings, 12 sand washers, 20 sand storage bins, 

and 20 one-acre sand filters (a total of 56 structures).   

 

The Washington Hospital Center and the Children’s National Medical Center are 

situated immediately north of the site.  The remaining portion of the McMillan Park 

Reservoir is to the west.  Residential uses are to the south and east of the site.   

 

City zoning maps show the entire McMillan Park Reservoir to be zoned R-5-B 

(moderate density apartment houses).  While documents as recent as the DC 

Comprehensive Plan of 1999 refer to the McMillan Sand Filtration Site as “unzoned”, 

NCRC has learned from the DC Office of Zoning that DC zoning maps have shown 

R-5-B zoning since 1958.  This seems unusual, as the property was owned by the 

federal government from 1901 until 1987.  Further research will be required to 

confirm if the site is, in fact, zoned or not.  In either case, it is likely that re-zoning will 

be necessitated by the proposed future uses. 

 

This report is providing historic preservation review guidance, based on the 

parameters and law established at this time.  Each future project team should be 

required to confirm the historic preservation requirements particular to their project 

early in their design process.     

 

2.0  HISTORIC STATUS 

 

The historic review process is a complex, interwoven process that can involve several 

review agencies, including the DC Historic Preservation Office (DC HPO), the DC 

Historic Preservation Review Board (HPRB), the U.S. Commission of Fine Arts (CFA), 

the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC), and the Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation (Advisory Council).   

 

The first step in determining the review requirements is to understand the historic status 

of the McMillan Sand Filtration Site – is it on the DC Inventory of Historic Places and 

the National Register of Historic Places?   
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2.1  DC Inventory of Historic Places 

 

The McMillan Park Reservoir was designated as a Historic Landmark
1

 on the DC 

Inventory of Historic Places in 1991 (Case no. 90-20).  The landmark consists of 92 

acres and includes both the reservoir grounds active today (Rapid Filtration Site) and 

the roughly 25-acre McMillan Sand Filtration Site.   

 

Contributing elements include the 29 slow sand filtration compartments of one acre 

each (20 of which are located on the NCRC parcel); the underground clear water 

reservoir (on the USACE parcel); sand bins; sand washers; regulator houses; the 

Olmsted-designed reservoir park landscape; and the monumental McMillan fountain 

(on the USACE parcel).  These elements include above-ground and below-ground 

resources. 

 

The significance of the site is as follows. “Washington’s first water treatment facility 

and a primary component of the municipal water system; major engineering and 

aesthetic achievement; caused elimination of typhoid epidemics and reduced 

incidence of other diseases; major component of city’s park system; collaborative 

effort of prominent figures in the City Beautiful movement; memorial to Senator James 

McMillan, sponsor of the Senate Park Commission”
2

 

 

In June 1990, an architectural and archaeological survey of the eastern portion of the 

McMillan Reservoir was undertaken.  Records indicate that the report was prepared in 

compliance with the GSA-DC “Historic Resources” deed covenant
3

 and is on file at 

the DC HPO.  The survey identifies three areas within the Sand Filtration Site that may 

contain archaeological resources.
4

  The identified areas are below 6 feet to 50 feet of 

fill.
5

  If construction activities would disturb the identified areas, then subsurface 

archaeological investigation may be required by the DC HPO’s office. 

 

2.2  Impact of Being a DC Historic Landmark  

 

2.2.1 Projects Requiring Permits 

 

The historic review process is clear when a DC building permit is required for an 

action on any parcel within a DC Historic Landmark.  Actions that require a building 

permit include site grading, site utility work, demolition, repairs, stabilization, 

                                                 
1

 The DC Inventory of Historic Sites published in September 2004, refers to the McMillan Park Reservoir 

as a Historic District.  However, the HPRB decision, dated 21 August 1991, clearly designates the 

Reservoir, including the Sand Filtration Site, as a “Historic Landmark.” 

2

 McMillan Park Reservoir, DC Inventory of Historic Sites, 2001.  

3

 Memo from Wilford L. Jackson, General Manager, Bureau of Commercial and Housing 

Development, to Merrick T. Malone, Acting Director, dated 11 March 1992, p. 2. 

4

 Engineering-Science, Inc., pp. 42-45. 

5

 Engineering-Science, Inc., p. 45. 
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rehabilitation, additions, and new construction projects.  Building permits are also 

required for a retaining wall, fence, shed, garage or vault construction, as well as 

signs or awnings.  For a DC Historic Landmark or any portion thereof, review and 

approval by the HPRB is required in order to obtain a building permit.  HPRB review is 

a public process and the HPRB is tasked to give great weight to the opinions of the 

local ANC’s.  The review process begins with an informal consultation with the DC 

HPO staff, who advises how best to proceed for the particular proposed action.  The 

DC HPO recommends that the consultation begin early in the design process. 

 

If the DC HPO recommends design review by the Historic Preservation Review Board, 

then a formal submission must be made through the DC HPO.  It is highly 

recommended that comments from the CFA, if required, and local ANC’s are 

obtained prior to presenting to the HPRB.    

 

• The CFA meets on the third Thursday of each month; there is no meeting in 

August.  Submission deadlines are two weeks prior to the Commission 

meetings.  This is a public process, and multiple presentations may be 

required. 

• The HPRB meets on the fourth Thursday of each month; there is no meeting in 

August.  Submission deadlines are four weeks prior to the Board meeting. 

• HPRB approval can take 4 to 6 months.  Again, this is a public process, and 

presentations at multiple HPRB meetings may be required. 

• The Sand Filtration Site is located in ANC 5c and it is immediately adjacent to 

other ANC’s.  The ANC 5c meets the third Tuesday of every month.  QE|A 

understands that NCRC has already begun developing a relationship with the 

impacted ANC’s. 

 

The HPRB typically requires a two-step formal review process for building projects.  A 

project is first submitted for conceptual design review. Approved conceptual designs 

then return, once drawings and specifications are completed, for a Final Design 

review.  Further information on the HPRB review process and submission requirements 

can be found on the DC HPO’s website, available through the DC Office of 

Planning’s website:  http://planning.dc.gov/ 

 

2.2.2 Master Planning 

 

Since a master plan does not require a building permit and the Sand Filtration Site is 

privately owned, historic preservation compliance review of a master plan is not 

required by any agency, as far as QE|A has been able to determine.  However, the 

DC HPO strongly recommends that the master plan be developed in consultation with 

their office and the HPRB.  This will help ensure understanding and buy-in later when 

individual actions or projects are reviewed as part of the required permit process. 
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To strengthen NCRC’s position with the DC HPO and HPRB in the early stages of 

planning, QE|A recommends that NCRC go one step further:  preparation of a 

preservation plan.  The preservation plan should be a comprehensive historic 

preservation research and documentation effort that builds on previous 

documentation efforts.  A comprehensive preservation plan will establish the 

preservation parameters for the master plan – what elements must be preserved or 

rehabilitated, what elements can be demolished, and what new development on the 

site is appropriate.  The preservation plan will help determine what development is 

feasible on the site.   

 

The documentation should include three main components.   

• Identification of significant elements and intrusions. 

• Development of preservation guidelines for significant elements 

• Identification of viewsheds, open space and other characteristics of the site which 

are worthy of preservation. 

 

Formulation and completion of this document will greatly strengthen the NCRC’s 

position regarding treatments and proposed actions for this important site.    

 

2.3  National Register of Historic Places   

 

The McMillan Park Reservoir, including the Sand Filtration Site while owned by the 

federal GSA, was determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  By 

March 1987, the Advisory Council and/or the GSA determined that elements of the 

McMillan Park Reservoir are considered eligible for the National Register of Historic 

Places.  The June 1990 architectural and archaeological survey found that all 56 

surveyed structures are eligible for inclusion as a historic district on the National 

Register of Historic Places.
6

 

 

The DC HPO is in the process of preparing a nomination to the National Register for 

the entire 92-acre McMillan Park Reservoir.  Based on our telephone contact with DC 

HPO staff
7

, QE|A understands that the DC HPO sees no advantage to splitting the 

nomination to correlate with property lines.  They have also indicated that they cannot 

forward the nomination to the National Register without the consent of the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers, since they are the majority owner of the entire 92-acre McMillan 

Park Reservoir.
8

 

                                                 
6

 Engineering-Science, Inc., Executive Summary, p. 2. 

7

 Telcom between Tina Roach, QE|A, and Steve Callcott, Historic Preservation Planner, DC HPO, on 

June 14, 2006. 

8

 “If the owner of a private property, or the majority of private property owners for a property [emphasis 

added] or district with multiple owners, objects to the nomination, the historic property cannot be listed 

in the National Register. In that case, the SHPO may forward the nomination to the National Park 

Service only for a determination of eligibility. If the historic property is listed or determined eligible for 
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2.4  Impacts of Being Eligible for the National Register 

 

QE|A understands that once a property is determined eligible, then it retains that 

status regardless of a change in ownership, even a change from federal ownership to 

private ownership.  The “determined eligible” status is also retained regardless of the 

number of owners, or the parcelization of the site.   

 

Being “determined eligible” for the National Register affords the same protection as 

being listed for any property, publicly or privately owned, that may involve a “federal 

undertaking”.   A federal undertaking includes a Federal or federally licensed action, 

including grants, licenses, and permits, and projects that receive Federal funding.  It is 

unclear whether a master plan is considered a federal undertaking.  In general, any 

projects that are federally funded, in part or in whole, will require Section 106 review, 

under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.  Section 106 

review is coordinated by the DC HPO, who coordinates with the Advisory Council, as 

required.   

 

Being “considered eligible” for the National Register also means that rehabilitation 

projects within the Sand Filtration Site may be eligible for Federal Historic Preservation 

Tax Credits.  The Federal Historic Preservation Tax Credit program is administered by 

the National Park Service in partnership with the Internal Revenue Service and the DC 

HPO (for projects located in DC).  Properties must be income-producing and must be 

rehabilitated according to standards set by the Secretary of the Interior; other 

restrictions may apply.  More information on this program is available from the DC 

HPO and the National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services division.  Their 

website is http://www.cr.nps.gov/hps/TPS/tax/ 

 

 

3.0  POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL REVIEW AGENCIES 

 

There are potential additional or overlapping review requirements triggered by the 

existing memorial, and the “Historic Resources” covenants in the deed between GSA 

and the District of Columbia.  In addition, review by the CFA, NCPC and the Advisory 

Council could be required, depending on things unknown at this time, such as 

whether federal dollars will be used, whether a new memorial will be constructed on 

the site, whether a public park will be constructed on the site, or whether the site will 

be re-zoned.  The following discussion will address some issues that may trigger 

historic preservation review requirements. 

 

                                                                                                                                                 
listing, then the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation must be afforded the opportunity to comment 

on any Federal project that may affect it.”  http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/listing.htm 
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3.1  McMillan Memorial 

 

On April 13, 1906, then Secretary of War William Howard Taft officially designated 

the Reservoir and filtration plant as “McMillan Park” in memory of Senator McMillan.
9

   

 

A memorial was also erected within the park.  It consisted of a bronze statue and a 

fountain base reached by staircase (located west of First Street and near Channing 

Street intersection).  The design was approved by the CFA in Spring 1911
10

.  The 

memorial fountain was donated by the people of Michigan and installed when 

Memorial Park was dedicated in 1913.
11

  The fountain and its architectural setting 

were removed during World War II – possibly replaced with gun emplacements
12

 or 

for a construction project at the Reservoir
13

.  The fountain base was at Fort 

Washington as of three years ago.
14

  The central figure and bowl have been 

reinstalled at the McMillan Reservoir, south of the intersection of First Street NW and 

the gated reservoir entrance.
15

     

 

The memorial appears to consist of the bronze statue, designed by Herbert Adams, 

and its granite fountain base, designed by Charles Platt.  Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr., 

located the memorial and designed its setting.
16

  It is unclear whether the architectural 

setting or landscaping was part of the original memorial design. The exact boundaries 

of the memorial should be confirmed.  Two resources are available that may help.  

Glenn DeMarr, NPS, (202) 619-7027, has a file on the McMillan memorial.  The 

National Archives has the CFA’s files on the 1911 design (Record Group 66, Box 62).  

 

The memorial was originally located on the western portion of the reservoir, today the 

Rapid Filtration Site, and the central figure and its bowl have been reinstalled at the 

Rapid Filtration Site.     

 

The McMillan Memorial falls under the purview of the National Park Service.  It does 

not appear to be an issue for the Sand Filtration Site, since it is located on the Rapid 

Filtration Site.   

 

3.2  Deed Covenants 

 

The quitclaim deed of sale from GSA to DC Government, dated 25 September 1987, 

includes four covenants that appear to run with the land and be binding upon all 

                                                 
9

 DC Application for Historic Landmark: McMillan Park Reservoir, Section 310.23, p. 1 

10

 DC Application for Historic Landmark:  McMillan Park Reservoir, Section 310.23, p. 3. 

11

 Engineering-Science, Inc., p. 38. 

12

 Engineering-Science, Inc., p. 41. 

13

 Telcom between Tina Roach, QE|A, and Glenn DeMarr, NPS, on 23 June 2006. 

14

 Telcom between Tina Roach, QE|A, and Glenn DeMarr, NPS, on 23 June 2006. 

15

 Telcom between Tina Roach, QE|A, and Glenn DeMarr, NPS, on 23 June 2006. 

16

 DC Application for Historic Landmark:  McMillan Park Reservoir, Section 310.23, p. 3. 
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present and future persons or entities owning or having an interest in the McMillan 

Sand Filtration Site:  a Non-Discrimination covenant, an Excess Profits covenant, an 

FAA Clause covenant, and an Historic Resources covenant.  NCRC is confirming 

whether the deed covenants will run with the land. 

 

The Historic Resources covenant has three stipulations, as discussed below. 

1. The first stipulation says that a historic resources report must be undertaken by 

the District of Columbia – for review and comment prior to the initiation of any 

work – and the DC HPO and Advisory Council shall have 30 working days to 

review the report.   

a. Records indicate that the June 1990 report, “Architectural & 

Archaeological Survey, Eastern Portion, McMillan Water Treatment 

Plant,” prepared by Engineering-Science, Inc., was prepared in 

compliance with this clause of the GSA-DC “Historic Resources” deed 

covenant
17

 and is on file at the DC HPO. 

b. The report identified three locations of potential archaeological 

resources.  The report recommends that if redevelopment plans call for 

subsurface disturbance in these areas, then a Phase I/Phase II 

archaeological investigation is recommended.  Phase I archaeological 

investigation is primarily a documentary research survey, but it may 

involve fieldwork.  Phase II archaeological investigation involves 

digging test pits.  Guidelines for archaeological investigation in the 

District of Columbia can be found on the Office of Planning website.  

http://planning.dc.gov/planning/cwp/view,a,1284,q,570594.asp 

c. NCRC should confirm whether this covenant will apply to NCRC as the 

new owner of the Sand Filtration Site, and whether it will apply to all 

future owners of the site or any portion of it.  If so, NCRC should 

confirm with the DC HPO and the Advisory Council whether the June 

1990 report satisfies this covenant. 

2. The second stipulation says that if a part of the parcel is found to be eligible, 

prior to the initiation of any work at the Parcel, the DC HPO will be consulted 

during the development of any and all plans and specifications for the 

renovation, rehabilitation, demolition, or new construction planned for the 

Parcel, and any and all final plans and specifications for work will be submitted 

to the DC HPO for review and approval prior to implementation.  If the DC 

HPO does not agree with the preliminary or final plans and specifications for 

work, and the disagreement cannot be resolved, the District of Columbia shall 

immediately request the comments of the Advisory Council in accordance with 

36 CFR Part 800 or Section 106 process. 

                                                 
17

 Memo from Wilford L. Jackson, General Manager, Bureau of Commercial and Housing 

Development, to Merrick T. Malone, Acting Director, dated 11 March 1992, p. 2. 
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a. The June 1990 architectural and archaeological survey found that all 

56 surveyed structures are eligible for inclusion as a historic district on 

the National Register of Historic Places.
18

 

b. If NCRC determines that the “Historic Resources” covenants will apply 

to all future owners of the property, then regardless of DC Inventory of 

Historic Sites status, all future projects requiring a permit will need to 

consult with the DC HPO and submit final plans and specifications for 

approval.  If there is a disagreement about the proposed work, then the 

Advisory Council’s comments shall be requested. 

c. The covenant does not address master plans specifically.  It is unclear 

whether a master plan would require this same consultation and review 

process. 

d. NCRC should confirm whether this covenant will apply to NCRC as the 

new owner of the Sand Filtration Site, and whether it will apply to all 

future owners of the site or any portion of it.   

3. The third stipulation says that any and all rehabilitation and renovation work at 

the parcel will be undertaken in accordance with “The Secretary of the 

Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 

Buildings.”   

a. “Rehabilitation” is defined as “the process of returning a property to a 

state of utility, through repair or alteration, which makes possible an 

efficient contemporary use while preserving those portions and features 

of the property which are significant to its historic, architectural, and 

cultural values.”
19

 

b. The Standards for Rehabilitation consist of 10 standards that are to be 

applied to rehabilitation projects.  Standard 1 calls for the appropriate 

use of historic resources.  Standard 9 allows for new additions, exterior 

alterations, or related new construction that shall not destroy historic 

materials that characterize the property. 

c. A copy of the complete Standards for Rehabilitation is attached as 

Appendix A for reference. 

d. NCRC should confirm whether this covenant will apply to NCRC as the 

new owner of the Sand Filtration Site, and whether it will apply to all 

future owners of the site or any portion of it.  

 

3.3  DC Comprehensive Plan 

 

The Home Rule Act requires the District government to develop a Comprehensive 

Plan. This plan is a general policy document that provides overall guidance for future 

planning and development of the city, but it is unclear how the plan is used in relation 

to individual construction projects or master planning efforts.   

                                                 
18

 Engineering-Science, Inc., Executive Summary, p. 2. 

19

 http://www.cr.nps.gov/hps/TPS/tax/rhb/stand.htm 
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The first Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1984 and 1985. The plan is updated 

periodically, most recently in 1998 and 1999.  The current Comprehensive Plan is 

available online at http://www.planning.dc.gov  Specific visions for the McMillan Sand 

Filtration Site are established in Section 16. 

 

The Office of Planning is in the process of updating the current Comprehensive Plan; 

adoption of the revised plan is anticipated in the Fall 2006.  The DC Comprehensive 

Plan-May 2006 Draft is available online at www.inclusivecity.com.  Specific policies 

for the McMillan Sand Filtration Site are proposed in the District Mid-City Area 

Element. 

 

NCRC should determine how the visions and policies established by the DC 

Comprehensive Plan will be applied to the McMillan Sand Filtration Site, whether 

through the re-zoning effort, permit process, or other inter-agency review and 

coordination.  The substance and processes required by the Comprehensive Plan are 

outside of this historic preservation review.  

 

3.4  Large Track Review 

 

Large Track Review by the DC Office of Planning, Development Review Division, is 

required for all development of three acres or more and all commercial or mixed-use-

commercial developments of 50,000 SF or more of gross floor area.  If a proposed 

development meets the requirements listed above, the large tract review process can 

be initiated by contacting the Development Review Division at the Office of Planning 

at (202) 442-7600. 

 

Large Track Review is an inter-agency review.  The substance and processes required 

by the Large Track Review are outside of this historic preservation review, but reviews 

must be completed prior to the filing of applications for building and construction 

permits.  (10 DCMR Paragraph 2300 et seq.)   For DC Historic Landmark sites, it 

seems logical that the DC HPO and HPRB would be one of the agencies involved in 

the Large Track Review process. 

 

Since master plans do not require permits, they are probably not subject to the Large 

Track Review process.  But, again, it may be better to use the process so that there is 

understanding and buy-in from the various agencies when it is time to obtain building 

and construction permits.   

 

QE|A understands that NCRC is exempt from the Large Track Review process.   

 

3.5  Zoning  
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City zoning maps show the Sand Filtration Site and the adjacent Rapid Filtration Site 

to be zoned R-5-B (moderate density apartment houses).  While documents as recent 

as the DC Comprehensive Plan of 1999 refer to the McMillan Sand Filtration Site as 

“unzoned”, NCRC has learned from the DC Office of Zoning that DC zoning maps 

have shown R-5-B zoning since 1958.  This is highly unusual, as the property was 

owned by the federal government from 1901 until 1987.   

 

Further research is recommended to confirm if the site is, in fact, zoned or not.   

In either case, it is likely that re-zoning or zoning the site will be necessitated by the 

proposed future uses.  Rezoning or zoning the property will trigger NCPC review, and 

may also trigger inter-agency input from the DC HPO and the HPRB. 

 

3.6  U.S. Commission of Fine Arts (CFA)  
 

The US Commission of Fine Arts (CFA) is an independent agency that advises the 

Federal and District of Columbia governments on matters of art and architecture that 

affect the appearance of the nation’s capital.  The CFA's primary role is to advise on 

proposed public building projects, but it also reviews private buildings adjacent to 

public buildings and grounds of major importance.  CFA is concerned with the overall 

exterior appearance of the building and its relationship to its context.  They consult 

with the DC HPO on historic properties, and the DC HPO strongly recommends 

obtaining the CFA’s comments prior to submitting for HPRB review.    

 

At this time, it appears that CFA review of projects requiring permits at the McMillan 

Sand Filtration Site is not required.  It also appears that CFA review and approval of a 

master plan is not required.  However, the location of the site alone may require CFA 

review, and there are several potential types of projects on the site that may require 

CFA review, as discussed below.  QE|A recommends confirming CFA’s review 

authority with CFA staff. 

 

3.6.1  CFA Review under Shipstead-Luce Act 

 

It should be confirmed with the CFA whether the Sand Filtration Site is subject to CFA 

review simply by its location under the Shipstead-Luce Act. 

 

3.6.2  CFA Review of Memorials 

 

CFA has design review authority for statues, fountains and monuments in the public 

squares, streets and parks in the District of Columbia.
20

  For example, the CFA 

reviewed and approved the McMillan statue, fountain, and architectural setting in 

                                                 
20

 Public Law 181, reprinted in “The Commission of Fine Arts:  A Brief History, 1911-1995”, p. 241. 
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Spring 1911.
21

  CFA review would be required if a new memorial was added to the 

Sand Filtration Site.   

 

3.6.3  CFA Review of Public Parks & District of Columbia Projects 

 

CFA also has design review authority for “all important plans for parks and all public 

buildings, constructed by executive departments or the District of Columbia, which in 

any essential way affect the appearance of the City of Washington, or the District of 

Columbia.”
22

  If the site were still owned by the District of Columbia, then CFA review 

of the master plan and permitted projects would be required.   

 

In terms of the history of the site as a park, the exact park boundaries and status 

should be determined. The 1991 Betty Bird report looks at the park boundaries, but 

does not appear to be conclusive.  It is unknown at this time whether the CFA 

reviewed and approved the Olmsted design for the McMillan Park Reservoir.  This 

should be researched with the CFA and their files at the National Archives.  If part of 

the Sand Filtration Site is considered a public park, then its reconfiguration will be 

subject to CFA review.  If a new public park is planned for the Sand Filtration Site or a 

portion of it, then this park design will be subject to CFA review. 

 

3.6.4  CFA Review of Master Plans 

 

At this time, it appears that CFA review and approval of a master plan is not required.  

However, if master plan review is not required but permitted projects do require CFA 

review, then it is strongly recommended to obtain CFA approval of the master plan.  It 

is best to discuss these issues with CFA staff at an early stage of the master planning 

process.   

 

3.6.5  CFA Review Process and Submission Requirements 

 

Information on the CFA review process and submission requirements can be found on 

their website:  http://cfa.gov/ 

 

3.7  National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC)  

 

The National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) is a federal agency whose 

responsibilities include the review and approval of federal and District of Columbia 

master plans and construction proposals in the National Capital Region; approval of 

the location and design for commemorative works; and review of local, state, and 

regional plans and policies, including local proposed zoning and site plan 

                                                 
21

 The CFA files on the 1911 design are housed at the National Archives (Record Group 66, Box 62). 

22

 Executive Order 3524, reprinted in “The Commission of Fine Arts:  A Brief History, 1911-1995”, pp. 

242-3. 
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applications, for their impact on the federal establishment.  NCPC has determined 

that an approved master plan is a required preliminary stage prior to submitting site 

and building plans for individual projects. 

 

Given the transfer of the site from the District of Columbia to NCRC, it appears that 

the NCPC has no review authority for a master plan for the McMillan Sand Filtration 

Site.  The NCPC does have review authority of the site re-zoning, and it also has 

review authority of the District Elements of the DC Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Unlike the other review agencies, the NCPC has an established process for reviewing 

master plans.  Even if the McMillan master plan is not required to be approved by the 

NCPC, their process may be a useful reference for NCRC.  NCPC’s Master Plan 

Submission Requirements are attached in Appendix B for your reference.  Additional 

information on NCPC’s review responsibilities, processes, and submission 

requirements can be found on their website:  http://www.ncpc.gov/ 

 

 

4.0  RECOMMENDED REVIEW PROCESS – MASTER PLAN  

 

Based on our knowledge of the review and approval process for projects requiring 

building permits, we believe that the following process for the master plan will help 

ensure the successful approval of the master plan implementation.  It is recommended 

that the master plan review process be confirmed with each of the various review 

agencies, and it should be discussed whether it would be beneficial to establish an 

inter-agency review process for this particular effort.   

 

We reiterate – to strengthen NCRC’s position with the DC HPO and HPRB in the early 

stages of planning, QE|A recommends that NCRC prepare a preservation plan.  

Formulation and completion of this document will greatly strengthen the NCRC’s 

position regarding treatments and proposed actions for this important site.   

 

1. With all agencies, the initial phase of historic review is the consultation phase.  

The consultation phase occurs when the project is at the Concept Design 

stage.  For a master plan, this consultation may be most useful prior to 

initiating the preparation of the master plan.  The consultation usually consists 

of an informal session with the staff of each review agency – the DC Historic 

Preservation Office, the CFA, and/or the NCPC.  When the staff has a better 

understanding of the project specifics, the staff representatives will advise as to 

what formal review procedures will be required and at what design stage will 

they need to see the project again.     

 

2. If the DC HPO recommends design review by the Historic Preservation Review 

Board, then a formal submission must be made through the DC HPO.  It is 
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highly recommended that comments from the CFA and local ANC’s are 

obtained prior to presenting to the HPRB.    

 

a. The CFA meets on the third Thursday of each month; there is no 

meeting in August.  Submission deadlines are two weeks prior to the 

Commission meetings.  This is a public process, and multiple 

presentations may be required. 

b. The HPRB meets on the fourth Thursday of each month; there is no 

meeting in August.  Submission deadlines are four weeks prior to the 

Board meeting. 

c. HPRB approval can take 4 to 6 months.  This is a public process, and 

presentations at multiple HPRB meetings may be required. 

d. The Sand Filtration Site is located in ANC 5c and it is immediately 

adjacent to other ANC’s.  The ANC 5c meets the third Tuesday of every 

month.  QE|A understands that NCRC has already begun developing a 

relationship with the impacted ANC’s. 

 

3. Both the CFA and HPRB typically require a two-step formal review process for 

building projects.  The projects are submitted first for conceptual design 

review. Approved conceptual designs then return for a Final Design review.  

We don’t know if a master plan review would follow this two step process; we 

guess that it would not apply to a master plan. 

 

 

5.0  SCHEDULE 

 

Based on our experience, we believe that between one and two years should be 

allowed for preparation of the master plan, including the preservation plan, and 

successful completion of the historic preservation review.  For individual permitted 

projects, we would allow up to four months (120 days) for historic preservation review. 

 

This report is providing historic preservation review guidance, based on the 

parameters and law established at this time.  Each future project team should be 

required to confirm the historic preservation requirements particular to their project 

early in their design process. 
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Bird, Betty.  Preliminary Research:  McMillan Reservoir.  June 18, 1991.   

Study assessed whether the sand filtration site was an integral part of the 

McMillan Reservoir Park as originally conceived; how the original design 

envisioned the use of the filtration beds as park space and how these areas 

were used. 

 

DC Historic Preservation Review Board.  Decision on Case No. 90-20:  McMillan 

Park Reservoir.  August 21, 1991. 

McMillan Park Reservoir was designated as a Historic Landmark on the DC 

Inventory of Historic Places.  The Designation is a 92-acre site that includes the 

25-acre Sand Filtration Site. 

 

Engineering-Science, Inc.  Architectural & Archaeological Survey, Eastern Portion, 

McMillan Water Treatment Plant - DRAFT.  Submitted to DC Department of Public 

Works and Funded by DC Office of Business and Economic Development.  June 

1990.  

A “Final Report” has not been issued as of March 11, 1992.  Memo from 

General Manager, Bureau of Commercial and Housing Development, to 

Acting Director says that DCRA’s Historic Preservation Division determined that 

the draft report was sufficient to be considered a final Historic Resources 

Report, in compliance with the GSA-DC deed covenants. 

 

Greenhorne & O’Mara. Final Report and Recommendations:  McMillan Reservoir 

Sand Filtration Site, Washington, DC.  Submitted to DC Office of Planning.  January 

2001 

This report summarizes the opinions garnered in a series of public workshops 

sponsored by the DC Office of Planning about what is appropriate 

development for the Sand Filtration Site.  Appendices include Existing 

Conditions Assessment and Structural Analysis.  QE|A does not have copies of 

the appendices. 

 

Kohler, Sue A., Historian of the Commission.  The Commission of Fine Arts:  A Brief 

History 1910-1995.  The Commission of Fine Arts; US Government Printing Office.  

1996.  

 

McMillan Park Committee, Committee of 100 on the Federal City, ANC 1B.  

Application for Historic Landmark to the DC Historic Preservation Review Board:  

McMillan Park Reservoir.  June 20, 1990. 

The Application was made for a 92-acre site that includes the 25-acre Sand 

Filtration Site. 
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"Rehabilitation" is 
defined as "the 
process of 
returning a property 
to a state of utility, 
through repair or 
alteration, which 
makes possible an 
efficient 
contemporary use 
while preserving 
those portions and 
features of the 
property which are 
significant to its 
historic, 
architectural, and 
cultural values." 

 
The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation 
Introduction to the Standards 
 
The Secretary of the Interior is 
responsible for establishing standards 
for all programs under Departmental 
authority and for advising Federal 
agencies on the preservation of 
historic properties listed in or eligible 
for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

The Standards for Rehabilitation 
(codified in 36 CFR 67 for use in the 
Federal Historic Preservation Tax 
Incentives program) address the most 
prevalent treatment. "Rehabilitation" is 
defined as "the process of returning a 
property to a state of utility, through 
repair or alteration, which makes 
possible an efficient contemporary use 
while preserving those portions and 
features of the property which are 
significant to its historic, architectural, 
and cultural values."  

Initially developed by the Secretary of the Interior to determine the 
appropriateness of proposed project work on registered properties within the 
Historic Preservation Fund grant-in-aid program, the Standards for 
Rehabilitation have been widely used over the years--particularly to 
determine if a rehabilitation qualifies as a Certified Rehabilitation for Federal 
tax purposes. In addition, the Standards have guided Federal agencies in 
carrying out their historic preservation responsibilities for properties in Federal 
ownership or control; and State and local officials in reviewing both Federal 
and nonfederal rehabilitation proposals. They have also been adopted by 
historic district and planning commissions across the country. 

The intent of the Standards is to assist the long-term preservation of a 
property's significance through the preservation of historic materials and 
features. The Standards pertain to historic buildings of all materials, 
construction types, sizes, and occupancy and encompass the exterior and 
interior of the buildings. They also encompass related landscape features and 
the building's site and environment, as well as attached, adjacent, or related 
new construction. To be certified for Federal tax purposes, a rehabilitation 
project must be determined by the Secretary to be consistent with the historic 
character of the structure(s), and where applicable, the district in which it is 
located.  

As stated in the definition, the treatment "rehabilitation" assumes that at least 
some repair or alteration of the historic building will be needed in order to 
provide for an efficient contemporary use; however, these repairs and 
alterations must not damage or destroy materials, features or finishes that are 
important in defining the building's historic character. For example, certain 
treatments--if improperly applied--may cause or accelerate physical 
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The Standards are 
to be applied to 
specific 
rehabilitation 
projects in a 
reasonable 
manner, taking 
into consideration 
economic and 
technical 
feasibility.

deterioration of the historic building. This can include using improper repointing 
or exterior masonry cleaning techniques, or introducing insulation that 
damages historic fabric. In almost all of these situations, use of these materials 
and treatments will result in a project that does not meet the Standards. 
Similarly, exterior additions that duplicate the form, material, and detailing of 
the structure to the extent that they compromise the historic character of the 
structure will fail to meet the Standards.  

The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation  

The Standards (Department of Interior 
regulations, 36 CFR 67) pertain to historic 
buildings of all materials, construction types, 
sizes, and occupancy and encompass the 
exterior and the interior, related landscape 
features and the building's site and environment 
as well as attached, adjacent, or related new 
construction. The Standards are to be applied to 
specific rehabilitation projects in a reasonable 
manner, taking into consideration economic and 
technical feasibility.  

1. A property shall be used for its historic 
purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal change to the 
defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.  

2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. 
The removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces 
that characterize a property shall be avoided.  

3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, 
place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical 
development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural 
elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.  

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired 
historic significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved.  

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or 
examples of craftsmanship that characterize a property shall be 
preserved.  

6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. 
Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive 
feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and 
other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of 
missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or 
pictorial evidence.  

7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause 
damage to historic materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of 
structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest means 
possible.  

8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be 
protected and preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation 
measures shall be undertaken.  

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall 
not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new 
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work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the 
massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic 
integrity of the property and its environment.  

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be 
undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential 
form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be 
unimpaired.  

   

  

 

Home | Next | Previous | Search | Links | E-mail 
 

KDW  
 

Page 3 of 3The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation & Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitatin...

6/20/2006http://www.cr.nps.gov/hps/TPS/tax/rhb/stand.htm



MCMILLAN RESERVOIR SAND FILTRATION SITE Historic Preservation Review 

Washington, DC  DRAFT – 26 June 2006 

 

 

QUINN EVANS | ARCHITECTS   

 

Appendix B – The National Capital Planning Commission’s  

Master Plan Submission Requirements   
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Master Plan 
Submission Requirements 

(Approved September 6, 1984 and amended November 7, 1985 and 
October 27, 1994) 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section 1 - Introduction 

Section 2 - Use of Master Plan by the Commission and Other Agencies 

Section 3 - Contents of Master Plan Submission 

A. Narrative Materials and Data. 
B. Maps and Drawings 
C. Presentation Materials 

Section 4 - Form of Submission of Master Plan 

Section 5 - Master Plan Coordination and Review Process 

Section 6 - Time Period for Review 

Section 7 - Presubmission Requirements 

Section 8 - Amendments or Modifications to Master Plans 

Section 9 - Review and Updating of Master Plans 

  

Section 1 - Introduction 

Section 5(a) of the National Capital Planning Act of 1952, as 
amended, (hereinafter "Planning Act"), provides that each Federal 
and District of Columbia agency prior to the preparation of 
construction plans originated by such agency for proposed 
developments and projects or to commitments for the acquisition of 
land, to be paid for in whole or in part from Federal or District funds, 
shall advise and consult with the National Capital Planning 
Commission (hereinafter "Commission") in the preparation by the 
agency of plans and programs in preliminary and successive stages 
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which affect the Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital. 

A master plan is an integrated series of documents which present in 
graphic, narrative, and tabular form the present composition of an 
installation and the plan for its orderly and comprehensive long-range 
development, generally over a period of 20 years. The Commission 
has determined that an approved master plan is a required 
preliminary stage of planning prior to agency preparation and 
submission to the Commission of site and building plans for individual 
projects. Master plans are necessary for installations on which more 
than one principal building, structure, or activity is located or is 
proposed to be located. 

Ordinarily, the Commission will not approve, or recommend favorably 
on, project plans for an installation for which there is no approved 
master plan unless the agency provides an explanation satisfactory to 
the Commission as to the agency's reasons for not submitting a 
current master plan, or modification thereto, for the installation. 

In accordance with Section 5(b) of the Planning Act, these 
requirements shall not apply to the Capitol Grounds or to the planning 
for structures within existing military, naval, or Air Force reservations 
erected by the Department of Defense during wartime or national 
emergency, except that the appropriate defense agency shall consult 
with the Commission as to any developments which materially affect 
traffic or require coordinated planning of the surrounding areas. 

These requirements are intended to be used in connection with 
proposed developments of the Federal and District of Columbia 
Governments, including civilian and military installations within the 
National Capital Region1 (hereinafter "Region"), except as provided 
above. The Commission, as a policy, limits its review of District of 
Columbia plans to matters of Federal interests.  

The Executive Director of the Commission may extend, modify, or 
waive any requirement pertaining to the scope and content of a 
master plan on sites where such requirements cannot be met because 
of the unique or special character or quality of the installation 
affected. Where such extension, modification, or waiver involves 
contents of the master plan that may reasonably be expected to 
address or involve potential significant off-site impacts, the Executive 
Director shall provide notice to potentially affected public agencies 
and, if appropriate, provide opportunity for consultation. 
  

Section 2 - Use of Master Plan by the Commission 
and Other Agencies 

A master plan is used by the Commission as a basic guide in its 
review of and action on: 

A. proposed land acquisitions, changes in land use, and/or preliminary 
and final site and building plans for individual construction and 
development projects on an installation within the region, pursuant to 
Section 5 of the Planning Act; 

B. preliminary and final site and building plans for Federal public 
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buildings on an installation within the District of Columbia and District 
of Columbia Government buildings on an installation within the 
central area2 of the District of Columbia (as concurrently defined by 
the Commission and the Council of the District of Columbia), pursuant 
to D.C. Code, 1981 edition, sec. 5432; 

C. proposed dispositions of land pursuant to the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949; 

D. annual capital budget proposals of Federal agencies, pursuant to 
Office of Management and Budget Circular A-ll; and 

E. advance programs of capital improvements of Federal agencies, 
pursuant to Section 7(a) of the Planning Act, and multi-year capital 
improvements plans for the District of Columbia, pursuant to Section 
7(b) of the Planning Act. 

A master plan also serves as the basic planning document for 
intergovernmental coordination on developments and projects within 
an installation.  

Section 3 - Contents of Master Plan Submission 

An installation master plan includes narrative materials and data, 
maps and drawings, and presentation materials which describe and 
illustrate existing conditions and proposed developments and changes 
in conditions on the installation. 

Before preparing a submission, please review the 
Environmental and Historic Preservation Policies and 
Procedures, adopted April 2004. The recently adopted 
requirements for environmental and historic preservation 
compliance differ from those outlined in this document, which 
was last adopted by the Commission in 1994 and is now being 
updated. Please defer to the requirements outlined in the 
Environmental and Historic Preservation Policies and 
Procedures. 

A. Narrative Materials and Data. (See Section 4 - Form of 
Submission of Master Plan for information on alternative methods of 
submitting required narrative materials and data.) 

1. Master Plan Report. The master plan report shall include the 
following: 

a. a description and analysis of existing conditions, 
including employee, visitor, and resident facilities and 
needs, with reference to the existing conditions map; 

b. a description of the relationship of the proposed uses 
on the installation to the overall missions or 
responsibilities, functions, and facilities of the agency or 
agencies that are proposed to occupy the site; 

c. a list of master planning objectives; 

d. a description of the master plan proposals with 
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reference to the master plan drawings; 

e. a summary sheet for easy reference providing the 
following information for both existing conditions and 
long-range projections: 

(1) total acreage, including a breakdown in acreage 
of land area by use (for example: 
office/administrative, training, service); 

(2) total population, including a breakdown by 
employees and visitors (by shifts), residents, and 
students, noting peak arrival and departure times; 

(3) building floor area; 

(4) total number of parking spaces; and 

(5) any other useful statistics and facts; 

f. a description of the relationship of the proposed master 
plan to the Comprehensive Plan, in particular the Federal 
Facilities element's employee parking policies, and to the 
sponsoring agency's own agency-wide, long range plan 
and program for its installations within the Region, 
including the rationale for any aspect of the master plan 
not in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan; 

g. a description of community participation efforts, 
including a description of the efforts of the sponsoring 
agency to coordinate with affected citizen groups in the 
vicinity of the installation, and a report of citizen views 
and comments on the submission; 

h. a report on individuals, families, and business required 
to be relocated by the proposals, if any; 

i. an analysis, pursuant to the implementation proposals 
of the Federal Employment element of the Comprehensive 
Plan, of the availability of affordable housing within 
reasonable commuting distances from the affected 
installation for employees and their families in cases in 
which the master plan proposes to change the location of, 
or add, 100 or more Federal employees; 

j. the status of the sponsoring agency's coordination of its 
master planning with the local and state planning 
agencies and the Council of Governments, including 
reference to any existing agreements with such agencies; 

k. a report on the consistency of the proposed master 
plan or revised master plan with applicable local, 
subregional, regional, and state development plans and 
policies, including a description of the rationale of the 
sponsoring agency in making its determination of 
consistency; 
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l. a historic preservation report which includes: an 
analysis of the effects, if any, that the master plan will 
have on recognized historic resources both on the 
installation or in the vicinity; and the status of compliance 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, as amended, if applicable (Compliance must be 
completed prior to Commission action.); 

m. a description of the predominate design idea, or set of 
ideas, which (1) relate the urban design framework and 
land use proposals within the master plan and (2) will 
guide the general design, character, materials and other 
aspects of buildings, site improvements and landscaping 
on the installation in the future; 

n. a Transportation Management Program (TMP) for 
installations with 100 or more employees (including 
existing and proposed employees). The TMP should 
incorporate the following: 

(1) a description of existing and projected peak 
hour traffic by mode, with indicated points of 
entrance and exit, the number of existing and 
proposed bicycle spaces, as well as transit routes 
and stops and pedestrian facilities serving the 
installation, both on-site and in the nearby area; 
and a summary of existing and proposed parking by 
type of assignment (official cars, vanpools, 
carpools, single-occupant vehicles, handicapped 
persons, visitors, etc.);  

(2) a description of the Federal agency's existing 
strategies for assisting employees' commute to 
work;  

(3) stated goals and objectives for the TMP, such as 
trip reduction, mode split changes, or vehicle 
occupancy rate increases;  

(4) an evaluation of projected transportation 
impacts resulting from master plan developments 
and description of potential TMP mitigation 
measures;  

(5) a description of the process for monitoring and 
evaluating the achievement of goals and objectives 
and adjusting TMP strategies, as needed; and  

(6) a summary of the relationship of the TMP 
provisions to transportation management and air 
quality requirements of local, state and regional 
agencies, including provisions for working 
cooperatively with affected agencies to address 
those requirements. 

For installations where future site tenants are undetermined, TMP 
information should be developed to the extent feasible at the time of 
the initial preparation of the Master Plan, with supplementary 
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information to be developed when tenants are established.  

o. a description of proposed energy conservation 
strategies and policies related to the siting and design of 
new buildings, the retrofitting of existing structures, the 
use of transportation facilities, and the consumption of 
renewable energy resources for the purpose of complying 
with Federal energy efficiency objectives;  

p. water quality management strategies and policies for 
controlling the impacts of any on-site discharges to 
natural drainage ways or to adjacent streams or wetlands 
and, in conjunction with the stormwater management 
plan required pursuant to Section 3.B.3.e. for controlling 
erosion and sedimentation and other non-point sources of 
pollution; and  

q. a staging program reflecting the graphic staging plan 
required pursuant to Section 3.B.3.F., that indicates in 
narrative and/or tabular form the proposed sequence of 
development over the period covered by the master plan.  

In cases in which information required in the Master Plan Report is 
fully provided in the required environmental documentation, it need 
not be repeated in the Master Plan Report.  

2. Environmental Document. The environmental document 
prepared by the sponsoring agency pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, and Council on 
Environmental Quality Regulations shall be a part of the master plan 
submission. The document shall be an environmental impact 
statement, if required pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA. If an 
EIS is not required, an environmental assessment shall be submitted. 
The environmental document should be prepared in consultation with 
the Commission, pursuant to Section S.C. of these requirements and 
the Commission's Environmental Policies and Procedures. 
   

B. Maps and Drawings. (See Section 4 - Form of Submission of 
Master Plan for information on alternative methods of submitting 
required maps and drawings.) 

1. Vicinity Map. The vicinity map shall show the location of the 
installation in relation to well-known features of the surrounding 
community within at least one mile from the installation, such as 
major transportation facilities, natural features, and public facilities. 
Existing land uses and zoning shall be shown on the map for the area 
surrounding the installation. Where adopted local and/or state plans 
propose changes in surrounding transportation facilities, land use, or 
zoning, the proposed changes shall be shown on the vicinity map. If 
the proposed changes cannot be clearly depicted on a vicinity map in 
combination with existing conditions, a separate vicinity map showing 
the installation in relation to planned surrounding conditions shall be 
provided.  

2. Inventory Maps. The following inventory maps shall be prepared 
from a common base map which depicts existing physical conditions 
on the installation, with the coverage of the map extending beyond 
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the boundaries of the installation in all directions for at least one city 
block in urban areas and 1/4 mile in suburban and rural areas:  

a. Existing land use map. The existing land use map shall 
indicate by appropriate categories the allocation of land 
uses on the installation. This allocation should also be 
provided in tabular form on the existing land use map. 
(An itemized list of suggested land use categories is 
available from the Commission staff.)  

b. Existing conditions map. The existing conditions map 
shall include the following:  

1. internal road system, entrance and exist locations, 
with existing peak hour traffic counts, the number 
of existing parking spaces for each site, building, 
and facility, and public transit routes and stops. 
(This information may be shown on a separate map 
entitled "Existing Circulation Map", if desired.); 
   

2. all existing buildings, structures, and other 
manmade improvements, indicating the use and 
height of principal buildings and structures; 
   

3. properties and districts listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places or on local historical 
registers; 
   

4. existing wooded areas, watercourses, ultimate 100 
year flood plains, wetlands, and other significant 
natural areas and features; 
   

5. existing typography of the installation at a contour 
interval that clearly indicates the configuration of 
the land (generally at not less than five-foot 
intervals); 
   

6. major utilities; and 
   

7. if the installation is located within the State of 
Maryland, areas of critical concern to the State of 
Maryland as identified by the Maryland Department 
of State Planning, as well as officially designated 
coastal zone areas and "primary management 
areas" and "woodland buffers" along the Patuxent 
River within the region, as defined in the Patuxent 
River Policy Plan, Maryland Department of State 
Planning. 
   

c. Existing Urban Design Framework Diagram. The 
existing urban design framework diagram shall include 
the following:  

1. significant natural and man-made features, such as 
distinctive building groupings or alignments, 
important formal or informal landscape 
compositions, special views and vistas, Special 
Streets, scenic routes, gateways or edges, etc., 
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noting the role such elements serve in either 
unifying the installation, manifesting its overall form 
or precincts therein, or contributing to or reinforcing 
a larger urban design context such as the National 
Capital's urban design framework or other Federal 
interest; and 
   

2. intrusions, barriers, gaps or other disparate 
conditions affecting the integrity of the urban design 
qualities identified above;  

3. Master Plan Proposals. The following maps illustrating the 
master plan proposals shall be prepared from a common base map 
which depicts future physical conditions to be achieved on the 
installation through the master plan, with the coverage of the map 
extending beyond the boundaries of the installation as required on 
the inventory base map; 

a. Urban Design Framework Diagram. The urban design 
framework diagram should precede and be more 
diagrammatic than the maps listed below. The framework 
diagram shall graphically indicate the retention, 
enhancement or modification of the inventoried urban 
design features and the broad urban design principles and 
development controls which, together, serve to support 
and strengthen the intended form and character of the 
installation.  

b. Land Use Plan. The land use plan shall indicate by 
appropriate categories the proposed general land use of 
all land within the installation.  

c. Circulation Plan. The circulation plan shall indicate at 
least the following:  

1. the proposed internal road system of the installation 
incorporating existing-to-remain and proposed 
roads and showing the functional classification of all 
roads; 
 

2. existing-to-remain and proposed ingress and egress 
points serving the installation and their relationship 
to the existing, programmed, and planned roads 
immediately adjacent to the facility; 
 

3. existing-to-remain and proposed off-street parking 
facilities showing the number of existing or 
estimated parking spaces for each separate facility; 
 

4. the proposed pedestrian circulation system, 
incorporating existing features to remain; 
 

5. the proposed public transportation system showing 
the routes and stops serving the installation; and 
 

6. proposed bicycle paths, if any, incorporating 
existing features to remain.  

d. Site Development Plan. The site development plan shall 
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indicate the general location and use of all existing to-
remain and proposed buildings and structures, the 
general order magnitude of building scale and orientation, 
and other site improvements such as landscaping. The 
site development plan shall be accompanied by two site 
development cross sections. These sections shall be cut 
through the center of the site at approximately 90 percent 
to each other to show the topography of the site, 
buildings, structures and landscape elements. On large 
installations with low intensity development, the cross 
sections may be limited to areas of major building 
concentrations.  

e. Landscape Plan. Ideally, the landscape plan should be 
presented as a separate plan. It may be incorporated in 
the site development plan if the combined plan satisfies 
all content requirements and is clearly readable. The 
landscape plan is not intended to present precise 
landscaping proposals but rather to indicate the general 
landscaping concepts to be achieved in future projects. 
The landscape plan, shall indicate at least the following:  

1. wooded areas, including those to be retained and 
cleared, and, in urbanized sites, the general location 
of all existing trees one foot or more in diameter to 
be retained or removed; 
 

2. the general location and extent of all proposed 
landscaping within the installation; and 
 

3. existing-to-remain and proposed topography of the 
installation at a contour interval that clearly shows 
the relationship of the proposed changes to the 
existing topography.  

f. Stormwater Management Plan. The stormwater 
management plan shall indicate the location and size of 
natural drainage ways, storm sewer line and outfalls, 
infiltration devices, retention and detention ponds, storm 
drainage outfalls, and any other mitigation measures to 
control storm water runoff on the installation, including 
measures required by state or local law, with back-up 
computations.  

g. Staging Plan. The staging plan shall graphically 
illustrate the proposed sequence of development over the 
projected period covered by the master plan in five-year 
development stages. Projects to be developed in the 
initial five-year stage shall accord with the sponsoring 
agency's proposed capital improvements program 
submitted annually to the Commission under Section 7(a) 
of the Planning Act and described in the Commission's 
Federal Capital Improvements Program for the National 
Capital Region.  

C. Presentation Materials 

1. Models. Models should be submitted with master plans for sites on 
which significant concentrations of new buildings programs are 
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proposed to show the topography of the site and illustrate the site 
development, circulation, and landscape proposals. A joint 
determination will be made between the sponsoring agency and 
Commission staff regarding the need for a model. Where a model is 
needed, buildings may be shown in massing forms without depiction 
of architectural style or details. Models will be returned to the 
sponsoring agencies following action by the Commission. 

2. Photographs. Sponsoring agencies shall submit photographs to 
aid in the review and evaluation of proposed master plans. Where 
possible, photographs shall include both direct overhead and oblique 
aerial views, eye level panoramic views, and views of special features 
of the installation. 

Section 4 - Form of Submission of Master Plan  

A. Map Scales. 

Maps should preferably be at a scale of 1:1000, or alternatively 
1:2000 in the case of large installations that cannot be depicted on a 
single sheet at the larger scale. In the case of an unusually large 
Federal installation, sectionalized maps at either scale would be 
preferred together with an overall composite map of the entire 
installation at a scale appropriate to its size. Sponsoring agencies, in 
accordance with Executive Order 12770, "Metric Usage in Federal 
Government Programs", at the earliest feasible time, should submit 
their maps and drawings in metric units.  

B. Presentation and record map sheet sizes. 

Presentation and record maps should be at a standardized sheet size, 
whenever possible. Individual sheets should be a maximum of 34 by 
44 inches, in order to be compatible with the Commission's microfilm 
program.  

C. Reduced size maps. 

The master plan maps shall also be reduced to page size for 
incorporation in the master plan submission. The reduced size maps 
may be incorporated in the Master Plan Report required in Section 
3.A.l. If incorporated in the Master Plan Report, the reduced size 
maps may be of a size compatible with the format of the report 
selected by the sponsoring agency. If submitted separately from the 
Master Plan Report, the reduced size maps shall be of a page size no 
larger than 8-1/2" x 14".  

D. Numbers of copies of maps and other documents. 

The numbers of copies of maps and other documents to be submitted 
vary according to jurisdiction and the related referral requirements 
that must be met by the Commission. (See Sections 5.F. and 8.). 
Copies of full size maps and other required master plan documents 
shall be submitted according to the following schedule: 

Jurisdiction  Number of Sets 
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E. Electronic Data Submissions.  

Sponsoring agencies may provide their master plan submissions 
(maps and narrative) electronically. Agencies are encouraged to 
contact the staff to coordinate the procedures for electronic 
submissions. 
 

Section 5 - Master Plan Coordination and Review 
Process  

The following steps are involved in the coordination and review of a 
master plan prior to and during its preparation by a sponsoring 
agency and following its submission to the Commission.  

A. Informal consultation with the Commission staff. 

An informal consultation session with the Commission staff should be 
held by a sponsoring agency prior to initiating the preparation of a 
proposed master plan or a significant modification to an existing 
master plan.  

At such a session, a joint determination will be made as to whether 
there are any unique or special characteristics of the affected 
installation which necessitate modification of any requirements 
respecting the master plan submission. A joint determination will also 
be made as to whether, because of special characteristics of an 
installation or proposed developments to be accommodated by a 
master plan, there is a need for a presentation of any type to the 
Commission prior to the preparation and submission of the master 
plan. The session will also be used to plan for early consultation with 
other organizations as part of the intergovernmental review process.  

B. Early consultation and discussion of proposed master plan 
with other affected government agencies. 

After it has been contacted by a sponsoring Federal agency 
concerning the initiation of planning for an installation in the region, 
the Commission, as appropriate, will contact the planning agency, 
intergovernmental review official, chief administrative officer, and 
responsible elected official of the affected local government(s) and 
the affected area and state clearinghouse(s) about the work involved 
and the anticipated schedule for submission of the proposed master 
plan or revised master plan to the Commission. Where appropriate, 
the Commission will arrange a meeting of concerned agencies and 

For installations within the 
District of Columbia requiring 
regional review

13 complete sets of maps 
and supporting 
documents  

For installations in Maryland 
requiring regional review

16 complete sets of maps 
and supporting documents

For installations in Virginia 
requiring regional review

16 complete sets of maps 
and supporting documents 

For installations in the District of 
Columbia, Maryland or Virginia 
not requiring regional review

3 complete sets of maps 
and supporting documents 
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officials with the agency sponsoring the master planning work to 
discuss that work, prior to any submission to the Commission.  

The purpose of this step is to give local, regional, and state agencies 
an opportunity to learn about proposed Federal plans being developed 
in the region and permit early identification of possible questions, 
issues and concerns. This step in the process has been established in 
accordance with the Commission's "Procedures for Intergovernmental 
Cooperation in Federal Planning in the National Capital Region." 
Although this step applies as a requirement only to sponsoring 
Federal agencies, the Commission will, upon request of an affected 
District of Columbia agency preparing a master plan for an installation 
outside the District of Columbia within the region, arrange similar 
early consultation with the affected local, regional, and state agencies 
and officials.  

C. Determination of appropriate environmental document for 
the proposed master plan. 

Master plan submissions must include appropriate environmental 
documentation, pursuant to Section 3.A.2. of these requirements and 
the Commission's Environmental Policies and Procedures.  

The sponsoring agency should consult with the Commission at the 
earliest possible time in its master planning to determine whether 
projects covered by the master plan will require Commission approval 
thereby requiring Commission participation with the sponsoring 
agency in determining the appropriate environmental document for 
the master plan.  

The environmental determination of the sponsoring agency must be 
made, and the environmental document submitted, in accordance 
with the Commission's Environmental Policies and Procedures. The 
required consultation regarding environmental documentation may 
occur in the initial informal consultation by the sponsoring agency 
with the Commission staff. 

D. Submission of the proposed master plan to the Commission 
for review and action. 

The sponsoring agency shall submit the master plan in accordance 
with established monthly deadlines, which are available from the 
Commission.  

E. Commission initiation of procedures for compliance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 
as amended, if applicable. 

Master plan submissions must include a historic preservation report, 
pursuant to Section 3.A.l.l. of these requirements. If Section 106 of 
the Act is applicable, the sponsoring agency shall complete 
compliance therewith prior to Commission action.  

Upon receipt of a master plan submission from the District of 
Columbia Government for one of its installations within the central 
area of the District of Columbia, the Executive Director of the 
Commission will determine whether the master plan is subject to the 
provisions of Section 106. If he so determines, the Executive Director 
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will initiate procedures for compliance. Compliance will be completed 
prior to Commission action on the proposed master plan.  

F. Referral where appropriate, of the proposed master plan to 
the responsible local. regional and state agencies. 

Upon receipt of a master plan, the Commission will refer the plan to 
the affected local planning agency and regional and state 
clearinghouse for review and comment. The master plan will in turn 
also be referred by the regional clearinghouse (the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments) to the designated 
intergovernmental review official of the affected jurisdiction for review 
and comment.  

G. Resolution of planning issues. if any. between local and 
Federal agencies. 

Upon the identification of planning issues raised by a proposed master 
plan, the Commission staff in conjunction with the staff of the Council 
of Governments, will work with the affected local, regional or state 
agencies and the Federal agency to resolve such issues in accordance 
with "Procedures for Resolving Planning Issues That May Arise 
Between Local and Federal Agencies in the National Capital Region" 
adopted by the Commission on November 18, 1982, and the 
Commission's Procedures for Intergovernmental Cooperation in 
Federal Planning in the National Capital Region.  

H. Referral, where appropriate, of the proposed master plan to 
the Commission's Coordinating Committee. 

Upon receipt of a master plan for a Federal or District of Columbia 
installation in the District of Columbia, the Commission will refer the 
master plan to its Coordinating Committee, pursuant to Section 2(d) 
of the Planning Act, for review and coordination.  

The committee is composed of representatives of Federal and District 
of Columbia agencies involved in planning and development activities. 
The master plan will also be referred to the Council of Governments 
and the designated intergovernmental review official of the District of 
Columbia.  

I. Review and preparation of recommendations by the 
Commission staff. 

Following the receipt of comments from other organizations and the 
Coordinating Committee, where appropriate, the staff will prepare 
recommendations for action by the Commission on the master plan. 
The staff recommendations will be provided to the Commission and 
made available to the sponsoring agency and the general public 
approximately one week in advance of the scheduled Commission 
review and action on the plan.  

J. Notification to the public and public participation in 
Commission review. 

n accordance with the Commission's "Revised Procedures for Public 
Participation", organizations in the vicinity of an installation will 
receive a notice titled "Tentative Agenda Items" indicating the 
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tentative schedule for the Commission's review of a master plan 
submission. Organizations or individuals may submit written 
comments for consideration by the Executive Director of the 
Commission in the preparation of staff recommendations. In addition, 
organizations or individuals may appear before the Commission to 
comment on a master plan submission and/or to comment on the 
Commission staff's recommendations on the submission.  

K. Review and action by the Commission. 

The Commission will review the master plan submission at a 
scheduled meeting. The sponsoring agency will be notified by the staff 
of the schedule for Commission review, and the staff will coordinate 
with the agency concerning a presentation of the submission to the 
Commission.  

L. Official notification of Commission action on the master 
plan. 

Notification of the Commission action on the master plan will be 
provided by letter to the sponsoring agency immediately following 
such action. 
 

Section 6 - Time Period for Review 

Master plans for installations for which a referral to local, regional, 
and state agencies is required will be subject to a review period of 
approximately 90 days, whenever possible, 60 days of which will be 
devoted to review by the agencies receiving the referral. A sponsoring 
agency may request a reduction of 30 days of this review period from 
the Executive Director of the Commission if special and unusual 
circumstances warrant, but every effort should be made to comply 
with the 90-day review. 
 

Section 7 - Presubmission Requirements 

As noted in Section 5.A. at the time of initial informal consultation on 
the proposed preparation of a master plan, the sponsoring agency 
and Commission staff will determine whether, because of special 
characteristics of an installation or the developments being 
considered for that installation, there is a need for any type of 
presentation to the Commission prior to the preparation and 
submission of the master plan. In some cases a presentation for 
information purposes may be appropriate to provide an opportunity 
for the Commission to become familiar at an early stage with an 
evolving development proposal. 

In other cases, the submission of site boundaries, a development 
program, and development concepts may be required to obtain 
Commission views and action on an acquisition proposal pursuant to 
Section 5 (a) of the Planning Act prior to the expenditure of funds for 
the preparation of a master plan. Where land is already under the 
jurisdiction of the sponsoring agency, the submission of development 
concepts to obtain Commission views on a particular proposal in 
advance of the preparation of a master plan may also be appropriate 
under certain circumstances. In cases where a presubmission of some 
form or a presentation is determined to be required or warranted, the 
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contents will be determined through consultation by the sponsoring 
agency with the Commission staff. 
 

Section 8 - Amendments or Modifications to Master 
Plans 

The process outlined above also applies to proposed modifications or 
revisions to master plans that have been previously approved by the 
Commission. Once a master plan has been approved, regional review 
of subsequent proposed modifications or revisions will be required 
only where the Executive Director of the Commission, in consultation 
with the sponsoring agency and affected local jurisdiction(s), 
determines that: 

1. a major change in the character or intensity of an existing use 
is proposed, or 
 

2. the proposed modifications or revisions would significantly 
change the off-site impact of the Federal activities and uses 
carried out within the site. 
 

Section 9 - Review and Updating of Master Plans 

Agencies are encouraged to review master plans on a periodic basis 
to insure that both inventory material and development proposals are 
current. Such reviews should be conducted at least every five years. 
Sponsoring agencies should advise the Commission of the results of 
such reviews and provide to the Commission proposed schedules for 
the updating of master plans on a five-year cycle when updating is 
determined to be needed. 
 

1. " Region" or "National Capital Region" means the District of Columbia; Montgomery 
and Prince George's Counties in Maryland; Arlington, Fairfax, Loudoun, and Prince 
William Counties in Virginia; and all cities now or hereafter existing in Maryland or 
Virginia within the geographic area bounded by the outer boundaries.  

2. The "Central Area" of the District of Columbia as currently defined is that area 
contained within the boundaries of the Downtown and Shaw School Urban Renewal 
Areas.  
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