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Tax Docket No. 3353-84

CHRISTIAN COLLEGE CONSORTIUM,
INC., et al.,

Petitioner,
Ve

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,

G 00 00 g0 S0 20 90 G0 00 o0

Respondent.

PINDINGS OF PACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER

This matter came before the Court on November 1, 1984,

on Cross-Motions for Summary Judgment. Petitioners seek
exexption from real property taxes for Tax Year 1983 pursuant
to D.C. Code (1981 ed.) provisions exempting schools, col-
leges, and universities, §47-1002(10); places of religious
training, and study, $47-1002(14); and administrative head-
quarters, $47-1002(17). The District contends that the
ptOpotty is not entitled to an exemption under these or any
other catoﬁorical exemptions.

This Court has jurisdiction to hear this appeal pursuant
to D.C. Code §511-1201 and 47-1009 (1981 ed.).

PACTS

The material facts of this case are not in dispute and
may be briefly summarized:

l. Petitioners are a non-profit corporation authoriged
to conduct their affairs in the District of Columbia. The
property in question is 14 4th Street, N.E., known as Lot
833, Square 786.

2. Petitioner Christian College Consortium, Inc., is a
non-profit foreign corporation authorized to conduct 1£l
affairs in the District of Columbia. The Christian College
Consortium, Inc. [hereinafter Consortium] holds taz-exempt
status for purposes of federal income tax under Internal
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|l coarition) was, until recently, an unincorporated division oﬁ
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Revenue Code §501(c) (3) and District of Columbia sales and

use tax, personal property tax, and franchise tax.
3. Petitioner Christian College Coalition [hereinafter

the Consortium. In 1982 the Coalition was incorporated under
the District of Columbia Non-Profit Corporation Act. The
Coalition is also exempt from federal income taxes under
§501(c) (3) and D.C. sales, use, personal property, and fran-
chise taxes.

4. The Consortium purchased the subject property on
September 3, 1981, and made application for an exemption for
the property on November 4, 198l. The Coalition obtained
title to the property in August, 1983, and made application
for an exemption in Pebruary, 1984.

S. 8ince their inception, each corporation has had as
its principal purpose the promotion of evangelical Christian
higher education and the servicing of member colleges in that
pursuit. 8ince 1976, the corporations have administered the
American Studies Program [hereinafter A.S.P.], a Washington,
D.C.~based internship and acadeaic program for students
enrolled in member colleges. The primary activity of the
program is exposure to the nation's capital by students vhon*
colleges are outside the Washington metropolitan area.

6. HNatters such as tuition, financial aid, admissions,
credit hours, and grades are handled by the student's mexber
college. During the spring and fall semesters, :ppxoxinnttl}
thicty students, from almost as many colleges, participate
in the A.8.P. Pewer students enroll in the shorter summer
sessions. BEach student is placed in non-paying interashipe
in local and federal government agencies and offices, busi-
nesses, public interest and research groups, courts, and o

oftices.
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7. The faculty of the A.8.P. consists of:
Dr. John A. Bernbaum, Director and Vice-President

of the A.8.P. - Ph.D. in History, University of
Maryland '

Dr. Jerry 5. Herbert, Associate Director -~ Ph.D.
in Political Science, Duke University

Richard L. Gathro, Associate Director - NM.A.

in Theological S8tudies, Wesley Seminary,
Washington, D.C.

8. A.8.P. students are required to perform a minimum of
twenty hours per week of uncompensated internship work at an
approved placement. A.S.P. semester seminar programs are
organized into one-month academic modules with each module
focusing on issues in one of four categories: The Presidency,
Domestic Politics, The Economy, and International Affairs.
Academic requirements for each module consist of selected
readings, discussions, research project, papers, and examin-
ations.

9. In addition to the academic and 1ntothlhip tequire~
ments, students are regquired to have individual conferences
during the semester with a faculty aember, who acts as an in-
ternship monitor, maintains contact with the student’s super-
visor, and pays on-site visits to the placement location.

10. A multi-disciplinary program focusing on issues in
American politics and policy-making, the A.8.P. is the "Wash-
ington campus® of the Coalition colleges. None of the Wash-
ington schools is a member of the Coalition. As indicated
the program's brochure, when, on rare occasions, a student
from a non-member college is admitted to the A.8.P., he or
she aust pay an additional fifty dollars ($50.00) per month
of attendance. Thus, if a studeat from a Washington, D.C.,
school wished to participate, he or she, if adamitted, would
have to pay the extra monthly charge.
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ll. The subject property, DeArmond Bouse, is a three-
story townhouse which includes faculty offices, sleeping

quarters, and activity areas. Seminar classes are held at

at $225,209.00.

12. The property is not owned by any one religious body|,
but the participating colleges adhere to a general fund-
amental Christian belief. The curriculum is designed to
incorporate that perspective in the review of domestic and
foreign affairs.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAY

At issue in this case is whether petitioners' use of
the subject property entitles it to tax-exempt status pur-
suant to D.C. Code (1981 ed.) as a building used by a school,
college, or university, $§47-1002(10)), a building owned by a
religious corporation and used for religious training and
study ($47-1002(14)), or a building owned and used as admin-
istrative headquarters for otherwise exempt organizations
(§47-1002(17)). After careful consideration of the ploadingq
and records of the case, and the arguments of counsel, the
Court concludes petitioners® property is entitled to exemp-
tion under subsections 10 and 17.
A. Section 47-1002(10)

Title 47, Section 1002(10) (1981 ed.) provides that real
property exempt from taxation in the District of Columbia

shall includes

Buildings belonging to and operated by schools,
colleges, or universitics vhich are not organ-
ized or oporated for private gain and vwhich
erbrace the generally recognized relationship
of teacher and student.

Although the real property in issue technically does not
belong to and is not operated by schools, colleges or univer-




{| form of ownership merely creates the mechanism whereby small
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sities, it is owned and operated by non~profit entities whose|
menbership is composed of 71 fully-accredited, ﬂon-p:ofit,

four-year liberal arts colleges. The Consortium/Coalition

colleges, who individually lack the resources and students toj
maintain and sustain an American Studies Program, may join
together in order to collectively operate such aﬂ educational
program for qualified students. The cooperative nature of
the A.8.P. in no way diminishes the educational nature of thé

corporations who own the property in issue.

In fact, the legislative history suggests that a coopct- '

ative educational venture such as the American Studies Progras

operated not for private gain was contemplated by Congress,
and that such a venture fits the requirements of an educa-.
tional institutior embracing the relationship of student and
teacher. 8pecifically, the Brookings Institution was dis-
cussed, and Congress concluded that where students were on
fellowship from cooperating universities and Brookings re-
ceived money from cooperating schools for the fellowship
program, the Institution deserved tax-exempt status. BHouse
Report No. 2635, 77th Cong., 2d Sess. 3, 4 (1942). By
analogy, the cooperative nature of the A.8.P. should not be
fatal to petitioners' exemption from real property taxes.
Respondent contends that an exemption is unwvarranted
because the property does not embrace the generally recog- -
nised relationship of teacher and student, and that the
students are not enrolled at the Consortium or Coalition, but
remain students of their member colleges. Respondent sup-
ports thig argumen® by pointing out the fact that tuition,
application for tinanctal aid, adnmissions requirements, and
credits are handled through each mexbor college. The Court
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jlcates, the A.8.P. serves as the "Washington campus® of the 71
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handled by the school or college, petitioners do offer a bona
fide educational program. As the program's brochure indi-

member colleges. Students of member and non-member colleges
combine academic exercises and traditional learning tools
with practical pre-vocational experiences gained Eh:ough
placements in internships throughout the District of Col-
umbia.

Academically, the A.8.P. is organized into seminar
classes vhich are set up into four one-month units or modules!
of intensified study. Each unit focuses on a topic of Amer-
ican 8tudies: The Presidency, Domestic Politics, The BEconomy,
and International Affairs. Requirements for each unit in-
clude mandatory reading, small group discussions with a
maxisum student-teacher ratio of approximately 10:1, research
projects, classroom participation, and examinations. For
every hour spent in class the A.8.P. semester student aver-
ages three hours of outside schoolwork. Seminar classes meet
for two to three hours, three times per week. The summer
classes meet less frequently.

The seminars are conducted by the three A.8.P. faculty

menbers and administrators:

Dr. John A. Bernbaum, Director and Vice-President
of the A.8.P. - Ph.D. in History, University of

Maryland

Dr. Jerry 8. Herbert, Associate Director - Ph.D.
in Political Science, Duke University

Richard L. Gathro, Associate Dircctor - l.A.
in Thoological Studies, Wesley Seainary,
Washington, D.C.
Students are required to have one-on-one conferences during
the semester with a faculty member who acts as "internship

monitor.® This faculty member maintains close contact with
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the student's internship supervisor and pays on-site visits.

In addition, students weet periodically in small groups with

The subject property is used for seminars and lectures,
for studies where faculty members meet with students, for
social activities that are a part of the A.S8.P., as well as
for temporary residences for visiting students, their parents
and visiting faculty. Clearly the Consotium and Coalition
function as a school providing educational opportunity
through traditional student-teacher relationships.

The fact that none of the District's schools is a member
of the Consortium or Coalition does not diminish the educa-
tional value of the A.8.P. or disqualify petitioners from
exemption. Respondent argues that the additional $50.00
monthly charge, imposed on all non-members and which District
residents would have to pay, assures exclusion of District
students; and thus petitioners have failed to sustain the
burden implicit in the exemption entitlement that the educa-
tional service performed relieves the District of Columbia of]
a burden it would otherwvise have to assume. 8See IMashington

ha American Institute of Banking v, District o
Columbia, 203 P.24 68, 70 (D.C. Cir. 1953). 8imilar to
respondent’'s arguments here, appellants in District of
Columbia v, Mount Vernon Seninary, 100 P.2d 116, 119 (D.C.
Cir. 1938) argued that since many students in attendance at
appellee's seminary were non-residents of the District of
Columbia, and additionally had to meet a certain financial
and social standing acceptable to appellees, appellees were
thereby barred from obtaining the benefit of the education
tax exemption. (a predecessor statute to §47-1002(10)). Thc
Court held appellant's concern had no bearing on the quontloJ
of the seainary's entitlement to exemption. 7%he Court v:oto{
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There is no qualification, expressed or

| implied, in the statute favoring institutions
which cater to all classes of porsons or

solely to residents of the District of

Columbia. While tax exemption statutes should

be strictly construcd, that principle does not

Justify the interpolation of such qualifica-

1i tions into a statute, clear in its meaning,

for the purpose of defeating the privilege
granted.

Id. at 119. “The important consideration,® according to
the Mount Vethén Seminary court, "is that the school shall
measure up to standards of curriculum and pedagogy set up by
government.® Jd. at 119. 80 long as this criteria is met,
the school performs a function which must otherwise be
performed by the government, and thereby comes within the
reason for the subsidy implicit in a tax exemption. Jd. at
119. The Court is satisfied the A.8.P. curriculua is suf-
ficiently stringent. As previously discussed, the multi~
disciplinary program offers structured academic and work
"onvizon-ontl to its students. Upon completion of the pro-
gram, they can receive as many as sixteen somester-credit

bhours toward matriculation from fully-accredited colleges.

In sum, petitioners' use of the property for educational
purposes meets all of the requirements and goals of the
statutory exemption.
B. Sections 47-1002(17) and 47-1002(14

Petitioners also claim exemption under $47-1002(17)
(1961 ed.) as an administrative headquarters and under
$47-1002(14) as a religious co:pozation.:/ Subsection 17
requires that the building be owned and occupied by a corp~

%/ Potitioners, having qualificd for cxemption under
47-1002(10), tho Court is not recuircd to considor the
question of thoir entitlenent to any othor exerntions.
Eowover, the Court chooses to address several matters about
petitioners' other claims.
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. the Consortium/Coalition f£its the definition under §47-1002(
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oration that administers or coordinates activities of organ-
izations entitled to exemption under §§47-1002, 1005, and
47-1007 to 1010. Bach of the member colleges that constituteL
]

of "schools, colleges, or universities which are not 6rganiz
or 6potated for private gain, and which embrace the gencrallJ
recognized relationship of teacher and student.®” Under the
language of sc7-1opz(1p). the property would bo»oxenpt if it
belonged to a member institution of the COnsoztiun(Coalition.
The Court concludes the property is similarly exempt from
real estate taxes because it belongs to and is operated by a
non-profit corporation consisting of numerous member colleges
who all meet the requirements of §47-1002(10).

Purther, the Court finds petitioners are organized for
and charged with the "administration, coordination, and
unification of activities®" of the momber Christian colleges
in the progranm. 547-1002(17). Petitioners act as extensions
of each member college, coordinating and overseeing their
student's participation in the A.8.P. at the colleges' Wash-
ington, D.C. campus. The legislative history to §47-1002(17)

me———

indicates that Congress intended to exempt institutions which
have "connection with local problems or local activities, in
some fora or other.®™ House Rep. No. 2635, 77th Cong. 24
Sess. 6 (1942). The congressional committee did not attempt
to define the ramifications of those activities. As long as
the work of the institution embraces the District, they are
exempt. I7. at 6. There is no question that the A.8.P.,
designed to instruct American public policy and politics
through the classrooa apd internships in Washington, D.C.,
chose ihe nation's capital as uniquely suited for such in-
struction, and that its operation as such embraces the
District.

)
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Pinally, petitioners contend their use of the subject
property meets the requirements of D.C. Code 847-1092§14)

(1981 ed.) which exempts

Buildings belonging to religious corporations

or societies primarily and regularly used for

religious worship, study, training, and mission-

ary activities.
The COu:t‘concuta with respondent that petitioners have not
shown they conduct missionary activities; in addition, the
Court is not convinced that another primary use of the prop-
erty is for religious worship. The program's brochure
reveals that the principal activity is coordination of _
academic and intern programs for students seeking first level
degrees at member colleges. Although the course content
reflects a particular religious bias, the total prograam is
not operated in a manner that indicates it includes roligiouA
vorship, study, traluing, and missionary activities.

Petitioner, therefore, is not entitled to exemption
under subsection l4. Bowever, because petitioner meets the
requirements of $§47-1002(10) and (17), its failure to
qualify under $47-1002(14) is not fatal to its entitlement to
tax-exe=mpt status.
ROEGR
Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclu~-

sions of law that petitioners meet the statutory toquitcnontl
of $$47-1002(10) and (17) (1981 ed.? entitling thea to ex-
emption, this Court has determined that petitioners®' Motion'
for Summary Judgment should be granted, and respondent's
Cross-Notion for Summary Judgment should be denied.

Wherefore, it is this gﬂ Z day of December, 1984,
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ORDERED that petitioners' Motion for Summary Judgment
be, and hereby is granted; and that respondent's Cross-Motion

for Summary Judgment be, and hereby is, denied.

IRALINE G. ES

Copies to:

B. ¥Willian Samink, Bsquire

Smink & Scheueraann, P.C.

1511 K 8treet, N.W., Suite 605
Washington, D.C. 20005 '

Julia L. Sayles, Esoquire

Office of the Corporation Counsel, D.C.
1133 North Capitol Street, N.B.
Washington, D.C. 20004

Melvin Jones

Pinance Officer, D.C. DL)L P‘
Lﬁk ,741
‘ﬂ Wi 1?




