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Dear Citizens:

The FY 2015 Educational Facilities Master Plan (Master Plan) reviews the issues that
influenced the formulation and adoption of the Fiscal Year (FY) 2015 Capital Budget and the
FY 2015-2020 Capital Improvements Program (CIP). The Master Plan also sets forth the
agenda for future facilities planning and provides information that the community and the
Board of Education need as they work toward resolving facilities-related issues and setting
school system priorities. Montgomery County Board of Education Policy FAA, Long-range
Educational Facilities Planning, and the state of Maryland require that the Educational
Facilities Master Plan be updated annually.

A two-year capital programming cycle was approved in a referendum of Montgomery County
citizens in November 1996. The biennial process for the six-year CIP mandates that the entire
program be reviewed and approved for each odd-numbered fiscal year. Accordingly, the
FY 2015-2020 CIP was comprehensively reviewed and approved in May 2014. In addition,
the County Council must approve an annual capital budget outlining appropriations for
projects approved in the CIP each year. Therefore, this Master Plan reflects the funding
implications of the FY 2015 Capital Budget and the FY 2015-2020 CIP, as adopted by the
County Council in May 2014.

The county executive’s recommended FY 2015-2020 CIP, released in January 2014, was
$1.718 billion, approximately $24 million less than the Board of Education’s Requested
FY 2015-2020 CIP of $1.742 billion. The county executive’s recommendation incorporated
substantial local funding, as well as an assumption of new state-supported School Financing
Bonds over and above our annual state aid allocation. The amount of School Financing
Bonds assumed in the county executive’s recommendation was $230.7 million ($72 million in
FY 2016, $149 million in FY 2017, and $9.7 million in FY 2018). Unfortunately, the
proposed state-supported School Financing Bonds were not approved by the General
Assembly and, therefore, created a $230.7 million shortfall in the Board of Education’s
requested CIP.

Consequently, we submitted a scenario to the County Council at their request that reduced the
Board of Education’s requested FY 2015-2020 CIP to closely align with the $230.7 million
shortfall. This scenario delayed all individual school projects one year—not currently under
design or construction—but maintained the planning funds as requested by the Board of
Education. The scenario also included a one-year delay, beyond the Board of Education’s
request, for elementary school revitalization/expansion projects and a one-year delay of

850 Hungerford Drive ¢ Rockville, Maryland 20850




Citizens 2. June 30, 2014

secondary revitalization/expansion projects beginning with Tilden Middle School and Seneca
Valley High School.

In addition to the changes to the Board of Education’s requested CIP noted above, the County
Council reduced the Technology Modernization project by $21.3 million, which was
previously discussed during the FY 2015 Operating Budget work sessions, and also reduced
the Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) project by $4.0 million. With respect
to the HVAC project, the FY 2015 appropriation requested by the Board of Education was
approved; however, the FY 2016 expenditure was reduced by $12.0 million and the FY 2017-
2020 expenditures were increased by $2.0 million each year. Also, Montgomery County
Public Schools (MCPS) provided technical adjustments that shifted $4.2 million out of the
six-year period, but did not impact any project schedule.

As a result of the reductions, deferrals, and technical adjustments, the County Council
adopted the FY 2015 Capital Budget, and the FY 2015-2020 CIP for MCPS totals
$1.528 billion for the six-year period, an increase of $162.5 million more than the previously
approved CIP, and includes a FY 2015 expenditure of $247.5 million.

The adopted CIP maintained the completion dates of eight addition projects, two new middle
school projects, and one new elementary school project. The adopted CIP includes funding
for the planning and construction of 12 new elementary school addition projects—Ashburton,
Lucy V. Barnsley, Brookhaven, Burtonsville, Diamond, Glen Haven, Highland, Kemp Mill,
Kensington Parkwood, S. Christa McAuliffe, Judith A. Resnik, and Sargent Shriver—as well
as additions at North Bethesda Middle School and Bethesda-Chevy Chase High School. The
adopted CIP also includes approximately $719 million to plan, design, and/or construct 24
revitalization/expansion projects during the next 6-year period. The adopted CIP also
includes funding for improvements to the Blair G. Ewing Center.

The six-year plan also includes funding for many countywide systemic projects including:
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 Compliance, Energy Conservation, Fire Safety Code
Upgrades, Roof Replacement, and Restroom Renovations. One countywide project—HVAC
Replacement—is increased substantially to address the backlog of HVAC projects that
directly affect our students, teachers, and administrators each school day. The increase for
FY 2015 will provide for upgrades and/or replacements of HVAC systems that are beyond
their expected service life. To eliminate the backlog of approximately $160 million, MCPS
would require $28 million per year for the next 10 years; therefore, the approved funding for
HVAC Replacement only begins to address this problem. All countywide systemic projects
are necessary to keep our aging facilities operational.

The construction of new facilities and additions to existing facilities, as well as our
revitalization/expansion projects, will help to accomplish the goal of addressing capacity
needs throughout the county. For the 2013-2014 school year, MCPS experienced the sixth
straight year of significant enrollment growth. The official September 30, 2013, enrollment
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was 151,289—for a one-year increase of 2,510 students. Beginning with the 2007-2008
school year, enrollment has increased by 13,544 students, with most of the increase at the
elementary school level.

Total MCPS enrollment is projected to increase by 10,966 students and will reach 162,255
students by the 2019-2020 school year. Adding the projected 10,966 increase to the 13,544
increase since 2007 results in a total increase of 24,510 students during the 12-year period
from 2007 to 2019. This is a remarkable amount of enrollment growth for our school system
to accommodate.

With the need to provide permanent seats for our student population and address the aging
inventory of older school facilities, funding for the CIP continues to be a complex issue.
Local funding sources such as County General Obligation bonds, current revenue, the County
Recordation Tax, and the School Impact Tax are utilized in conjunction with state aid to fund
the CIP.

For FY 2015, the revised state aid request was $162.9 million; however, the state, through the
Board of Public Works, only approved $39.95 million. The funds approved by the state were
for the balance of construction funding for 4 projects, partial construction funding for 1
project, funding for 14 systemic roof and HVAC projects, and planning approval for 2
projects. The $39.95 million state allocation was approximately $122.95 million less than the
amount requested by the Board of Education and $50,000 less than assumed by the County
Council for FY 2015. We need to continue to make a compelling case to our state leaders to
provide Montgomery County with its fair share of state construction funds.

We appreciate the continued support of the citizens of Montgomery County for our efforts to
increase the capacity of public school facilities, as well as maintain and improve older school
facilities. Public involvement is an important part of the planning process, and we encourage
school and community organizations to evaluate the information in this document and
communicate their ideas or concerns. We will continue to strive to provide quality
educational facilities for all students and look to the community, including county and state
officials, to help with this important endeavor.

Sincerely,
é lip K. Joshua P. Starr, Ed.D.

Presideny/ Board of Education Superintendent of Schools
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Maryland Department of Planning

April 23, 2014

Dr. Joshua P. Starr

Superintendent of Schools
Montgomery County Public Schools
2096 Gaither Road, Suite 201
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Dr. Starr;

We have received your letter dated April 4, 2014 and the enclosed Montgomery County 2013 Actual
Enrollments and 2014 - 2023 enrollment projections.

We compared Montgomery County’s projections to those generated by our Department. There is a
difference of less than 5 percent for years 2014 — 2023. You may use the local projections (2014-
2023) for updating your 2014 Educational Facilitics Master Plan (EFMP). We look forward to
receiving your updated EFMP in July. A copy of this letter and its attachment should be included in
the Plan.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 410.767.4564.
Sincerely,

= 3 LA A —

Pat Goucher, Director
Director, Infrastructure Planning Division

ce: Ms. Adrienne Karamihas, Capital Budget Manager (w/enclosure)
Dr. David Lever, PSCP (w/enclosure)
Mt. Mark Goldstein, MDP

RECEIVED
MAY 1

OFFICE OF THE
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS

Martin O'Malley, Governor Richard Eberhart Hall AICF Secretary
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor Amanda Stakern Conn, Esq., Deputy Secretary

301 West Preston Street - Suite 1101 - Baltimore - Maryland - 21201
Tel: 410.767.4500 - Toll Free: 1 877.767.6272 - TTY users: Maryland Relay - Planning.Maryland.gov
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Jurisdiction .- 2013 20147 00 L2019 202002021 072022 2023
Montgomery 147,525 149,942 151,756 153,359 154,973 156,450 158,022 158,846 159,294 159,367 159,448

L2045 02016 P01 0018

MDP 147,525 149,570 151,800 153,020 153,900 155,500 156,640 157,790 158,580 155,070 159,470
Diff 0 372 44 339 1,073 950 1,382 1,056 704 257 =22
% Diff 0.00% 0.25% -0.03% 0.22% 0.70% 0.61% 0.88% 0.67% 0.44% 0.19%  -0.01%
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THEMARY EAND-NATIONALCAPTTALPARK AND PEANNING COMMISSION

June 12,2104

Mr. Bruce Crispell, Director
Division of Long Range Planning
Montgomery Public Schools

45 West Gude Drive, Suite 4100
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Subject: 2015 Capital Budget and the FY 2015-2020 Capital Improvements Program
For Educational Facilities

Dear Mr. Crispell:

In response to your request, the Montgomery Planning Department, on behalf of the M-NCPPC,
reviewed the FY 2015 Capital Budget and the FY 2015-2020 Capital Improvements Program for
Educational Facilities.

The Montgomery County Planning Department finds that the FY 2015 Capital Budget and the FY 2015-
2020 Capital Improvements Program for Educational Facilities are consistent with the M-NCPPC
approved and adopted master plans.

We appreciate your assistance in the master plans currently underway, including the Bethesda
Downtown Plan, Greater Lyttonsville, Sandy Spring Rural Village, and the Aspen Hill (Vitro) plan. We
value and look forward to continuing the working relationship between our agencies for the upcoming
master plans that will be starting in FY 2015: Montgomery Village, Westbard, and White Flint I1.

Sincerely,
/’ A A W/ /H/
Gwen Wright

Planning Director

GW:cp
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North Bethesda MS—Walter Johnson Cluster ...........ccceueneee.. 4-56
North Chevy Chase ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster.......... 4-6
Northwest HS—Northwest CIuster.........cococoeeiicercirereeenenns 4-84
Northwood HS—Downcounty Consortium............ccceeeueuenenes 4-34
Oak View ES—Downcounty Consortium..........c.cecevereeceeeeen. 4-34
Oakland Terrace ES—Downcounty Consortium.............c.c...... 4-34
Olney ES—Sherwood ClIUSter ........cccovureurueuerereriririirreeree, 4-112
William Tyler Page ES—Northeast Consortium............cceeenee. 4-74
Paint Branch HS—Northeast Consortium ...........cccceceeueueerennns 4-74
Parkland MS—Downcounty Consortium ............cccceceeeerenenns 4-34
Rosa Parks MS—Sherwood Cluster.........coovvivieiriiiccenicinns 4-112
Pine Crest ES—Downcounty Consortium ...........cccceveevveennnn. 4-34
Piney Branch ES—Downcounty Consortium............cccceceueuenens 4-34
John Poole MS—Poolesville Cluster..........cccovevveviiciiieeeieienne 4-90
Poolesville ES—Poolesville CIUSter ........oovveiirieieciriciricieieienns 4-90
Poolesville HS—Poolesville Cluster..........coocoveiiicircirieieuerennns 4-90
Potomac ES—Winston Churchill Cluster ............cccccceeeueeennns 4-14
Thomas W. Pyle MS—Walt Whitman Cluster.............c...... 4-124
Quince Orchard HS—Quince Orchard Cluster............ccc.c...... 4-94
Redland MS—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster ...........ccccccoeuunee. 4-62
Judith A. Resnik ES—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster................. 4-62
RICA—Special Education Centers ............cccoeeecuerviieeincnnnn. 4-136
Dr. Sally K. Ride ES—Seneca Valley Cluster............c.ccccceueenee 4-106
Ridgeview MS—Quince Orchard Cluster .........ccccccoccevvnininne. 4-94
Ritchie Park ES—Richard Montgomery Cluster..........c.cccccuc..... 4-68
Rock Creek Forest ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster ............ 4-6
Rock Creek Valley ES—Rockville Cluster..........cccccoovrveennnene. 4-100
Rock Terrace—Special Education Centers.........c.occcovveerucennee 4-136
Rock View ES—Downcounty Consortium .............coceeeerereneen 4-34
Rockville HS—Rockville CIUSter.........ccocovvvnnninicicciciaes 4-100
Lois P. Rockwell ES—Damascus Cluster.........c.ccccceeuvvrnnenne. 4-28
Rocky Hill MS—Clarksburg and Damascus clusters....... 4-20, 4-28
Rolling Terrace ES—Downcounty Consortium ............ccccceu.... 4-34
Rosemary Hills ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster.................. 4-6
Rosemont ES—Gaithersburg Cluster...........c.cccoveiieicirciccnennns 4-48
Carl Sandburg—Special Education Centers.........c.ccccoeuvereneee. 4-136
Seneca Valley HS—Seneca Valley Cluster ..........cococeevrinenenes 4-106
Sequoyah ES—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster..........c.oocevueeeee. 4-62
Seven Locks ES—Winston Churchill Cluster..........c.ccooveeeecee. 4-14
Shady Grove MS—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster .................... 4-62
Sherwood ES—Northeast Consortium and
Sherwood CIUSLeT........cviieieeeeeeeieee e 4-74,4-112
Sherwood HS—Sherwood Cluster ..........cccccoecueuervennnnencnne. 4-112

Sargent Shriver ES—Downcounty Consortium ...........coeeeee.. 4-34
Flora M. Singer ES—Downcounty Consortium............ccccc...... 4-34
Silver Spring International MS—Downcounty Consortium.....4-34
Sligo MS—Downcounty Consortium.............ccceeueeveericncennne. 4-34
Sligo Creek ES—Downcounty Consortium ............cccccceeeveveeene. 4-34
Somerset ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster ..........ccoceeeeenee. 4-6
South Lake ES—Watkins Mill Cluster ..........cccccceervivcininnnnes 4-118
Springbrook HS—Northeast Consortium........c.ocoeeeeerirenenene. 4-74
Stedwick ES—Watkins Mill Cluster..........cococeeceeirineieininnnnes 4-118
Stephen Knolls—Special Education Centers............ccccceueneee. 4-136
Stone Mill ES—Thomas S. Wootton Cluster...........ccccccoeeeneeies 4-130
Stonegate ES—Northeast Consortium...........cccooeveveueeeerenieuenne. 4-74
Strathmore ES—Downcounty Consortium.............cccccceeeveueuene. 4-34
Strawberry Knoll ES—Gaithersburg Cluster ............ccccoeeeeenee. 4-48
Summit Hall ES—Gaithersburg Cluster.........ccccocoeeieininnenene. 4-48
Takoma Park ES—Downcounty Consortium..............ccceeueeenne 4-34
Takoma Park MS—Downcounty Consortium ..............ccccceeeee. 4-34
Tilden MS—Walter Johnson CIUSter........cocoovviiviiiiiieecieieenen. 4-56
Travilah ES—Thomas S. Wootton CIUuster ............cccceeereunen. 4-130
Twinbrook ES—Richard Montgomery Cluster.............cccco..... 4-68
Viers Mill ES—Downcounty Consortium ..........ccceeevereererenene. 4-34
Washington Grove ES—Gaithersburg Cluster .........cccccccuvvnenee. 4-48
Waters Landing ES—Seneca Valley Cluster...........cccccceueuennnne. 4-106
Watkins Mill ES—Watkins Mill Cluster............cccceceueverererennnen 4-118
Watkins Mill HS—Watkins Mill Cluster...........cccccceeereuerenennn 4-118
Wayside ES—Winston Churchill Cluster..........cccccoeeiernnenene. 4-14
Weller Road ES—Downcounty Consortium............c.c.cccceueennee. 4-34
Julius West MS—Richard Montgomery Cluster.............ccc........ 4-68
Westbrook ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster..........ccccceuueue.. 4-6
Westland MS—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster..........cccccceunenne. 4-6
Westover ES—Northeast Consortium ...........cccevvceericcnenees 4-74
Wheaton HS—Downcounty Consortium ..........c.ceceeeeveverenene. 4-34
Wheaton Woods ES—Downcounty Consortium ..................... 4-34
Whetstone ES—Watkins Mill Cluster...........ccccoericvinicnnenes 4-118
White Oak MS—Northeast Consortium.........ccccoecuevriccecees 4-74
Walt Whitman HS—Walt Whitman Cluster ............ccc.ccccoce... 4-124
Wilson Wims ES—Clarksburg Cluster........ccccceeueeverinivnnnene. 4-20
Earle B. Wood MS—Rockville Cluster...........ccococviiceininnen. 4-100
Wood Acres ES—Walt Whitman Cluster............c.cccoevicuenee 4-124
Woodfield ES—Damascus CIUSter..........cccccoveurvviriceiniiceens 4-28
Woodlin ES—Downcounty Consortium ..........cccecevrveerueeeeneneas 4-34
Thomas S. Wootton HS—Thomas S. Wootton Cluster.......... 4-130
Wyngate ES—Walter Johnson Cluster...........cccceeueeeevnnenene. 4-56
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Introduction

The FY 2015 Educational Facilities Master Plan (Master Plan)
and the FY 2015-2020 Capital Improvements Program (CIP)
reflect the adopted actions of the Montgomery County Council
and integrate the facilities planning process with the annual
capital budget and the six-year CIP. The CIP is developed in
accordance with the Board of Education Long-range Educa-
tional Facilities Planning Policy (FAA) and Regulation (FAA-RA).
The Master Plan summarizes relevant capital and non-capital
actions approved for the six-year CIP period.

Cluster and school representatives will be providing issues
that they feel should be addressed in the next CIP cycle. These
requests will be shared with the superintendent and the Board
of Education and will be considered during the development

of the superintendent’s recommendation for Amendments to
the FY 2015-2020 CIP in October 2014.

This document contains the following sections:

Chapter 1, “The Adopted FY 2015 Capital Budget and
FY 2015-2020 Capital Improvements Program (CIP),” is
a review of the major factors that have influenced the
development of approved projects to the FY 2015 Capital
Budget and the FY 2015-2020 CIP. This chapter includes a
table summarizing the adopted FY 2015-2020 CIP.

Chapter 2, “The Planning Environment,” describes the
demographic, economic, and enrollment trends in Mont-
gomery County that form the context for reviewing facility
plans and addressing long-range system needs.

”

Chapter 3, “Facility Planning Objectives,” outlines six
facility planning objectives that guide the school system as
it moves to accommodate enrollment growth and program
changes. The objectives are discussed and placed in the
context of the recommended CIP actions.

Chapter 4, “Approved Actions and Planning Issues,”
is arranged by high school cluster and high school con-
sortium. This chapter provides maps depicting school
boundaries and locations, a bar graph that indicates school
utilization within each cluster, tables with enrollment
projections, school demographic profiles, building room
use, capacity data, and other facility information. Plan-
ning issues are identified, and adopted actions and recom-
mended actions to this CIP are discussed.

Chapter 5, “Countywide Projects,” provides a brief sum-
mary description of the CIP projects that are programmed
to meet the needs of many schools across the county. These
projects involve multiyear plans with different schools
scheduled each year. (Referred to as countywide projects)

Chapter 6, ‘Project Description Forms,” contain the indi-
vidual MCPS Project Description Forms (PDFs) adopted
by the County Council for the FY 2015-2020 CIP. Mont-
gomery County uses the PDFs as the official capital budget
documentation for all county agencies.

Several appendices, at the end of the document, contain
information on a variety of topics including enrollment
information, state-rated capacities, Board of Education poli-
cies, modernization schedules, available school sites, closed
schools and their current use, and relocatable classroom
placements. Also included are maps to identify Board of
Education, councilmanic, and legislative election districts. It
is important to note that this is a planning document for the
school system as a whole and that while cluster organization
is used for presentation of information, planning decisions
often cross cluster boundaries to meet program and facility
needs for students.

XV






Chapter 1

The County Council Adopted FY 2015
Capital Budget and the FY 2015-2020
Capital Improvements Program

The Biennial CIP Process
In November 1996 the Montgomery County charter was

amended by referendum to require a biennial, rather than an-

nual, Capital Improvements Program (CIP) review and approval
process. The total six-year CIP is now reviewed and approved
for each odd-numbered fiscal year. For even-numbered fiscal
years, only amendments are considered where changes are
needed in the second year of the six-year CIP. Fiscal Year (FY)
2015 is an odd-numbered fiscal year and, therefore, all CIP
projects were considered with a full review by the county
executive and the County Council.

The County Council Adopted

Capital Improvements Program

This document contains the adopted FY 2015 Capital Budget
appropriation amounts and the FY 20152020 CIP expenditure
schedules approved by the County Council in May 2014.

The county executive’s recommended FY 2015-2020 CIP,
released in January 2014, was $1.718 billion, approximately
$24 million less than the Board of Education’s Requested
FY 2015-2020 CIP of $1.742 billion. The county executive’s

recommendation included an assumption of new state sup-

ported School Financing Bonds over and above our annual
state aid allocation. The amount of School Financing Bonds
assumed in the county executive recommendation was $230.7
million ($72 million in FY 2016, $149 million in FY 2017, and
$9.7 million in FY 2018). The proposed state supported School
Financing Bonds were not approved by the General Assembly
and therefore, created a $230.7 million shortfall in the Board
of Education’s requested CIP.

Consequently, a scenario was submitted to the County Council
thatreduced the Board of Education’s requested FY 2015-2020
CIP to closely align with the $230.7 million shortfall. This
scenario delayed all individual school projects one year—not
currently under design or construction—but maintained the
planning funds as requested by the Board of Education. The
scenario also included a one-year delay, beyond the Board’s
request, for elementary school revitalization/expansion projects
and a one-year delay of secondary revitalization/expansion
projects, beginning with Tilden Middle School and Seneca
Valley High School.

In addition to the changes to the Board of Education’s requested
CIP noted above, during the reconciliation process, the County
Council reduced the Technology Modernization project by
$21.3 million and also reduced the Heating, Ventilation and
Air Conditioning (HVAC) project by $4.0 million. With respect
to the HVAC project, the FY 2015 appropriation requested by
the Board was approved; however, the FY 2016 expenditure
was reduced by $12 million and, $8 million was added evenly
in FYs 2017-2020 in the HVAC project. Also, MCPS provided
technical adjustments that shifted $4.2 million out of the six-
year period, but did not impact any project schedule.

As a result of the reductions, deferrals, and technical adjust-
ments, the County Council adopted FY 2015 Capital Budget
and the FY 2015-2020 CIP for MCPS totals $1.528 billion
for the six-year period, an increase of $162.5 million over the
previously approved CIP, and includes an FY 2015 expendi-
ture of $247.5 million. The adopted six-year CIP for MCPS
is, however, $214 million less than the Board of Education’s
Requested FY 2015-2020 CIP of $1.742 billion.

The adopted CIP maintained the completion dates of eight ad-
dition projects, two new middle school projects, and one new
elementary school project. The adopted CIP includes funding
for the planning and construction of 12 new elementary school
addition projects—Ashburton, Lucy V. Barnsley, Brookhaven,
Burtonsville, Diamond, Glen Haven, Highland, Kemp Mill,
Kensington-Parkwood, S. Christa McAuliffe, Judith A. Resnik,
and Sargent Shriver; as well as, additions at North Bethesda
Middle School and Bethesda-Chevy Chase High School. The
adopted CIP also includes approximately $719 million to plan,
design and/or construct 24 revitalization/expansion projects
over the next six-year period. The adopted CIP also includes
funding for improvements to the Blair Ewing Center.

The six-year plan includes funding for many countywide systemic
projects including: ADA Compliance; Energy Conservation;
Fire Safety Code Upgrades; Roof Replacement; and Restroom
Renovations. One countywide project—Heating, Ventilation,
and Air Conditioning (HVAC) Replacement—is increased
substantially to address the backlog of HVAC projects. The
increase for FY 2015 will provide for upgrades and/or replace-
ments of HVAC systems that are beyond their expected service
life. To eliminate the backlog of approximately $160 million,
MCPS would require $28 million per year for the next 10 years;
therefore, the approved funding for HVAC only begins to
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address this problem. All countywide systemic projects are
necessary to keep our aging facilities operational.

The summary table at the end of this chapter, titled “County
Council Adopted FY 2015 Capital Budget and the FY 2015-2020
Capital Improvements Program,” (page 1-5) summarizes the
County Council action on all projects. The first column in the
table shows the projects grouped by high school cluster. The
second column shows the Board of Education’s request and the
third column shows the County Council’s adopted action for
the FY 2015-2020 CIP. Itis important to note that many previ-
ously approved projects will be blank since they can proceed
on their currently approved schedules. The last column shows
the anticipated completion date for each project.

The next summary table includes all of the countywide projects
approved by the County Council in the FY 2015-2020 CIP
(page 1-10). The final two tables contain summary information
regarding the appropriation request and the expenditure schedule
for the adopted FY 2015 Capital Budgetand the FY 2015-2020
CIP (page 1-11) and the FY 2015 State CIP funding approved
for MCPS (page 1-12).

Itis important to note that an appropriation differs from an expen-
diture. Once approved by the County Council, an appropriation
gives MCPS the authority to encumber and spend money within
a specified dollar limit for a project. If a project extends beyond
one fiscal year, a majority of the cost of the project would need
to be appropriated in order to award the construction contract.
An expenditure, on the other hand, is a multi-year spending plan
in the CIP that shows when the County’s resources are expected
to be spent over the six-year period.

Funding the Capital
Improvements Program

The CIP is funded mainly from four types of revenue sources—
county General Obligation (GO) bonds, state aid, currentrevenue,
and Recordation and School Impact Taxes. The amount of GO
bond funding available for all county CIP projects is governed
by Spending Affordability Guidelines (SAG) limits set by the
County Council before CIP submissions are prepared. The
amount of state aid available is governed by the rules, regula-
tions, and procedures established by the state of Maryland
Interagency Committee on School Construction (IAC) and
by the amount of state revenues available to support the state
school construction program. The amount of current revenue
available to fund CIP projects is governed by county tax revenues
and the need to balance capital and operating budget requests.
And, the amount of Recordation and School Impact Taxes is
governed by the amount collected by the county from the sale
and refinancing of existing homes and the construction of new
residential development. All four types of revenue sources are
discussed below.

Fiscal Years Spendicng. Aﬂ:ordability

uidelines
FY 1991-1996 $815 million
FY 1992-1997 $815 million
FY 1993-1998 $810 million
FY 1994-1999 $600 million
FY 1995-2000 $637 million
FY 1996-2001 $675 million
FY 1997-2002 $695 million
FY 1997-2003 Amended $700 million*
FY 1999-2004 $714 million
FY 1999-2004 Amended $743 million*
FY 2001-2006 $798 million
FY 2001-2006 Amended $826 million*
FY 2003-2008 $880 million
FY 2003-2008 Amended $895 million*
FY 2005-2010 $1.14 billion
FY 2005-2010 Amended $1.22 billion*
FY 2007-2012 $1.44 billion
FY 2007-2012 Amended $1.65 billion*
FY 2009-2014 $1.8 billion
FY 2009-2014 Amended $1.84 billion
FY 2011-2016 CIP $1.95 billion
FY 2011-2016 Amended $1.91 billion*
FY 2013-2018 CIP $1.77 billion
FY 2013-2018 Amended $1.77 billion*
FY 2015-2020 CIP $1.77 billion
*Limits set during biennial process

General Obligation (GO) Bonds and
Spending Affordability Guidelines (SAG)

In each fiscal year, the County Council must set Spending
Affordability Guidelines (SAG) for the level of bonded debt it
believes the county can afford. The guidelines are set follow-
ing an analysis of fiscal consideration that shape the county’s
economic health. It is not intended that the County Council
consider the extent of the capital needs of the different county
agencies at the time it adopts the SAG limits.

As the table above indicates, since FY 1994, the County Council
has steadily increased the SAG limits. For FY 2012, an off-year
of the CIP, the County Council, in February 2011 decreased
the SAG limit by $5 million in both FY 2011 and FY 2012 and
decreased the six-year total to $1.92 billion, a total reduction
of $30 million. This was the first time in nearly 20 years that
the six-year total for SAG was reduced. During the County
Council’s reconciliation process in May 2011, the $320 million
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programmed for FY 2012 was reduced to $310 million, result-

ing in a six-year total of $1.91 billion.

For FY 2013, the County Council, in October 2011, set the
capital budget SAG limits at $295 million for both FY 2013
and FY 2014, with a six-year total of $1.77 billion, a decrease
of $140 million from the previously approved SAG limit. The
County Council reviewed the SAG limitin February 2012 and

upheld the SAG limit that was setin October 2011—$295 mil-

lion per year and a six-year total of $1.77 billion. For FY 2014,
an off-year of the CIP, the County Council, in February 2013,
maintained the SAG limit that was approved in FY 2013.

For FY 2015, the County Council, in October 2013, set the
capital budget SAG limits at $295 million for both FY 2015 and
FY 2016, with a six-year total of $1.77 billion, the same totals
for the last two budget cycles. The County Council reviewed
the SAG limit in February 2014 and maintained the previously
approved SAG limit.

Recordation Tax and School Impact Tax

The two bills approved by the County Council in the spring of
2004, Rill 24-03, Recordation Tax—Use of Funds, and Bill 9-03,

Development Impact Tax—School Facilities, dedicated and cre-

ated significant current revenue sources to supplement the GO
bond funding of the CIP. Bill 24-03, Recordation Tax—Use of
Funds, dedicated the increase in the Recordation Tax adopted
in 2002 for use in funding both GO bond eligible and current
revenue funded projects in the CIP. Bill 9-03, Development
Impact Tax—School Facilities, generates funds used for bond
eligible projects that increase school capacity through new
schools, additions to schools, or the portion of revitalizations/
expansions to schools that add capacity. Both of these bills are
important because they will continue to provide significant
current revenues in addition to GO bonds that will support

the MCPS CIP.

State Funding

In the first 22 years of the State Public School Construction
Program, from FY 1973 to FY 1994, the amount of state funding
received by MCPS averaged $13.7 million per year. In FY 1995
and FY 1996, the state funded approximately $20 million per

year, and in FY 1997, the state allocated $36 million for Mont-

gomery County. Using the $36 million level of state funding as
a benchmark, the County Council increased the levels of state
aid assumed in the CIP. County efforts were again successful
in FY 1998, and MCPS was allocated $38 million in state aid
for school construction projects. The county was even more
successful in FY 1999, FY 2000, and FY 2001 with $50 million,
$50.2 million, and $51.2 million being allocated respectively.
The following table shows the amount of state aid received
each fiscal year since FY 1992.

For FY 2012, the state aid request was $163.7 million. Of the
$163.7 million request, the FY 2012 state aid approved for
MCPS was $42 million, approximately $121.7 million less
than the amount requested, but $2 million more than the $40
million assumed for FY 2012 in the Amended FY 2011-2016
CIP. For FY 2013, the state aid request was $184.5 million. Of

the $184.5 million request, the FY 2013 state aid approved for
MCPS was $43.1 million, approximately $141.4 million less
than the amount requested, but approximately $3 million more
than the $40 million assumed for FY 2013 in the FY 2013-2018
CIP. For FY 2014, the state aid request was $149.3 million. Of
the $149.3 million request, the FY 2014 state aid approved for
MCPS was $35.09 million, approximately $114.2 million less
than the amount requested, and $4.9 million less than the $40
million assumed for FY 2014.

For FY 2015, the revised state aid request was $162.9 million.
This figure is based on current eligibility of projects approved by
the County Council in May 2013. Of the $162.9 million request,
$25.8 million is for four projects that had received partial state
funding in a prior year; $25.2 million is for seven forward-funded
construction projects; $10.6 million is for systemic roofing and
HVAC projects; $92.6 million is for seven projects previously
granted planning approval from the state and now require
construction funding; and the remaining $8.8 million is for five
projects that will require state planning approval in addition to
construction funding. Of the $162.9 million request, the FY 2015
state aid approved for MCPS was $39.95 million, approximately
$122.95 million less than the amount requested, and $50,000
less than the $40 million assumed for FY 2015.

Current Revenue

There are some projects that are not bond eligible because the
service or improvement covered by the project does not have a
life expectancy that would be equal to or exceed the typical 20-
year life of the bond funding the project. These projects must be
funded with currentrevenue. There are three such projects in the
MCPS CIP—Relocatable Classrooms, Technology Modernization,
and Facility Planning. Current revenue-funded projects make
up approximately 10 percent of the CIP, and must be funded
with the general current receipts the county receives from its
share of all state and local taxes and fees. The same general
current receipts are used to fund the county operating budget.

The Relationship between
State and Local Funding

On average, MCPS receives 25 to 30 percent of the cost of eli-
gible project expenditures from state funds. There are, however,
many countywide projects in the CIP that are not eligible for
state funding. Federal mandates such as projects to comply
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the Clean
Air Act, the Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act, and
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations on fuel
tank management are not eligible for state funding. Neither
are expenditures for land acquisition, energy conservation, fire
safety code upgrades, improved access to schools, indoor air
quality improvements, school security systems, and technol-
ogy modernization.

The amount of state funding received for a new school or ad-
dition is approximately 30 percent of the cost of the project,
whereas, for a revitalization/expansion project, the amount is
approximately 25 percent. The amount varies due to the state
formulas used to calculate “eligible” expenditures. The use of
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the word “eligible” here refers to expenditures the state will
reimburse based on state capacity and square foot formulas.
The state does not consider what is required to completely
fund a construction project. For example, design fees, land
acquisition, furniture and equipment, and classroom and sup-
port space needs beyond the state square foot formula are not
considered eligible for state funding. All of these costs must be
borne locally. In addition, the state discounts its contributions
to local school systems based on the wealth of each jurisdiction.
In the case of Montgomery County, the state will pay only 50
percent of eligible state expenses for MCPS projects.

Capital Budget and Operating
Budget Relationship

The relationship between the capital and the operating budgets
is a critical consideration in the overall fiscal picture for MCPS.
The capital budget affects the operating budget in three ways.
First, GO bond debt, required for capital projects, creates the
need to fund debt service payments in the Montgomery County
Government operating budget. The County Council considers
this operating budget impact when it approves Spending Af-
fordability Guidelines. Second, a portion of the capital budget
request is funded through general current revenue receipts,
drawing money from the same sources that fund the operating
budget. Finally, decisions in the capital budget to build a new
school or add to an existing school create operating budget
impacts through additional costs for staff, utilities, and other
services. Although the budget process separates the capital and
operating budgets by creating different time lines for decision
making, checks and balances have been incorporated into the
review process to ensure compliance with Spending Afford-
ability Guidelines.

$280,000,000

Capital Budget Expenditures and Funding Sources (FY 1995-2015)

$260,000,000

$240,000,000 [l COUNTY FUNDING
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$200,000,000
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FISCAL YEAR
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Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster

County Council Adopted FY 2015 Capital Budget
and the FY 2015-2020 Capital Improvements Program

Summary Table'

Bethesda-Chevy Chase HS

Request FY 2015 appropriation for planning

Approved FY 2015 appropriation for planning

Addition funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year. 8/18
Bethesda-Chevy Chase MS #2 8/17
Bethesda ES Addition ?j:;isg FY 2015 appropriation for balance of ﬁﬁ%r;\;ed FY 2015 appropriation for balance of 8/15
North Chevy Chase ES Addition ?j:;(:‘sé FY 2015 appropriation for balance of ﬁﬁ%ri(:éed FY 2015 appropriation for balance of 8/15
Rock Creek Forest ES Request FY 2015 appropriation for balance of Approved FY 2015 appropriation for balance of 115
Revitalization/Expansion funding. funding.
Rosemary Hills ES Addition ?j:;?g FY 2015 appropriation for balance of ﬁj&p;riz\;ed FY 2015 appropriation for balance of 8/15
. Approved one year delay for elementary school
Ros'em'ary.Hllls ES . Req.ues.t °T‘e year delay for elementary school Revitalizations/Expansions beyond the Board 1/23
Revitalization/Expansion Revitalizations/Expansions. request
Winston Churchill Cluster
Approved one year delay for elementary school
Potqmgc FTS . Reqvuesvt one year dela}/ for elementary school Revitalizations/Expansions beyond the Board 1/20
Revitalization/Expansion Revitalizations/Expansions. request
. Approved one year delay for elementary school
Wa)fsu:!e E.S . Req.ues.t one year dela}/ for elementary school Revitalizations/Expansions beyond the Board 8/18
Revitalization/Expansion Revitalizations/Expansions. request
Clarksburg Cluster
Clarksburg HS Addition ?jr?;isg FY 2015 appropriation for balance of ﬁj;:%ri(r)]\;ed FY 2015 appropriation for balance of 8/15
Clarksburg/Damascus MS (New) ?j:::st FY 2015 appropriation for construction ﬁj[i]%r:ved FY 2015 appropriation for construction 8/16
Neelsville MS Addition gtle;nuneiztgFY 2015 appropriation for facility /:I;;Fr)]rr:)i\r/](;d FY 2015 appropriation for facility TBD
Clarksburg Cluster ES #8 (New) zfle;]nuneiztgFY 2015 appropriation for facility lsl;;arr:)i\r/](;d FY 2015 appropriation for facility TBD
Clarksburg Cluster ES (Clarksburg 8/14
Village Site #1)
Captain James E. Daly ES Addition TBD
Damascus Cluster
Clarksburg/Damascus MS (New) ?j:::st FY 2015 appropriation for construction ﬁﬂz;r;)ved FY 2015 appropriation for construction 8/16
Approved one year delay for elementary school
Damascus ES Request one year delay for elementary school Revitalizations/Expansions beyond the Board 123

Revitalization/Expansion

Revitalizations/Expansions.

request.

'Bold indicates new project in the approved FY 2015-2020 CIP. Blank indicates no change from the approved project.
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Downcounty Consortium
Wheaton HS Request FY 2015 appropriation for balance of Approved FY 2015 appropriation for balance of | 1/16 Building
Revitalization/Expansion funding. funding. 8/18 Site
Eastern Middle School . . Approved FY 2018 expenditures for planning
Revitalization/Expansion Request FY 2018 expenditures for planning funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year. 8/22
Col. E. Brooke Lee MS Addition Requgst FY 2015 appropriation for facility Apprqved FY 2015 appropriation for facility TBD
planning. planning.
Col. E. Brooke Lee MS . . .
Revitalization/Expansion Request FY 2020 expenditures for planning funds. |Approved delay of construction funds one year. TBD
A. Mario Loiederman MS Addition TBD
parkland MS Addition Requgst FY 2015 appropriation for facility Apprqved FY 2015 appropriation for facility TBD
planning. planning.
Silver Spring International MS Request FY 2015 appropriation for facility Approved FY 2015 appropriation for facility TBD
Addition planning. planning.
Takoma Park MS Addition Requefst FY 2015 appropriation for facility Apprqved FY 2015 appropriation for facility TBD
planning. planning.
Arcola ES Addition Requ.est FY 2015 appropriation for balance of Appr.oved FY 2015 appropriation for balance of 8/15
funding. funding.
Bel Pre ES Revitalization/Expansion 8/14
Brookhaven ES Addition (DCC  |Request FY 2016 expenditure for planning Approved FY 2016 expenditure for planning
X . 8/19
Solution) funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.
Glen Haven ES Addition (DCC  |Request FY 2016 expenditure for planning Approved FY 2016 expenditure for planning
. . 8/19
Solution) funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.
Highland ES Addition (DCC Request FY 2016 expenditure for planning Approved FY 2016 expenditure for planning
. . 8/19
Solution) funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.
Highland View ES Addition TBD
Kemp Mill ES Addition (DCC Request FY 2016 expenditure for planning Approved FY 2016 expenditure for planning
. . 8/19
Solution) funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.
Rolling Terrace ES Addition TBD
Sargent Shriver ES Addition Request FY 2016 expenditures for planning Approved FY 2016 expenditure for planning 8/19
(DCC Solution) funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.
Approved one year delay for elementary school
Wheaton Woods ES Request one year delay for elementary school R .
NN . T : Revitalizations/Expansions beyond the Board 8/18
Revitalization/Expansion Revitalizations/Expansions.
request.
Woodlin ES Addition TBD
Gaithersburg Cluster
Gaithersburg HS 8/13 Building
Revitalization/Expansion 8/14 Site
Gaithersburg ES Addition TBD
Goshen ES Addition TBD
Strawberry Knoll ES Addition TBD
Summit Hall ES Request one year delay for elementary school Approved one year delay for elementary school 1723
Revitalization/Expansion Revitalizations/Expansions. Revitalizations/Expansions beyond Board request.

'Bold indicates new project in the approved FY 2015-2020 CIP. Blank indicates no change from the approved project.
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Walter Johnson Cluster

Request FY 2015 appropriation for facility

Approved FY 2015 appropriation for facility

funds. Delayed construction funds one year.

Walter Johnson HS Addition - . TBD
planning. planning.

North Bethesda MS Addition Request FY 2015 appropriation for planning Approved FY 2015 appror.)rlatlon for planning 8/18
funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.

. N . . . Approved FY 2016 expenditure for planning

Tilden MS Revitalization/Expansion|Request FY 2016 expenditure for planning funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year. 8/20

Ashburton ES Addition Request FY 2017 expenditure for planning Approved FY 2017 expen'dlture for planning 8/20
funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.

Kensington-Parkwood ES Request FY 2015 appropriation for planning Approved FY 2015 appropriation for planning 8/18

Addition funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.

Luxmanor ES Request one year delay for elementary school Approved one year delay for elementary school 1/20

Revitalization/Expansion Revitalizations/Expansions. Revitalizations/Expansions beyond Board request.

Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster

Candlewood ES Request FY 2015 appropriation for balance of Approved FY 2015 appropriation for balance of 115

Revitalization/Expansion funding. funding.

Judith A. Resnik ES Addition Request FY 2017 expenditure for planning Approved FY 2017 expen.dlture for planning 8/20
funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.

Richard Montgomery Cluster

Julius West MS Addition Request FY 2015 appropriation for construction Approved FY 2015 appropriation for construction 8/16
funds. funds.

Richard Montgomery ES #5 - . Approved FY 2015 appropriation for planning

(Hungerford Park Site) Request FY 2015 appropriation for planning funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year. 8/18

Twinbrook ES Request one year delay for elementary school Approved one year delay for elementary school 123

Revitalization/Expansion Revitalizations/Expansions. Revitalizations/Expansions beyond Board request.

Northeast Consortium

William Farquhar MS Request FY 2015 appropriation for construction Approved FY 2015 appropriation for construction 8/16

Revitalization/Expansion funds. funds.

Broad Acres ES Addition TBD

Burtonsville ES Addition Request FY 2017 expenditure for planning Approved FY 2017 expen'dlture for planning 8/20
funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.

Greencastle ES Addition TBD

Approved FY 2015 appropriation for facility
Stonegate ES Req_ues?t one year dela_y for elementary school planning. Approved one year delay for
A . Revitalizations/Expansions. Request FY 2015 AN . 8/21
Revitalization/Expansion appropration for facility plannin elementary school Revitalizations/Expansions
pprop yp 9 beyond Board request.

Northwest Cluster

Diamond ES Addition Request FY 2015 appropriation for planning Approved FY 2015 appropnatmn for planning 8/18
funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.

Northwest ES #8 Request FY 2015 appropriation for planning funds. Approved FY 2015 appropriation for planning 8/18

'Bold indicates new project in the approved FY2015-2020 CIP. Blank indicates no change from the approved project.
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Poolesville HS
Revitalization/Expansion

Brown Station ES
Revitalization/Expansion

Request FY 2018 expenditures for planning funds.

Request one year delay for elementary school
Revitalizations/Expansions.

Approved FY 2018 expenditures for planning
funds. Delayed construction funds one year.

Approved one year delay for elementary school
Revitalizations/Expansions beyond Board request.

8/23 Building
8/24 Site

8/18

Earl B. Wood MS Addition TBD

Lucy V. Barnsley ES Addition Request FY 2015 appropriation for planning Approved FY 2015 approg?rlatlon for planning 8/18
funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.

Maryvale ES Request one year delay for elementary school Approved one year delay for elementary school 1/20

Revitalization/Expansion Revitalizations/Expansions. Revitalizations/Expansions beyond Board request.

Meadow Hall ES Addition TBD

William Farquhar MS

Request FY 2015 appropriation for construction

Seneca Valley HS Approved one year delay for secondary 8/19 Building

Revitalization/Expansion Revitalization/Expansion projects. 8/20 Site

Lake Seneca ES Addition TBD

S. Christa McAuliffe ES Addition Request FY 2017 expenditure for planning Approved FY 2017 expen.dlture for planning 8/20
funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year.

Waters Landing ES Addition 8/14

Approved FY 2015 appropriation for construction

Revitalization/Expansion

Neelsville MS Addition

appropriation for facility planning.

Request FY 2015 appropriation for facility
planning.

Revitalization/Expansion funds. funds. 8/16
Approved FY 2015 appropriation for facility
Request one year delay for elementary school .
Belmont ES Revitalizations/Expansions. Request FY 2015 planning. Approved one year delay for 8/21

elementary school Revitalizations/Expansions
beyond Board request.

Approved FY 2015 appropriation for facility
planning.

TBD

South Lake ES Addition

TBD

funds.

Whitman HS Addition TBD
Burning Tree ES Addition TBD
Wood Acres ES Addition Request FY 2015 appropriation for construction Approved FY 2015 appropriation for construction 8/16

funds.

'Bold indicates new project to the approved FY 2015-2020 CIP. Blank indicates no change from the approved project.
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Thomas S. Wootton Cluster
Thomas S. Wootton HS . . Approved FY 2016 expenditure for planning 8/21 Building
Revitalization/Expansion Request FY 2016 expenditure for planning funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year. 8/22 Site
. Request one year delay for elementary school Apprqved FY 2015 appropriation for facility

Cold Spring ES L ’ planning. Approved one year delay for

R . Revitalizations/Expansions. Request FY 2015 AR . 8/21
Revitalization/Expansion appropriation for facility plannin elementary school Revitalizations/Expansions

pprop yP 9- beyond Board request.
Request one year delay for elementary school AIF; T:i;ed ;Y Zglzjzﬁr:per:tgg;orf;;:cnl|ty
DuFief ES Revitalization/Expansion |Revitalizations/Expansions. Request FY 2015 pl 9 PPh | Revi Iy . 4 . 8/21
appropriation for facility planning elementary school Revitalizations/Expansions
PP ’ beyond Board request.

Other Educational Facilities
Thomas Edison High School for . . .
Technology Request FY 2015 appropriation for planning funds. Approved FY 2015 appropriation for planning 8/17 Bm[dlng

S . funds. 8/18 Site
Revitalization/Expansion
Blair G. Ewing Center . . Approved FY 2015 appropriation for planning
Modifications Request FY 2015 appropriation for planning funds. funds. Delayed construction funds one year. 8/18
Rock Terrace School Modifications TBD
Carl Sandburg

e . Request one year delay for elementary school Approved one year delay for elementary school
Revitalization/Expansion Revitalizations/Expansions Revitalizations/Expansions beyond Board request 8/20
(collocation with Maryvale ES) P : P Y quest.
Stephen Knolls School
Modifications TBD

'Bold indicates new project to the approved FY 2015-2020 CIP. Blank indicates no change from the approved project.
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County Council Adopted FY 2015 Capital Budget
and the FY 2015-2020 Capital Improvements Program

Summary Table’

Request FY 2015 appropriation to continue this

Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this

ADA Compliance project. project. Ongoing
Asbestos Abatement and Request FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this .
. . . . Ongoing
Hazardous Materials Remediation |project. project.
Building Modifications and Request FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Ondoin
Program Improvements project. project. going
Approved a one year delay for elementary schools
Current Revitalizations/Expansions|Request a one year delay for elementary schools  |beyond Board request and one year delay of Ongoing
secondary schools.
Design and Construction Request FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Ongoin
Management project. project. going
Energy Conservation Req.uest FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Ongoing
project. project.
Facility Planning Req.uest FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Ongoing
project. project.
Fire Safety Code Upgrades Approved FY 2014 appropriation to continue this Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Ongoing
project. project.
Approved one year delay for elementary schools
Future Revitalizations/Expansions |Request one year delay for elementary schools beyond Board request and one year delay of Ongoing
secondary schools.
Request increase in this project for FY 2015 and Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this
beyond to address the backlog of HVAC projects. |project. Approved a reduction of $12 million in .
HVAC Replacement Request FY 2015 appropriation to continue this FY 2016 and shifted $8 million to the outyears Ongoing
project. and reallocated $4 million to another CIP.
Improved (SAFE) Access to Request FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Ondgoin
Schools project. project. going
Indoor Air Quality Improvements Req.uest FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Apgroved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Ongoing
project. project.
Planned Life Cycle Asset Request FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this .
- . Ongoing
Replacement (PLAR) project. project.
. . Approved FY 2015 appropriation for planning
Rehab./Reno. of Closed Schools Request !:Y 2015 appropriation for planning funds funds for the Richard Montgomery Cluster .
for the Richard Montgomery Cluster Elementary - Ongoing
(RROCS) Elementary School #5. Delayed construction
School #4
funds one year.
Relocatable Classrooms Req.uest FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Ongoing
project. project.
Restroom Renovations Req.uest FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Ongoing
project. project.
Roof Replacement Approved FY 2014 appropriation to continue this Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Ongoing
project. project.
School Security Systems Approved FY 2014 appropriation to continue this Ongoing
project.
Stormwater Discharge and Water |Approved FY 2014 appropriation to continue this |Approved FY 2015 appropriation to continue this Onaoin
Quality Management project. project. going
Technology Modernization Approved FY 2014 appropriation to continue this Approved a reduction of $21.3 million over the Ongoing
project. six-year CIP.
Transportation Depots TBD

Bold indicates new project to the approved FY 2015-2020 CIP. Blank indicates no change from the approved project.
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County Council Adopted FY 2015 Capital Budget
and the FY 2015-2020 Capital Improvements Program

(figures in thousands)

FY 2015 Thru Remaining Total

Project Approp. Total FY 2013 FY 2014 Six-Years | FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 | Beyond
Individual School Projects
Arcola ES Addition 130 3,841 141 1,096 2,604 1,057 1,547
Ashburton ES Addition 7,221 5,089 256 192 1,988 2,653 2,132
Lucy Barnsley ES Addition 1,156 12,974 12,974 462 347 3,346 7,319 1,500
Bethesda ES Addition 171 3,970 143 1,168 2,659 1,082 1,577
Bethesda-Chevy Chase HS Addition 2,808 30,787 30,787, 1,123 842 8,754 11,044 9,024
Bethesda-Chevy Chase MS #2 52,314 250 52,064 829 13,181 32,674 5,380
Brookhaven ES Addition (DCC Solution) 5,381 5,381 192 144 1,467 2,229 1,349
Burtonsville ES Addition 12,818 9,766 469 352 3,574 5,371 3,052
Clarksburg Cluster ES (Clarksburg Village Site #1) 28,218 7,194 8,613 12,411 12,411
Clarksburg HS Addition 529 11,823 377 3,229 8,217 3,269 4,948
Clarksburg/Damascus MS (New) 48,750 52,764 200 1,107 51,457| 12,633 30,246 8,578
Diamond ES Addition 804 8,926 8,926 322 241 2,535 3,390 2,438
Blair Ewing Center Improvements 1,512 16,579 16,579 605 454 3,375 6,274 5,871
Glen Haven ES Addition (DCC Solution) 4,092 4,092 147 110 1,269 1,394 1,172
Highland ES Addition (DCC Solution) 8,225 8,225 285 214 2,249 3,430 2,047
Kemp Mill ES Addition (DCC Solution) 8,658 8,658 310 232 2438 3,225 2,453
Kensington-Parkwood ES Addition 998 11,156 11,156 399 299 3,145 6,092 1,221
S. Christa McAuliffe ES Addition 10,171 7,760 364 273 2,868 4,255 2,411
North Bethesda MS Addition 1,691 18,610 18,610 676 507 5,155 6,379 5,893
North Chevy Chase ES Addition 260 6,820 230 1,921 4,669 1,880 2,789
Northwest ES #8 2,979 32,450 32,450 1,192 894 8,660 12,532 9,172
Judith Resnik ES Addition 11,512 8,471 413 310 3,254 4,494 3,041
Rosemary Hills ES Addition 172 5,708 198 1,668 3,842 1,569 2,273
Sargent Shriver ES Addition (DCC Solution) 3,881 3,881 136 102 1,074 2,103 466
Waters Landing ES Addition 8,827 1,794 3,487 3,546 3,546
Julius West MS Addition 13,798 15,303 409 14,894| 4,664 8,554 1,676
Wood Acres ES Addition 7,800 8,606 232 8374 2,637 4,822 915
e O e e o Y N
ADA Compliance: MCPS 3,000 24,393 10,393 3,200 10,800 3,000 3,000 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200
Asbestos Abatement 1,145 15,520 7,505 1,145 6,870 1,145 1,145 1,145 1,145 1,145 1,145
Building Modifications and Program Improvements 3,500 27,432 18,132 2,300 7,000 3,500 3,500
Current Revitalizations/Expansions 55,906 1,316,143 507,905 121,982 686,256| 97,274 105,522 92,247 131,040 142,369 117,804
Design and Construction Management 4,900 65,775 31,475 4,900 29,400 4,900 4,900 4,900 4,900 4,900 4,900
Energy Conservation: MCPS 2,057 29,750 15,351 2,057 12,342| 2,057 2,057 2,057 2,057 2,057 2,057
Facility Planning: MCPS 900 10,997 6,807 600 3,590 900 450 770 400 670 400
Fire Safety Upgrades 2,000 15,483 6,712 1,503 7,268 2,000 2,000 817 817 817 817
Future Revitalizations/Expansions 33,140 33,140 0 0 0 3,368 5,532 24,240
HVAC (Mechanical Systems) Replacement 28,000 165,775 63,415 10,360 92,000, 28,000 16,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000
Improved (Safe) Access to Schools 1,200 10,828 7,228 1,200 2,400 1,200 1,200
Indoor Air Quality Improvements 2,147 28,061 16,282 1,497 10,282 2,147 2,147 1,497 1,497 1,497 1,497
Planned Life-Cycle Asset Replacement (PLAR) 7,250 90,404 52,199 4,741 33,464 7,250 7,250 4,741 4,741 4,741 4,741
Rehabilitation/Renovation of Closed Schools (RROCS) 3,258 110,820 75,439 35,381 1,303 977 8,455 21,065 3,581
Relocatable Classrooms 45,811 26,811 4,000 15,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Restroom Renovations 1,000 13,085 8,735 1,000 3,350 1,000 1,000 1,000 350
Roof Replacement: MCPS 8,000 78,929 30,589 6,468 41,872| 8,000 8,000 6,468 6,468 6,468 6,468
School Security Systems 18,610 9,614 5,860 3,136 3,136
Stormwater Discharge and Water Quality Management 616 9,367 5,055 616 3,696 616 616 616 616 616 616
Technology Modernization 24,758 294,215 138,949 22,088 133,178 24,758 23,538 21,358 21,998 20,728 20,798
Total Adopted CIP 233,195 2,806,173 1,048,873 218,697 1,527,967 247,542 262,893 245,388 281,696 267,505 222,943
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FY 2015 Approved State Capital Improvements Program
for Montgomery County Public Schools

(figures in thousands)

Z Total Non Prior IAC FY 2015
Priority : Project Estimated PSCP Funding Request For State
No. [ & Cost Funds Thru FY 2014 Funding [Approved
Balance of Funding (Forward-Funded)
1 Y [Paint Branch HS Revitalization/Expansion 93,745 62,022 25,230 6,493 6,493
2 Y |Herbert Hoover MS Revitalization/Expansion 44,930 34,366 2,350 8,214 8,214
3 Y |Glenallan ES Revitalization/Expansion (CSR) 26,591 19,500 1,600 5,491 5,491
4 Y |Beverly Farms ES Revitalization/Expansion 26,247 19,619 1,046 5,582 5,582
Subtotal 191,513 135,507 30,226 25,780 25,780
Funding (Forward-Funded)
5 Y |Weller Road ES Revitalization/Expansion (CSR) 24,547 15,895 0 8,652 3,604
6 Y |Bradley Hills ES Addition 17,949 13,426 0 4,523
7 Y |Westbrook ES Addition 11,805 9,396 0 2,409
8 N |Darnestown ES Addition 15,400 12,198 0 3,202
9 Y |Wyngate ES Addition 10,230 7,392 0 2,838
10 Y |Georgian Forest ES Addition (CSR) 10,620 7,875 0 2,745
11 Y [Viers Mill ES Addition (CSR) 1,177 10,335 0 842
Subtotal 101,728 76,517 0 25,211 3,604
Systemic Projects
12 Y [Quince Orchard HS HVAC 2,215 1,110 0 1,105 1,105
13 Y |S. Christa McAuliffe ES HVAC 2,150 1,077 0 1,073 1,073
14 Y |Damascus HS HVAC 2,122 1,063 0 1,059 1,059
15 Y |Shady Grove MS HVAC 2,050 1,027 0 1,023 1,023
16 Y |Goshen ES HVAC 1,750 877 0 873 873
17 Y |Roberto Clemente MS Roof 1,650 827 0 823 823
18 Y |Woodfield ES HVAC 1,451 727 0 724 724
19 N |Briggs Chaney MS Roof 1,550 777 0 773 773
20 Y |Lake Seneca ES HVAC 1,325 664 0 661 661
21 Y |White Oak MS Roof 1,245 624 0 621 621
22 Y [Summit Hall ES HVAC 1,185 594 0 591 591
23 Y |Woodlin ES HVAC 1,075 539 0 536 536
24 Y |Fields Road MS Roof 800 401 0 399 399
25 Y [Walt Whitman HS Roof 612 307 0 305 305
Subtotal 21,180 10,614 0 10,566 10,566
Construction Request
26 Y |Waters Landing ES Addition (CSR) 8,827 7,535 0 1,292
27 Y |Gaithersburg HS Revitalization/Expansion 109,100 69,514 0 39,586
28 Y |Clarksburg Cluster ES 28,732 19,311 0 9,421
29 Y |Bel Pre ES Revitalization/Expansion (CSR) 29,387 20,549 0 8,838
30 Y |Rock Creek Forest ES Revitalization/Expansion (CSR)* 29,100 18,854 0 10,246
31 Y |Candlewood ES Revitalization/Expansion* 23,833 16,392 0 7,441
32 Y |Wheaton HS Revitalization/Expansion* 128,734 97,165 0 15,785
Subtotal 357,713 249,320 0 92,609 0
Planning and Construction Request
33/34 | Y |Clarksburg HS Addition 11,823 7,566 0 4,257
35/36 | Y |North Chevy Chase ES Addition 6,820 5,215 0 1,605
37/38 | Y |Rosemary Hills ES Addition 5,708 5,447 0 261
39/40 | Y [Bethesda ES Addition 3,970 2,498 0 1,472
41/42 | Y |Arcola ES Addition (CSR) 3,970 2,802 0 1,168
Subtotal 32,291 23,528 0 8,763 0
Planning Approval Request
43 Y | Clarksburg/Damascus MS (New)* LP LP LP
44 N | William H. Farquhar MS Revitalization/Expansion* LP LP LP
45 Y | Wheaton Woods ES Revitalization/Expansion (CSR)* LP LP
46 Y | Brown Station ES Revitalization/Expansion (CSR)* LP LP
47 Y | Wayside ES Revitalization/Expansion* LP LP
48 Y | Julius West MS Addition LP LP
49 Y | Wood Acres ES Addition LP LP
50 Y | Bethesda/Chevy Chase MS (New)* LP LP
51 Y | Seneca Valley HS Revitalization/Expansion* LP LP
52 Y | Thomas Edison HS of Technology Revitalization/Expansion* LP LP
TOTAL 704,425 495,486 30,226 162,929 39,950

*Split—FY Funding Request
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Chapter 2

The Planning Environment

Facility plans are developed in a dynamic planning environ-
ment. The major driver for these plans, since the mid-1980s,
has been an enrollment increase of 60,000 students. Integral
to this enrollment growth has been increased diversity, as seen
in the wide range of cultures, language groups, and racial and
ethnic populations that make up our cosmopolitan county:.

Enrollment growth since 2007 has been particularly strong.
This year, MCPS enrollment totals 151,289 students. Enroll-
ment has increased by 13,544 students in the six-year period
from 2007 to 2013. Most of this enrollment increase, 11,741
students, has occurred at elementary schools. In the next six
years, enrollment is projected to increase by 10,966 students,
with most of this increase, 9,220 students, at middle schools
and high schools. The 13,544 student increase in the past six
years and the 10,966 student increase projected for the next
six years totals a 24,510 student increase in a 12-year period.
This significant enrollment increase is placing great pressure
on school facilities and our capital program.

Funding for capital projects has not been sufficient to fully
address elementary school enrollment increases, and 87 per-
cent of the school system’s 382 relocatable classrooms are at
elementary schools this year. The backlog of projects needed
to add capacity at elementary schools will be compounded in
the coming years as secondary schools receive higher enroll-
ments that will exceed the capacities.

Community Trends

Population

Demographic trends in Montgomery County are part of
a national trend in large metropolitan areas where African
Americans, Asians, and especially Hispanics, have accounted
for most, if not all, of the suburban population growth since
1990. MCPS planners consult various sources to monitor
county population trends, including the U.S. Census Bureau,
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the Maryland Department of Planning, and the Montgomery
County Planning Department. According to the U.S. Census,
the total population of Montgomery County increased by
214,750 people between 1990, when there were 757,027 people,
to 971,777 people in 2010. County population topped one
million people in 2012. All of the county population growth
since 1990 is due to increases in non-White race groups and
the Hispanic ethnic group. Since 1990, the White, non-Hispanic
population has decreased in the county by 2 percent, while
the population of African Americans increased by 75 percent,
the population of Asians increased by 118 percent, and the
population of Hispanics of any race increased by 197 percent.

A significant share of the population increase in the county is
the result of resident births outnumbering deaths by more than
2 to 1. From 2000 through 2012, there were 174,201 births com-
pared to 71,485 deaths in the county for a net natural increase
in population of 102,716 residents. The other major factor in
population growth is immigration from outside the United
States that has countered the outflow of county population
to other places. Between 2000 and 2012, international migra-
tion contributed 110,171 residents, while domestic migration
resulted in a loss of 68,586 residents. Combined, population
migration netted 41,585 more residents between 2000 and
2012. The percent of foreign-born residents in Montgomery
County is greater than any other Maryland jurisdiction and
second only to Arlington County, Virginia in the Washington
metropolitan area. The percent of foreign-born residents in
Montgomery County increased from 18.6 percent in 1990 to
32.2 percent in 2010.

Economy

Beginning in the summer of 2007, turmoil in the nation’s
housing market led to the deepest economic decline since the
Great Depression. The bursting of the housing “bubble” had
devastating implications for banks holding large amounts of
mortgage debt. Defaults on mortgages by homeowners who
should not have been qualified for loans escalated, which led
to a credit crisis that rippled through the economy and led to
millions of job losses. The credit crisis and related job losses
also led to unprecedented federal involvement to contain the
financial meltdown and stimulate the economy. In addition to
the banking crisis, huge losses in the stock marketresulted in a
steep reduction in the value of personal investments and retire-
mentaccounts, sharply reducing consumer spending patterns.

The National Bureau of Economic Research, considered the
arbiter of recessions, declared the recession that began in
December 2007 to be over in June 2009. The depth and length
of this recession led many to call it the “Great Recession,” and
to note that it was the longest economic downturn since the
Great Depression. Despite the declaration that the recession

The Planning Environment e 2-1



ended in 2009, full recovery—especially in terms of employ-
ment—is proving to be a slow process. In addition, a great deal
of economic uncertainty continues to exist.

The impact of the recession was less severe in Montgomery
County compared to other parts of the country. In April 2014,
the Maryland unemployment rate was 5.5 percent and the
Montgomery County unemployment rate was 4.5 percent.
Although the 4.5 percent unemployment rate in the county is
still above the more typical rates of 2.5 to 3.5 percent, signs of
recovery have begun in the county. Resident employment in
the county declined during the recession, from 503,400 jobs in
2008 to 492,000 jobs in 2009. Since 2009, resident employment
has grown to 504,400 in 2012. Recovery in the county hous-
ing market, in terms of price and sales activity, also is evident.

Housing

High construction costs, a decreasing supply of residentially
zoned land, and a preference for housing as an investment, led
to extreme housing value appreciation, beginning in 2004. The
Metropolitan Regional Information System, Inc., reports that
the median sales price of homes rose from $355,100 in 2004
to a peak of $444,000 in 2007. After 2007, a market correction
and weakened demand resulted in a drop in the median sales
price of housing to $340,000 at the low point of the market in
2009. Since 2009, prices have increased gradually and in 2013
the median sale price was $400,000. The year 2009 was not
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only the low point for sales prices but also was the year with
the fewest new residential starts, with only 931 housing units
starting construction. Considerable improvement in housing
starts has been seen, with 4,343 housing starts recorded in 2013.

A growing supply of condominiums and apartments are com-
ing on the market. This trend is a response to the high price
of single-family units, a reduction in land available for more
traditional suburban housing, and the advent of more house-
holds without children as baby boomers reach retirement age
and the millennial generation seek more urbanized life styles.
Sixty-six percent of residential starts in 2013 were multi-family
units. Many of these projects conserve on land by utilizing
structured parking garages, an attribute that increases the cost
of the units. The number of students that attend school from
this mostly high cost, high-density multi-family product has
been small. Multi-family housing, both rental and condominium,
will dominate the new home market for the foreseeable future.

MCPS monitors housing activity in all school service areas
through close coordination with the Development Applica-
tions and Regulatory Coordination Unit of the Montgomery
County Planning Department. Housing plans are factored into
school enrollment projections according to building schedules
provided by developers. As the economy has improved, demand
drives the housing market to renewed growth. Low mortgage
interest rates also contribute to renewal of the housing sector.
Over the past year, evidence of a strong housing market was
clear. In April 2014, the average number of days a home was
on the market before being sold was only 8 days.

Master Plans

Traditional suburban residential development is becoming the
exception in the county. Clarksburg is the last large suburban
community that will be builtin the county. A number of large
subdivisions in Clarksburg are well underway, and a new school
cluster was formed in 2006 when Clarksburg High School
opened to accommodate the new communities.

As the availability of land for residential development decreases,
infill and redevelopment will characterize new growth. Higher
housing densities than seen in the past are needed to increase
the supply of housing in this urbanizing county. Areas of the
county thatalready have seen substantial residential development
are being revisited in county and city master plans. A desire to
increase housing in these areas is driven by a jobs-to-housing
imbalance that is believed to worsen traffic congestion.

Plans for high-density residential projects have been adopted
in recent years for Germantown, the Great Seneca Science
Corridor, and at the Glenmont, Shady Grove, White Flint, and
Wheaton METRO stations. In addition, new plans are being
developed, including the White Flint 2 sector plan, the White
Oak Science Gateway Master Plan, and the Rockville Pike Cor-
ridor Plan. These new plans are expected to include substantial
numbers of high density housing units. MCPS participates in
county and city land use planning to ensure adequate school
sites are identified. (See Appendix P-1 for further information
on the role of MCPS in land use plans.)
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Subdivision Staging Policy

The Montgomery County Subdivision Staging Policy is the tool
the county uses to regulate subdivision approvals commensu-
rate with the availability of adequate transportation and school
facilities. The policy includes an annual test of school adequacy
that compares projected school enrollment to school capacity
in the 25 MCPS school cluster areas. The school test includes
capital projects that will open within the Capital Improvements
Program (CIP) timeframe. Elementary, middle, and high school
capacities are tested separately. For each school level, the total
projected enrollment of all schools in the cluster is compared
to total school capacity five years in the future. The Subdivi-
sion Staging Policy school test is updated annually, using the
latest school enrollment projections and capital projects that

are funded and add capacity.

The annual school adequacy test has the following two
thresholds: Clusters where projected enrollment exceeds capac-
ity—and results in school utilizations between 105 and 120
percent—require a school facility payment in order to obtain
building permits; and clusters where projected enrollment
exceeds capacity and results in school utilizations exceeding
120 percent are placed in moratorium and no residential sub-
divisions may be approved. Because school enrollment growth
is strong, many clusters exceed the 105 percent threshold for
the school facility payment. Sixteen of the 25 MCPS clusters
are in this status for FY 2015. No cluster exceeds the 120 per-
cent threshold for moratorium. Results of the FY 2015 school
test are summarized in the table below. More detailed cluster
tables showing the FY 2015 school test results may be found
in Appendix I. Additional information on the role of MCPS in
the Subdivision Staging Policy can be found in Appendix P-1.

Student Population Trends

Resident births, migration, and immigration are the basic fac-
tors that create enrollment change at MCPS. Regarding births,
between 1990 and 1997, a dip in births was followed by steady
increases, rising to a peak of 13,843 births in 2007. Since 2007,
births have decreased each year, with 13,064 births recorded
in 2012. (Births numbers for 2013 were not available at time of
publication.) The decrease in county births is consistent with
state and national trends of declining births over the past five
years. This trend is partly attributed to the Great Recession
and its impact on household formation and family planning
in difficult economic times. Gradual increases in births are pro-
jected, beginning in the next few years. The number of births
in 2012 equates to an average of 36 children born per day to
Montgomery County mothers. Birth trends have a long-range
impact—children born in 2012 will reach elementary school in
2017, middle school in 2023, and high school in 2026.

Records of county resident births show increasing numbers

Montgomery County Resident Births, 2000-2012
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Results of Subdivision Staging Policy School Test for FY 2015

Based on County Council Approved CIP and Cluster Enrollment Forecasts for 2019-2020
See appendix | for more detailed information.

Cluster Outcomes by Level
School Test Level Elementary Inadequate Middle Inadequate High Inadequate
Clusters over 105 percent utilization Blair Blair Clarksburg
School facility payment required in inadequate Clarksburg Kennedy Einstein
clusters to proceed. Gaithersburg Northwood Walter Johnson
Magruder Rockville Richard Montgomery
Northwood Wheaton Northwest
Paint Branch Whitman Northwood
Quince Orchard Quince Orchard
Seneca Valley Whitman
Clusters over 120 percent utilization None None None
Moratorium required in cluster that are inadequate.

Source: Montgomery County Public Schools, Division of Long-range Planning, June 2014
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of African American, Asian, and Hispanic births. The share of
births to White, non-Hispanic mothers dropped to 36 percent
of total county births in 2012. Demographic momentum for
further gains in student diversity is building as the median
age for the Hispanic, Asian, and African American popula-
tion is lower than for the White, non-Hispanic population,
and household size for these groups exceeds that of White,
non-Hispanic households. The growth rate for the Hispanic
population exceeds all other groups.

Migration and immigration are driven by the regional economy;,
housing costs, and international events. All of these factors have
a significant degree of volatility and can make movement into
and out of MCPS fluctuate from year to year. Records of MCPS
student entries and withdrawals show that typically 12,000 to
13,000 new students enter the system each year, while a similar
number of students exit the system each year. (These figures do
notinclude students entering kindergarten or students exiting
the system at graduation.) In the past five years, entries into
MCEPS have significantly exceeded withdrawals, resulting in
net increases in enrollment.

The impact of the Great Recession on the county housing
market made it difficult for residents to sell their homes from
2007 through 2011, thereby reducing household mobility.
In addition, since most areas of the nation continue to have
higher unemployment than the Washington region, movement
out of the area for job opportunities (labor mobility) has been
greatly reduced since the Great Recession. Consequently, more
households are ‘staying put’ in the county and fewer MCPS
students are moving out to other counties and states. Another
contributing factor to enrollment change is the increasing share
of county students who are enrolled in public schools. In 2012,
85 percent of students enrolled in Montgomery County schools
were enrolled in MCPS, while 15 percent of students were
enrolled in county nonpublic schools. This enrollment is up
from 82 percent in previous years.

Student Diversity

Official MCPS enrollment for the 2013-2014 school year is
151,289 students. Disaggregation of enrollment by race and
ethnic groups reveals the importance of diversity to enroll-
ment growth. Since 2000, MCPS enrollment has grown by
16,981 students, a 13 percent increase over the 2000 enroll-
ment of 134,308 students. Over this period, White, non-
Hispanic enrollment declined by 17,410 students. The entire
enrollment increase, since 2000, is attributed to increases in
African American (+3,910) students, Asian (+3,847) students,
and Hispanic (+19,714) students. In addition, 6,969 students
were recorded this year in the new category of “two or more
races.” MCPS enrollment is now 21.4 percent African American,
14.4 percent Asian, 27.4 percent Hispanic, 32.0 percent White,
non-Hispanic, <5 percent two or more races; <5 percent Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander; and <5 percent American Indian/
Alaskan Native. The accompanying chart illustrates the trend
of increasing student diversity since 1970. This chart shows
a virtual wave of demographic change from a school system
that was 92 percent White, non-Hispanic in 1970 to a school
system where there is no longer a majority race/ethnic group.
Only the four major race/ethnic groups are shown in this graph
for the purpose of presenting long-term trends.

Also shown on accompanying charts are enrollments in the four
major race and ethnic groups from 2004 to 2013. These charts
show how the greatestamount of enrollment change has been
in White, non-Hispanic and Hispanic enrollment. The trend
lines for these two groups are converging. In the case of Asian
and African American enrollment, the increases have been more
gradual and the trend lines are running in parallel. Not shown
in the charts is enrollment in the “two or more races” category
since this category was just established in 2010. However, it
can be seen in the accompanying charts how the addition of
this new category resulted in a dip in enrollment between
2009 and 2010 in White, non-Hispanic, African American, and

Asian students as some members of

these groups began to identify with
L] L]

MCPS Enrollment by Major Race/Ethnic Groups the “two or more races” category. (See
150,000 Appendices A-3 and A-4 for trends in
135,000 enrollment by race and ethnic group.)
120,000 Enrollmentincreases in MCPS special
programs that serve the diverse student
105,000, body occurred at rates significantly
90,000/ higher than the overall rate of total
enrollment. Student participation in
75,0001 the federal Free and Reduced-price
60,000 Meals System (FARMS) Program is
B Hispanic o1t N the school system’s best measure of
45,0001 | Asian Hispanic 013-14 27.4% student socioeconomic levels. In 2000,
30,000/ . . Asian 14.4% 29,196 students (21.7 percent of enroll-

[ African American African American 21.4% ment) participated in the program. B
White, Non-Hispanic 32.0% P P prografi. By
15,0001 [[] White, Non-Hispanic ' P ’ 2013, 51,842 students (34.3 percent of
L === enrollment) participated in the pro-
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Source: Montgomery County Public Schools, Policy, Records and Reporting, June 2014 Student enrollment in the Enghsh for
Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL)
Program is a measure of student ethnic
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White, Non-Hispanic and Hispanic Enroliment Trends
2004 to 2013
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2004 to 2013
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and language diversity. In 2000, 10,194 students (7.6 percent
of total enrollment) were in this program. By 2013, 20,351
students (13.5 percent of total enrollment) were in this program,
an increase of 10,157 students. Students in the ESOL program
this year have 158 countries of origin and speak 171 languages.
As immigration to the United States has been underway for
many years, the share of ESOL students born in the United
States has been increasing. These students made up 70 percent
of ESOL enrollment in 2013.

Focus and Non-focus
Elementary Schools

The greatest concentration of student race and ethnic diversity
and participation in the FARMS and ESOL programs is found
in areas of the county where two conditions exist—major
transportation corridors are present and affordable housing
is available. In Silver Spring and Wheaton, these conditions
are found in communities bordering New Hampshire Avenue,
Georgia Avenue, and Columbia Pike. In Rockville, Gaithersburg,
and Germantown, these conditions are found in communities
bordering [-270 and Route 355. Affordable communities along
these transportation corridors are characterized by apartment
communities dating from the 1980s and earlier and neighbor-
hoods with relatively modest townhouses and single-family
detached homes. Some of these homes are rented and may be
occupied by two or more families who share housing costs.
Schools in these areas have reduced class-size in Grades K-2
in order to address student needs and prepare the students for
success in later grade levels.

At one time, communities in the “focus” elementary school
service areas had little race and ethnic diversity. The wave of
immigration over the past three decades has transformed these
communities. In these focus school communities, enrollment
growth has been driven by turnover of existing housing units.
There are currently 67 elementary schools in the focus school
group (including the upper schools in the case of paired schools)
and 65 elementary schools in the non-focus group. The 2013
demographic composition of focus and non-focus schools is
compared in the accompanying charts.

MCPS Enrollment Forecast

The school enrollment forecasts presented in this document are
based on county births, aging of the current student popula-
tion, student migration patterns, and the latest assessment of
housing market trends. As county births increased through
2007, more and more kindergarten students entered MCPS.
The advent of full-day kindergarten, countywide since 2006,
also has been a major factor in elementary school enrollment
increases. Due to the decrease in births from 2007 to 2012,

MCPS Focus/Non-focus Service Areas
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Percent FARMS and ESOL Enrollment at
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elementary enrollment growth will slow in the next few years.

However, due to the large elementary enrollment increases in
the past six years, MCPS will enter a strong period of growth
at secondary schools.

The six-year forecast for Grades K-5 enrollment shows an
increase of 1,267 students from the 2013 enrollment of 69,949

students to the projected 2019 enrollment of 71,216 students.

The six-year forecast for Grades 6-8 enrollment shows an
increase of 5,082 students from the 2013 enrollment of 32,450

students to the projected 2019 enrollment of 37,532 students.

The six-year forecast for Grades 9-12 enrollment shows an
increase of 4,138 students from the 2013 enrollment of 45,136

students to the projected 2019 enrollment of 49,274 students.

The six-year forecast for total MCPS enrollment shows an
increase of 10,966 students from the 2013 enrollment of 151,289

students to the projected 2019 enrollment of 162,255 students.

(See appendices A and B for further details on enrollments by
grade level and program and Appendix P-2 for a description of
the MCPS enrollment forecasting methodology.)

Summary

The last major period of enrollmentincreases at MCPS occurred
during the 1950s, 1960s, and early 1970s, when children from
the Baby Boom era, born between 1946 and 1964, enrolled in
schools. Enrollment from this wave of births peaked in 1972 at
126,912 students. Thereafter, the so-called Baby Bust era saw
births decline and MCPS enrollment decrease to a low of 91,030
students in 1983. Since 1983, a much greater “baby boom” has
occurred in the county. During the official Baby Boom years,
the highest birth year in Montgomery County was 1963 when
there were 8,461 resident births. The current baby boom in
the county significantly surpasses this figure with births above
13,000 in recent years. Contributing to enrollment increases is
the movement of households into the county from other parts
of the world and the reduction in out migration of households.

The currentera of enrollment increases has already seen enroll-
ment grow by 60,000 students since 1983. Keeping pace with
enrollment growth, implementing full-day kindergarten at all
elementary schools, and accommodating class-size reductions
at focus elementary schools have required a major investment
in school facilities.

In the 2013-2014 school year, MCPS operates 132 elementary
schools, 38 middle schools, 25 high schools, 1 career and tech-
nology high school, 5 special program centers, and 1 charter
school, for a total of 202 facilities. Since 1983, MCPS has opened
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33 elementary schools, 17 middle schools, and 6 high schools
(including 13 re-openings of closed schools). During the next
six years, additional school capacity will be added through
new school openings, revitalization/expansion projects, and
classroom additions.

Competing with the need for school capacity is the need to

preserve our investment in school facilities through a system-

atic schedule of school revitalization/expansion projects. Since
1983, 63 elementary schools, 13 middle schools, and 13 high
schools were revitalized/expanded. The funding level for school
revitalization/expansion projects limits the school system'’s

ability to keep all schools in good condition. Consequently, the
school system now places a greater emphasis on countywide
projects to regularly upgrade building systems in aging facili-
ties. Funding for such capital projects as Heating Ventilation
and Air Conditioning (HVAC) and Planned Life-cycle Asset
Replacement (PLAR) is important to extending the life-cycle
of our schools and keeping all schools in good condition. The
facility plans and capital projects described in this document
enable the school system to add school capacity, systemati-
cally revitalize/expand older schools, and maintain all schools
in good condition.
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Chapter 3

Facility Planning Objectives

The approved FY 2015 Capital Budget and FY 2015-2020
Capital Improvements Program (CIP) are closely aligned with
the school system strategic planning framework—Building
Our Future Together. The Framework is built around three
competencies—Academic Excellence, Creative Problem
Solving, and Social Emotional Learning. These competencies
are what MCPS students will need to compete and thrive in
the 21st century. The foundation for the strategic planning
framework focuses on organizational effectiveness which
states that MCPS will:

e Engage collaboratively and respectfully with all part-
ners, building a self-renewing learning community
that reflects our values

e Provide the highest quality business operations and
support services that are essential to the educational
success of all students

e Organize and optimize resources, including effective
use of technology and sustainable practices

e Establish strategic processes for operational excel-
lence, customer service, and shared accountability
that support teaching and learning

® Hire for excellence and build capacity of all staff
e Promote effective two-way communication

In addition to the strategic planning framework, Board of
Education Policy FAA, Long-range Educational Facilities Planning
and MCPS Regulation FAA-RA Long-range Educational Facilities
Planning and the Capital Improvement Priorities, listed below,
guide the development of the CIP.

Capital Improvement Priorities
1. Compliance Projects
2. Capital Maintenance Projects
3. Capacity Projects
4. Revitalization/Expansion Projects
5. System Infrastructure Projects
6. Technology Modernization Project

Setting priorities is important in this time of fiscal constraints.
The CIP includes funding for capital projects in all priority areas
and represents a balanced approach to addressing the many
needs of the school system. Following is a brief description
of the type of projects that are included in each priority area:

e Priority #1—Compliance Projects. This includes
funding to address mandates, including American
with Disabilities Act (ADA), asbestos abatement, fire
safety upgrades, stormwater discharge, water qual-
ity management, and Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission (WSSC) requirements. These projects

must be completed in a timely fashion to be in com-
pliance with laws and regulations.

e Priority #2—Capital Maintenance. This includes
funding countywide projects that maintain school fa-
cilities in good condition so that they are safe, secure,
and comfortable learning environments. In addition,
capital projects in this area preserve school assets and
can avert more costly repairs or replacements in the
future.

e Priority #3—Capacity Projects. This includes funding
for new schools and additions so facilities can oper-
ate within capacity.

e Priority #4—Revitalization/Expansion Projects.
Funding in this area is important to preserve aging
facilities and bring schools up to current educational
program and building standards.

e Priority #5—System Infrastructure. Funding in this
area provides for facilities important to the operation
of schools, including transportation depots, mainte-
nance depots, our warehouse, and the upgrading of
food services equipment.

e Priority #6—Technology Modernization. Funding in
this area enables computers and technology to be
upgraded periodically so that student learning is sup-
ported by up-to-date technologies.

Long-range Educational Facilities

Planning Policy Guidance

On May 23, 2005, the Board of Education adopted a revision
to Policy FAA, Long-range Educational Facilities Planning Policy
in order for it to conform to other Board of Education poli-
cies that separate policy requirements from regulations. On
March 21, 2006, the superintendent of schools issued Regula-
tion FAA-RA. Since then, there have been two revisions, on
October 17, 2006, and on June 8, 2008.

The regulation enables MCPS to conform to the Public School
Construction Act of 2004 that changed student-to-classroom
ratios used to calculate elementary school capacities by the
state. In addition, the regulation reflects student-to-classroom
ratios that incorporate the MCPS elementary school class-size
reduction initiative at 63 of the 132 elementary schools. Policy
FAA and Regulation FAA-RA can be found in Appendix T.

Policy FAA requires that the superintendent of schools include
in the CIP recommendations, each fall, a review of certain
guidelines involved in facility planning activities. The four
guidelines include the following: preferred range of enroll-
ment, school capacity calculations, desired facility utilization
levels, and school site size. Having the guidelines included as
part of the superintendent’s CIP reccommendations allows the
community an opportunity to provide testimony to the Board
of Education on the guidelines and any proposed changes to
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the guidelines, prior to the Board of Education acting on the
superintendent’s CIP recommendations.

Preferred Range of Enrollment: The preferred ranges of
enrollment for schools, provided they have program capac-
ity, are:
e Elementary schools—300 to 750 total student
enrollment
e Middle schools—600 to 1,200 total student
enrollment
e High schools—1,000 to 2,000 total student enrollment
e Special and alternative program centers will differ
from the above ranges and generally have lower
enrollment

School Capacity Calculations: Program capacity is based
on ratios shown below:

Head Start and prekindergarten—2 sessions 40:1
Head Start and prekindergarten—1 session 20:1
Grade K—full-day 22:1
Grade K—reduced class size full-day 15:1
Grades 1-2—reduced class size 17:1
Grades 1-5/6 Elementary 23:1
Grades 6-8 Middle 25:1%
Grades 9-12 High 25:1*

ESOL (secondary) 15:1

*Program capacity differs at the middle school level in that the
regular classroom capacity of 25 is multiplied by .85 to reflect
the optimal utilization of a secondary facility (equivalent to
21.25 students per classroom).

**Program capacity differs at the high school level in that the
regular classroom capacity of 25 is multiplied by .9 to reflect
the optimal utilization of a secondary facility (equivalent to
22.5 students per classroom).

School Facility Utilization: Elementary, middle, and high
schools should operate in an efficient utilization range of 80
to 100 percent of program capacity.

School Site Size: Preferred school site sizes are:
e Elementary schools—12 usable acres
e Middle schools—20 usable acres
e High schools—30 usable acres

Adequate and up-to-date school facilities form the physical
infrastructure needed to pursue MCPS goals and priorities.
Long-range facility plans, as reflected in this CIP, provide
justification for the programming and construction of new
school facilities and revitalization/expansion projects. Facil-
ity planning and capital programming activities are closely
coordinated with educational program delivery approaches.
In addition, an emphasis is placed on the inclusion of stake-
holders in facility planning processes.

Six objectives guide the facilities planning process and de-
velopment of each CIP. These objectives are outlined below,
with the remainder of this chapter dedicated to providing
information on planning within each objective. The CIP also
incorporates plans to implement the State of Maryland Bridge
to Excellence Master Plan requirement to identify programs

that allow all eligible children admittance, free of charge, to
publicly-funded prekindergarten programs.

Facility Planning Objectives
OBJECTIVE 1: Implement facility plans that support the
continuous improvement of educational programs in the
school system

OBJECTIVE 2: Meet long-term and interim space needs
OBJECTIVE 3: Sustain and Revitalize Facilities

OBJECTIVE 4: Provide schools that are environmentally
safe, secure, functionally efficient, and comfortable

OBJECTIVE 5: Support multipurpose use of schools

OBJECTIVE 6: Meet space needs of special education
programs

OBJECTIVE 1:

Implement Facility Plans

that Support the Continuous
Improvement of Educational
Programs in the School System

As the school system continues to focus program initiatives to
improve student performance, facility plans are developed to
address the space needs and facility requirements of schools.
Implementing school system educational priorities that require
more classroom and support space continues to be a challenge,
particularly over the past 30 years of steady enrollment growth.
With student enrollment increasing rapidly at the secondary
schools, the school system will continue to be challenged to
provide adequate capacity:.

In recent years, several educational program initiatives re-
quired more classroom and support space. These initiatives
include the reduction in class sizes in Grades K-2 for the 61
schools most heavily affected by poverty and English lan-
guage deficiency (called “focus schools”), and the expansion
of full-day kindergarten to all elementary schools in MCPS.
Creative uses of existing space in schools, modifications to
existing classrooms, and placement of relocatable classrooms
are all used to accommodate the additional staff needed to
implement these initiatives. At schools with capital improve-
ments in the facility planning or architectural planning phase,
additional classrooms are provided to accommodate these
initiatives. These initiatives are described in further detail in
the following paragraphs.
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2013-2014 Class Size Reduction Schools

Arcola

Lucy V. Barnsley
*Bel Pre/Strathmore

Broad Acres

Brookhaven

Brown Station

Burnt Mills

Burtonsville

Cannon Road

Clopper Mill

Capt. James E. Daly

Dr. Charles R. Drew

East Silver Spring

Fairland

Flower Hill

Fox Chapel

Forest Knolls

Gaithersburg

Galway

Georgian Forest

Glen Haven

Glenallan

Goshen

Greencastle

Harmony Hills

S. Christa McAuliffe
Meadow Hall

Mill Creek Towne
*Montgomery Knolls/
Pine Crest

*New Hampshire
Estates/Oak View
*Roscoe Nix/
Cresthaven
Oakland Terrace
William T. Page
Judith A. Resnik
Sally K. Ride

Rock Creek Forest
Rock Creek Valley
Rock View

Rolling Terrace
Rosemont
Sequoyah

Sargent Shriver
Flora M. Singer
South Lake
Stedwick
Strawberry Knoll
Summit Hall
*Takoma Park/Piney Branch
Twinbrook

Highland - Viers Mill

Highland View Washington Grove

Jackson Road Waters Landing

Kemp Mill Watkins Mill

Lake Seneca Weller Road

Maryvale Wheaton Woods
Whetstone

Schools receive staffing to reduce class sizes in Grades K-2.

*These schools are paired, Grades K-2/3-5.
Schools in bold are Title | schools in the 2013-2014 school year.

Class Size Reductions

In the 2000-2001 school year, the Board of Education began
a three-year initiative to reduce class size in the primary
grades as a key component of the Early Success Performance
Plan. Over a three-year period, class size in Grades K-2 in
the focus schools most heavily impacted by poverty and
language deficiency were reduced for the full instructional
day to an average of 17 students per teacher in Grades 1-2
and 15 students per teacher in full-day kindergarten. (See
chart on page 3-3.) Reducing class sizes in Grades K-2 had a
dramatic impact on utilization levels in elementary schools,
creating the need for additional classrooms to accommodate
the increased number of teaching positions. Beginning in
FY 2012, the staffing guidelines for the focus schools increased

to an average of 18 students per teacher in Grades K-2. In
FY 2012, Burtonsville, Lucy V. Barnsley, and Goshen elementary
schools became focus schools and received staffing to reduce
class sizes in Grades K-2. Beall, Sligo Creek, and Woodlin
elementary schools lost the focus school status and no longer
receive staffing to reduce class sizes. Beginning in FY 2015,
Fields Road Elementary School will become a focus school
and will receive staffing to reduce class sizes in Grades K-2.

Head Start and Prekindergarten

Programs

The Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act of 2002 requires
that all eligible children “shall be admitted free of charge to
publicly funded prekindergarten programs” established by
the Board of Education. These programs are located yearly,
based on need in the community and transportation travel
times. The locations are shown in Appendix H.

Signature and Academy Programs

Most high schools have developed and implemented sig-
nature and/or academy programs. Some of these programs
are whole school programs, while others are structured as a
special program offering at the school. Signature and academy
programs have been developed to raise student achievement
by matching programs with student interests. Some signature
programs require specialized classrooms or laboratories to
support the delivery of the educational program. As high
schools are revitalized, specialized spaces for the signature
programs are designed as part of the revitalization/expansion
project. However, some high schools do not have revitaliza-
tion/expansion projects scheduled in the next six years and
may require facility modifications to accommodate signature
or academy programs. Minor modifications that are needed
to individual classrooms are completed through countywide
capital projects.

Information Technologies

MCES has a strong commitment to prepare today’s students
for life in the 21st century and to ensure a technologically
literate citizenry and an internationally competitive work
force. Board of Education Policy IGS, Educational Technology
strives to ensure that educational technology is appropriately
and equitably integrated into instruction and management to
increase student learning, enhance the teaching process, and
improve the operation of the school system.

The Technology Modernization Project provides the needed
technology updates and computers in every school. Funds
included in this project update schools’ technology hardware,
software, and network infrastructure. Up-to-date technology
enhance student learning through access to online information
and through the ability to use the latest instructional software.
These technologies also are critical to the reporting required
by No Child Left Behind and for implementing state proposed
online testing strategies.
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OBJECTIVE 2:
Meet Long-term and
Interim Space Needs

Montgomery County has demonstrated a strong commitment
to providing sufficient school facilities. Funding capital im-
provements has been a challenge since 1983 when enrollment
began to rise sharply. MCPS enrollment is now 60,259 students
greater than it was in 1983, and 33 elementary schools, 17
middle schools, and 6 high schools have been opened in the
school system since that time. Numerous additions to exist-
ing schools also have been constructed to accommodate the
growth in enrollment. This year, MCPS is operating a total of
202 school facilities, including the following: 132 elementary
schools, 38 middle schools, and 25 high schools; 1 career and
technology center; 5 special education program centers; and
1 charter school.

Long-term Space Needs

A continued commitment to capital projects for the next six
years is necessary to address overdue space needs and keep up
with rising enrollment. This year’s official school enrollment
is 151,289 students. Enrollment is projected to be 162,255
students by 2019. The CIP identifies where space deficits
are projected to occur and how the school system proposes
to address them. Due to the high level of school utilization
throughout the school system, there are very few opportunities
to address school space shortages through boundary changes.
Therefore, additions to existing schools, the opening of new
schools, and the revitalization/expansion of schools are all
important strategies to address space needs. For a summary
of adopted capital projects, please see the table in Chapter 1,
labeled “County Council Adopted FY 2015 Capital Budget
and FY 2015-2020 Capital Improvements Program Summary
Table” (page 1-5).

To develop long-term space plans for schools, school

of the review of space availability, school planners also review
the impact of school utilization on the county Subdivision
Staging Policy. Whenever possible, school facility plans attempt
to keep a cluster from being placed in a housing moratorium.
To address growing enrollment in the county, funding is
adopted in the FY 2015-2020 CIP for five new schools that
are listed below:

e  Wilson Wims Elementary School (opens August 2014)

e Clarksburg/Damascus Middle School (opens August
2016)

e Bethesda-Chevy Chase Middle School #2 (opens
August 2017)
Richard Montgomery Cluster #5 (opens August 2018)
Northwest Elementary School #8 (opens August 2018)

In addition to new school openings, classroom addition
projects are planned to address overutilization at schools.
Six classroom addition projects were approved as part of the
Amended FY 2013-2018 CIP for completion in the next six
years. Planning and/or construction funds are approved for 16
new addition projects as part of the FY 2015-2020 CIP. These
schools are listed on the table on the following page, along
with the number of rooms in the additions, and the comple-
tion dates. Prior to requesting funding for a classroom addition
project, facility planning funds are requested to conduct a
feasibility study to determine the feasibility, scope, and cost
of a classroom addition. An FY 2014 appropriation was ap-
proved for facility planning funds to conduct feasibility studies
during the 2013-2014 school year for the following schools:

Broad Acres Elementary School
Burning Tree Elementary School
Lake Seneca Elementary School
South Lake Elementary School

A. Mario Loiederman Middle School
Walt Whitman High School

planners annually review the space available at schools
by comparing the enrollment projections with pro-
gram capacity in the sixth year of the CIP planning

New and Reopened Schools by Type 1985 to 2013
33 Elementary, 17 Middle, and 6 High Schools

period. For a classroom addition to be considered:

~

e Elementary school—the enrollment needs to

exceed capacity by four classrooms or more

(a minimum of 92 seats) in the sixth year of
the CIP period

e Middle school—enrollment needs to exceed
capacity by six classrooms or more (a mini-
mum of 150 seats) in the sixth year of the
CIP period

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS OPENED
=} n

2
2
<

%HQH H I H%I%I M | Iél%-%-é

@ Middle Schools

Elementary Schools W High Schools

e High school by—enrollment needs to exceed
capacity by eight classrooms or more (a
minimum of 200 seats) in the sixth year of
the CIP period

A new elementary school may be considered if the
clusterwide deficit of space exceeds 500-600 seats.
Deficits close to the size of a new secondary school
would support a new middle or high school. As part

1985 — Flower Hill ES, Lake Seneca ES
1986 — Clopper Mill ES
1987 — Jones Lane ES, S. Christa McAuliffe ES

1988 — Goshen ES, Greencastle ES, Clearspring ES,

Stone Mill ES, Strawberry Knoll ES,
Waters Landing ES, Quince Orchard HS

1989 — Cloverly ES, Daly ES, Cabin John MS,
Watkins Mill HS.

1990 — Brooke Grove ES, Burnt Mills ES,
Rachel Carson ES, Ronald McNair ES,
Sequoyah ES, Briggs Chaney MS,
Francis Scott Key MS

1991 — Dr. Charles R. Drew ES, Judith A. Resnik ES

1992 — Dr. Sally K. Ride ES, Lois P. Rockwell ES,
Rosa M. Parks MS

1993 — Thurgood Marshall ES, Argyle Ms

1994 — Roberto Clemente MS

1995 — Forest Oak MS, Rocky Hill MS

1996 — Neelsville MS

1997 — Kingsview MS, John Poole MS

1998 — James Hubert Blake HS, Northwest HS

1999 — Sligo Creek ES, North Bethesda MS,
Shady Grove MS, Silver Spring International MS

2000 — None

2001 — Spark M. Matsunaga ES

2002 — Newport Mill MS

2003 — None

2004 — Northwood HS

2005 — Lakelands Park MS, A. Mario Loiderman MS

2006 — Great Seneca Creek ES, Little Bennett ES
Roscoe R. Nix ES, Sargent Shriver ES, Clarksburg HS

2007 — Arcola ES

2008 — None

2009 — William B. Gibbs, Jr. ES

2010 — None

2011 — None

2012 — Flora M. Singer ES, Montessori Charter ES

2013 — None

Source: Montgomery County Public Schools, Division of Long-range Planning June 2014,
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An FY 2015 appropriation for facility planning funds was ap-
proved to conduct new feasibility studies during the 2014-2015
school year for the following schools:

Col. E. Brooke Lee Middle School
Neelsville Middle School

Parkland Middle School

Silver Spring International Middle School
Takoma Park Middle School

Walter Johnson High School

Some schools that are scheduled for revitalization/expansion
projects also may have increases in capacity as part of the project
to accommodate growing enrollment. The table on the next page
lists the schools that will have revitalization/expansion projects
completed in the six-year CIP period and the number of rooms
being added as part of the revitalization/expansion projects.

Two comprehensive capacity studies were approved in the
Downcounty Consortium and Gaithersburg Cluster to address
the overutilization of elementary schools. A comprehensive
capacity study was approved for the lower portion of the
Downcounty Consortium to address enrollment growth in
this area. The comprehensive capacity study for this area will
be conducted during the 2014-2015 school year. This capac-
ity study will include the following 12 schools: East Silver
Spring, Forest Knolls, Highland View, Montgomery Knolls,
Piney Branch, Pine Crest, New Hampshire Estates, Oak View,
Rolling Terrace, Sligo Creek, and Woodlin elementary schools.

A comprehensive capacity study was approved for the Gaith-
ersburg Cluster to address enrollment growth in this cluster.
The comprehensive capacity study will be conducted during
the 2014-2015 school year. This capacity study will include
all seven of the elementary schools in the cluster.

Number of Relocatable
Classrooms in Use at Schools
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Number of Additional Rooms
Planned—Addition Projects

Number
of Rooms |Completion
School Planned* Date
Waters Landing ES 11 8/14
Clarksburg HS 18 8/15
Arcola ES 6 8/15
Bethesda ES 8 8/15
North Chevy Chase ES 6 8/15
Rosemary Hills ES 7 8/15
Julius West MS 18 8/16
Wood Acres ES 8 8/16
Bethesda Chevy Chase HS 33 8/18
North Bethesda MS 17 8/18
Lucy V. Barnsley ES 11 8/18
Diamond ES 7 8/18
Kensington Parkwood ES 14 8/18
Brookhaven ES 8 8/19
Glen Haven ES 4 8/19
Highland ES 7 8/19
Kemp Mill ES 10 8/19
Shriver ES 3 8/19
Ashburton ES 9 8/20
Burtonsville ES 9 8/20
S. Christa McAuliffe ES 12 8/20
Judith A. Resnik ES 9 8/20
The number of rooms includes classrooms that are being added with new
construction. These rooms include teaching stations that are counted in
capacity as well as teaching stations in the elementary school that are not|
counted in the capacity—art, music, dual purpose room, and the computer|
laboratory.

Interim Space Needs

The use of relocatable classrooms on a short-term basis has
proven to be successful in providing schools the space neces-
sary to deliver educational programs. Relocatable classrooms
provide an interim learning environment for students until
permanent capacity can be constructed. Relocatable classrooms
also enable the school system to avoid significant capital invest-
ment where building needs are only short term. The number
of relocatable classrooms in use grew dramatically as program
initiatives described under Objective 1 were implemented and
enrollment increased. The number of relocatable classrooms
declined between 2005 and 2008 as enrollment plateaued and
capacity projects opened. However, with enrollment increas-
ing again, the number of relocatable classrooms is expected
to increase in the future. In the 2018-2014 school year, about
8,800 students attended class in 382 relocatable classrooms.
This number does not include relocatable classrooms used for
dayecare, to stage construction on site at schools, or relocatables
located at holding facilities and other facilities throughout
the school system.
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Number of Additional Rooms Planned—
Revitalization/Expansion Projects

Number
of Rooms | Completion

School Planned Date
Bel Pre ES 12 8/14
Candlewood ES 6 1/15
Rock Creek Forest ES 16 1/15
Wheaton HS 15 1/16
Brown Station ES 1 8/18
Wheaton Woods ES 17 8/18
Seneca Valley HS 18 8/19
Luxmanor ES 10 1/20
Maryvale ES 7 1/20
Potomac ES 6 1/20

Non-Capital Actions

A boundary study convened in spring 2013 to determine the
service area for the new Wilson Wims Elementary School.
Representatives from Cedar Grove and Little Bennett elemen-
tary schools participated in the boundary advisory committee.
The superintendent of schools released his recommendation
on October 15, 2013, and the Board of Education took action
on this boundary study on November 18, 2013. The Board of
Education adopted boundary change is posted on the MCPS
website at the following link: http://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.
org/departments/planning/CommunityInfo_Boundary2.shtml

A Roundtable Discussion Group convened in spring 2013 to
review the demographic, facility, and enrollment impact of
the possible unpairing of New Hampshire Estates and Oak
View elementary schools. Representatives from the New
Hampshire Estates and Oak View elementary schools Parent
Teacher Association (PTA) and a representative from the PreK-5
Neighborhood School Initiative served on the Roundtable
Discussion Group. The superintendent of schools

Education adopted boundary change is posted on the MCPS
website at the following link: http://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.
org/departments/planning/CommunityInfo_Boundary2.shtml

OBJECTIVE 3
Sustaining and
Revitalizing Facilities

The Board of Education, superintendent of schools, and school
community recognize the necessity to maintain schools in
good condition through a range of activities that includes
routine daily maintenance to the systematic replacement of
building systems. A number of capital projects provide funds
for systematic life-cycle asset replacement, including the
Roof Replacement Program, the Heating, Ventilation, and Air
Conditioning (HVAC) Program, and the Planned Life Cycle
Asset Replacement (PLAR) Program. Because schools built
or revitalized since 1985 are generally of higher construc-
tion quality than schools built prior to 1985, it is possible to
extend the useful life through a high level of maintenance
and replacement of building systems. In the coming years,
more funds will be directed to capital projects that sustain
facilities in good condition for longer periods than have been
feasible in the past.

The Board of Education, superintendent of schools, and school
community also recognize that even well-maintained facilities
eventually reach the end of their useful life span and require
revitalization. Revitalization/expansion projects update school
facilities and provide the variety of instructional spaces neces-
sary to effectively deliver the current curriculum. These projects
also bring schools up to current design and code standards.
The cost to revitalize/expand an older school so that it is
educationally, technologically, and physically up-to-date, is
similar to the cost to construct a new school. In most cases,
a life cycle cost analysis shows it is more cost effective to

released his recommendation on October 15, 2013,
and the Board of Education action took action on
this matter on November 18, 2013. The Board of
Education action is posted on the MCPS website at

~

School Revitalized/Expanded by Type, 1985 to 2013
63 Elementary, 3 Middle, and 3 High Schools

the following link: http://vwww.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/
departments/planning/ CommunityInfo_Roundtable.shtml

An abbreviated boundary study was conducted in
winter 2013-2014 to consider the reassignment of
the Naval Support Activity Bethesda from its current
assignment of Rosemary Hills Elementary School
for Grades K-2 and North Chevy Chase Elementary
School for Grades 3-6, to Bethesda Elementary School
for Grades K-5. Representatives from Bethesda, North
Chevy Chase, and Rosemary Hills elementary schools
and from the Naval Support Activity Bethesda par-
ticipated on the boundary advisory committee. The
Board of Education took action to reassign the Naval
Support Activity Bethesda from Rosemary Hills/
North Chevy Chase elementary schools to Bethesda
Elementary School on March 24,2014. The Board of

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS REVITALIZED

1985 — Oak View ES, Woodfield ES

1986 — Twinbrook ES

1987 — Cedar Grove ES

1988 — Bannockburn ES, Rosemary Hills ES, Gaithersburg MS

1989 — Cloverly ES, Highland ES, Laytonsville ES,
Monocacy ES, Montgomery Knolls ES

1990 — Olney ES, Westbrook ES

1991 — Beall ES, Burning Tree ES, Viers Mil