
PHED COMMITTEE #1 
September 26, 2016 

MEMORANDUM 

September 23, 2016 

TO: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development Committee 

GtO 
FROM: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Administrator 

SUBJECT: 2016-2020 Subdivision Staging Policy (SSP): school test; future approaches 

Please bring the SSP Report and Appendix to this worksession. 

The Draft SSP resolution is on pp. 111-164 of the Appendix. 


During this worksession the PHED Committee will review all aspects of the public school 
adequacy test, as well as future approaches proposed by the Planning Board. 

I. SCHOOL TEST 

Background. The SSP (and its predecessor, the Annual Growth Policy) has included a school 
test since the late 1980s. The initial test, which was in effect until 2007, compared projected enrollment 
at a level (ES, MS, HS) to capacity at that level 5 years later. Capacity (then called "Council-funded 
program capacity") was standard across all classrooms: 22.5 students/room at the MS and HS levels, 25 
students/room for Grades 1-6, 44 students/room for half-day kindergarten and 22 students/room for all­
day kindergarten. Then (as now) only permanent teaching stations were counted in the calculations; 
relocatable capacity was not counted. If projected enrollment 5 years out at any level in a cluster 
exceeded 110% of Council-funded capacity, the cluster would be placed in moratorium for housing 
subdivision approvals. However, this would occur only if there were not surplus capacity at that level in 
a physically adjacent cluster; the assumption was that if this were the situation, the Board of Education 
(BOE) could solve the overcrowding with a cross-cluster boundary change, which was not uncommon 
then. In applying this test, no cluster was ever placed in a housing moratorium due to the lack of school 
capacity.) 

1 For one year during the 1990s the test might have resulted in a moratorium in the Paint Branch Cluster. The projected 
enrollment at the HS level exceeded 110% capacity marginally, and there was no surplus HS capacity in an adjacent cluster 
from which to borrow. However, it was noted that Sherwood HS would have an addition completed in 6 years, one year later 
than what was "countable" under the test. Rather than having the Paint Branch Cluster go into moratorium for just one year, 
the Council voted 5-4 to find that the Paint Branch Cluster was adequate for school facilities. 



In 2007 the Council significantly tightened the test. First, it eliminated the practice of 
"borrowing" surplus capacity from an adjacent cluster. Second, it abandoned "Council-funded program 
capacity" in favor of the program capacity figures used by MCPS, which assumes smaller capacities for 
specialty classrooms: 15/room for ESOL, 10/room for emotional disability; 6/room autism spectrum 
disorder, etc. So, while it set the moratorium standard at 120%, the combined effect of the first two 
changes produced a much tighter test.2 ' 

The 2003 Growth Policy introduced the concept of the school facility payment (SFP), but not 
until the 2007 Growth Policy, when the threshold was lowered, did it have an effect. Since 2007 a 
developer has had the option to pay the SFP to meet the school test if the enrollment/capacity ratio at a 
cluster/level exceeds 105%3 but is under 120%. The SFP rates have been set at 60% of the capital 
cost/student seat at each level, based on the average cost of a new school at each level. The 
development would pay the cost/seat rate for the number of seats at each level it generates above 105% 
capacity, so in some clusters there could be two or even three sets ofpayments. The payments are made 
concurrently with impact taxes: 6 months after issuing of a building permit or at final inspection, 
whichever is earlier. The first SFP payments were made in FY11; over the FYll-16 period only 
$4,957,329 has been collected. SFP payments fund only 0.1% ofMCPS's Approved FYI 7-22 CIP. 

Fiscal Year School Facility Pa!ment (SFP) Collections 
2011 $6,244 
2012 163.918 
2013 15,250 
2014 2,008,371 
2015 1,967,790 
2016 795,756 
Total $4,957,329 

Six years ago the Council recognized that some clusters that were about to exceed 120% at a 
level were at that point because the Board of Education (BOE) wasn't ready to request funding in the 
CIP for a specific new school or addition. Since then the Council has approved a series of placeholder 
projects. Each placeholder sets aside funding for a small generic addition in the cluster, enough to bring 
the calculation beneath 120% (but not below 105%). This was done, however, only when MCPS 
concurrently was developing a potential "real" project for that clusterllevel as part of its facility planning 
program, and when MCPS staff felt assured that the project ultimately forthcoming from facility 
planning would be requested by the BOE for completion within the original 5-year time frame. As a 
result, except twice4

, no cluster-and-Ievel since 2010 has been in moratorium. 

2 In 2007 the Board of Education and the Planning Board both had recommended setting the moratorium threshold at 135%, 

still a tighter test than before. The BOE was concerned that the 120% threshold would have the effect of diverting too much 

funding for additions, and short-changing funding for modernizations. 

3 In 2007 the Planning Board and Board ofEducation had recommended II ()Ofo as the threshold for the SFP. 

4 When the first set ofplaceholder projects were approved, one for the Clarksburg Cluster at the MS level was not, because 

MCPS had not yet started facility planning for it. So the Clarksburg Cluster went into moratorium for about 8 months. In 

20 II the placeholder project for Richard Montgomery HS was removed as a cost savings during CIP Reconciliation: 95% of 

the cluster was in the City ofRockville, which at the time was not subject to the County's school test anyway. 
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The SSP calls for the Planning Board to assess clusters annually. The most recent assessment 
was conducted on June 23, 2016, at which time the Board found that no clusters would be in 
moratorium. However, 4 clusters at the ES level, 3 clusters at the MS level, and 10 clusters at the HS 
level were in the 105-120% range, requiring the developer to pay at least one SFP to proceed. 
Residential development in the Einstein, Northwood, and Quince Orchard Clusters require payments at 
both the ES and HS levels, and at all three levels in the Gaithersburg Cluster (©15-17). 

Rockville and Gaithersburg, as municipalities with independent planning and zoning authority, 
have their own adequate public facility tests for development within their respective boundaries. Within 
the last couple of years Rockville decided to tie its test to whatever the County's test is. Gaithersburg'S 
school adequacy test is: 

• 	 A school level test 
• 	 Uses a 6-year test timeframe 
• 	 Moratorium is triggered at 150% utilization, using BOE program capacity 
• 	 Mitigation/facility payments are required at 105% utilization, using BOE program capacity. Any school 

payment must be used to relieve over-utilization at the school where it was collected. Ifno capacity can 
be added there, the funds can be used to support additional capacity at a school that will relieve the over­
utilized school. 

The moratorium threshold/or clusters. The Planning Board recommends retaining the 120% 
threshold at any level for residential moratorium in a cluster. The Executive concurs, stating that a 
tighter test would "immediately stop development without offering a solution to the problem" (©2). 
Several development representatives also oppose tightening the threshold. 

The BOE recommends tightening the cluster moratorium threshold to 110% as part of a strategy 
to curb overcrowding. MCCPTA and several civic associations and individuals concur. If this rule were 
approved and effective this year, then 12 of the county's 25 clusters would go into a housing 
moratorium: Blair, Churchill, Einstein, Gaithersburg, Walter Johnson, Kennedy, Richard Montgomery, 
Northwood, Paint Branch, Quince Orchard, Rockville, and Wheaton. Under this test the following 
policy areas would be entirely or largely in a housing moratorium: Silver Spring CBD Metro Station 
Policy Area (MSPA), Wheaton.CBD MSPA, Glenmont MSPA, Rockville Town Center MSPA, White 
Flint MSPA, Fairland, . North Bethesda, North Potomac, Silver Spring/Takoma, and 
Kensington/Wheaton, as well as parts of the Rockville and Aspen Hill. 

MCPS staff has compared Montgomery County's thresholds with those in other Maryland 
jurisdictions that have adequate public facility ordinances (©22). For those in the vicinity of 
Montgomery County: 

• Prince George's County has the same threshold: 120% ofprogram capacity 
• Howard County: 115% of State-rated capacity 
• Carroll County: 120% of State-rated capacity 
• FrederickCounty: 120% ofState-rated capacity 

State-rated capacity is a slightly different measure of capacity that the BOE's program capacity. For the 
current schools in the County the cumulative capacity at each level according to the two calculations are: 
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ES MS HS All Levels 
BOE Program Capacity 72,176 36,219 48,017 156,412 
State-Rated Capacity 75,761 36,875 46,452 159,088 
BOE/State-Rated Capacity Ratio 0.95 0.98 1.03 0.98 .. .
Source: MCPS,!,Y 2017 EducatIonal FacIlItIes Master Plan, AppendIx J. CapacIty figures are from 2015-2016 . 

This means that, at the ES level, 120% of BOE capacity is about the same as 114% of State-rated 
capacitY. At the MS level, 120% of BOE capacity is about equal to 118% of State-rated capacity. At 
the HS level, 120% of BOE capacity is about the same as 124% of State-rated capacity. Across all 
levels, 120% ofBOE capacity is about 118% of State-rated capacity. . . 

Council staff's primary recommendation: Concur with the Planning Board; retain the 
120% threshold for a moratorium. The current threshold is roughly comparable to those in 
neighboring jurisdictions, when all levels are taken into account. 

Council staff's secondary recommendation: Should the Council nevertheless wish to 
tighten the threshold, it should bring it no lower than 115%. This threshold would be tighter than 
neighboring jurisdictions-including Howard County-at every level. If 115% were the threshold, 4 of 
the county's 25 clusters would go into moratorium: Blair, Einstein, Northwood, and Rockville. Under 
this test the Silver Spring CBD and Wheaton CBD policy areas would be in a housing moratorium, as 
well as much of Silver SpringITakoma and Kensington/Wheaton, and parts of Rockville and Aspen Hill. 

An important caveat. All of these consequences are for the current fiscal year if a new test were 
implemented effective November 15. In past Growth Policies a new test often was deferred until the 
following fiscal year. At this time, however, we have no enrollment or capacity projections for the 
2022-23 school year: the 5-year time-horizon from next JUly. On October 10 MCPS's school-level and 
cluster-level enrollment forecasts for 2022-23 will be public, and on or about November 1 the 
Superintendent's request for CIP amendments will be known. So the Council will not know the likely 
effect of a tighter test until near the end of the Council's SSP deliberations. We can provide the 
Committee with the effects based on the new enrollment forecast and the existing CIP schedule at its last 
worksession on October 20; this would probably be an approximation of the July 2017 results. 

The SFP threshold/or clusters. The Planning Board recommends retaining the 105% threshold 
for school facility payments, and development representatives generally concur. The Board of 
Education, the Executive, MCCPTA, and several civic associations and individuals recommend 
tightening it to 100%. The following cluster-levels would enter the SFP range if implemented in 
November: B-CC-HS; Blake-ES & HS; Poolesville-HS; Seneca Valley-ES; Springbrook-ES & MS; 
and Whitman-MS. Again, note the caveat above. 

Council staff's recommendation: Set the SFP threshold at 100%. The main effect is the 
potential for some more SFP revenue. But this revenue source is small, so adding more cluster/levels to 
the SFP range would generate only a modest additional contribution to the funds available for school 
construction. 

Individual school capacity deficit test. The Planning Board recommends a new test that would 
restrict approvals if an ES's or MS's projected enrollment were to exceed both a certain percentage 
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utilization and a certain number of seats in deficit. The rationale is to recognize that some individual 
schools are considerably over capacity and cannot be addressed directly by· a within-cluster boundary 
change, such as where spare capacity exists only at the far end of the cluster from the overcrowded 
school. The proposed test would be as follows: 

• 	 A moratorium would be imposed at an ES if utilization were to exceed 120% and there were a 
deficit exceeding 110 seats. 

• 	 A moratorium would be imposed at a MS if utilization were to exceed· 120% and there were a 
deficit exceeding 180 seats. 

• 	 An SFP would be imposed at an ES ifthere were a deficit exceeding 92 seats (4 classrooms). 
• 	 An SFP would be imposed at a MS ifthere were a deficit exceeding 150 seats ( 6 classrooms). 

When a capacity project at one school is intended to relieve enrollment burdens at another, the school 
test would continue to show a capacity deficit at the burdened school until MCPS approves a service 
area boundary change, usually shortly before construction of the additional capacity is complete. 

The BOE, MCCPTA, and several civic associations and individuals support this proposed test. 
The County Executive and several development representatives oppose it. If implemented with the 
adoption of the SSP in November, 6 ES service areas would go into moratorium: Rosemont,.Strawberry 
Knoll, and Summit Hall (all in the Gaithersburg Cluster), Highland View (Northwood), Lake Seneca 
(Seneca Valley), and Thurgood Marshall (Quince Orchard). Two ES service areas would be in the SFP 
range: Garrett Park (Walter Johnson), and Meadow Hall (Rockville). See the Appendix, p. to4. 

The three largest forecasted deficits are at the Gaithersburg Cluster schools. In FY16 MCPS 
held a tri-cluster (GaithersburgIWoottonlMagruder) roundtable to develop solutions to projected 
overcrowding at four ES schools in the Oaithersburg Cluster: these three and Gaithersburg ES. The 
recommendations from then-Interim Superintendent Larry Bowers are on ©23-29. The decision was to 
request funds to program a $26 million addition to Gaithersburg ES; this spring the Council included it 
in the FYI 7-22 eIP for completion by August 2020. As for the other schools: 

• 	 Rosemont: much of the projected increase depends on the buildout of the new developments on 
the Crown Farm and around the Shady Grove Metro Station. Mr. Bowers noted that the pace of 
development could be lower than anticipated in the forecasts. Furthermore, he recommended a 
cross-cluster boundary study to reassign some of the Gaithersburg Cluster service area to the 
Magruder Cluster to resolve this overcrowding. On April 19 the BOE decided that the portion of 
the Shady Grove Sector Plan located east of 1-270 would be reassigned to the Magruder Cluster. 
The boundary study will begin next spring, BOE action would be in the fall of 2017, and 
reassignments would occur starting in the 2018-2019 school year. . 

• 	 Strawberry Knoll. This school has 6 portables on site. It sits on to.8 acres, the largest ES site in 
the cluster. Enrollment is projected to trend slightly lower over the next 5 years. As a result, 
enrollment will be monitored and an addition will be considered in the future if warranted by 
enrollment. 

• 	 Summit Hall. Like Strawberry Knoll, this school's enrollment forecast is trending slightly 
downward. It is currently in the Future RevitalizationslExpansions schedule for completion in 
January 2024. The BOE, understandably, wants to include any capacity expansion here within 
the rev/ex project. A further complication is that, based on OLO's study of the FACT 
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assessment ranking system of rev/ex projects, Summit Hall's place in the queue will be 
reevaluated. For these reasons the BOE has not requested funding for an addition. 

The SSP report states that MCPS considers an addition at an ES when forecasted enrollment 
exceeds capacity by 92 seats, equal to 4 classrooms. But, in fact, this is a flexible standard, depending 
upon the overall MCPS capital needs and its understanding as to what it can reasonably request from the 
CounciL In the last CIP cycle the BOE judged that, due to fiscal constraints, a projected deficit of at 
least 125 seats would be the trigger for it to request funding for an ES addition. Highland View ES, 
Lake Seneca ES, and Thurgood Marshall ES were forecasted to exceed program capacity by 112, 113, 
and 118 seats, respectively, so the BOE did not request funding for additions at these schools. 

In Council staff's view, the BOE made the correct judgment. Even with what it considered a 
restrained request. it received the highest level of capital funding in its history: $1.73 billion, an increase 
of $186 million (12%) over the prior CIP, while funding for most other County agencies-especially 
County Government and Montgomery College----declined. MCPS's share of the CIP funding rose from 
25% to an astounding 37%. 

Council staff recommendation: Do not introduce an additional individual school test. As 
noted above, the BOE had specific reasons not to request funding for each of these schools at this time, 
for a variety of reasons. Council staff does not see a rationale for placing restrictions on an individual 
school level where the BOE itself could not justify requesting funding for additional capacity (©31-34). 

Placeholder projects. The Planning Board recommends limiting the use of placeholder projects 
for no more than 2 years at a time. As noted above, the purpose of these projects is to serve as a bridge, 
giving MCPS time to develop a project in facility planning until the BOE is ready to request a specific 
project for funding in the CIP. This, generally, should not take longer than 2 years. The BOE, 
MCCPTA, and several individuals agree with the Planning Board. The County Executive disagrees with 
the limitation, as do several development representatives. 

The odd aspect of this recommendation is that it does not intend to control the timing 
development, per se, but to the control the Council's own ability to act if it finds an overriding reason to 
thwart a moratorium. For example, what if the BOE is slow to make a decision as to how to add 
capacity in a cluster? Should the BOE, by not requesting funds for a new school or addition, effectively 
be allowed to control the timing of residential development? The Council must retain its prerogative to 
extend the use of placeholders beyond 2 years. This prerogative is likely to be used only rarely, if at all. 

Council staff recommendation: Amend the Planning Board's suggested text in Section S3 
as follows (see Appendix, p. 129): 

Placeholder capacity for a particular cluster level or school [can only] will, in most circumstances, 
be counted as capacity in the annual school test for no more than two years. 

Use ofSFPfunding. The impact tax is an excise tax. Its purpose is to collect revenue from new 
development to pay its fair share of the cost of capacity. While impact taxes can be used only for capital 
projects that add capacity, as an excise tax there does not need to be a close nexus between where the 
funds are collected and where the funds are spent. For the school impact tax, for example, funds 
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collected in one part of the county can and have been spent on a new school or addition in another part 
of the county. The school increment to the recordation tax is another example of an excise tax. 

The School Facility Payment is something else entirely. It is an optional fee paid by a 
development to pass a localized adequacy test where there is not enough capacity in a particular cluster 
at a particular level. As a fee, there must be a strong nexus between what the fee revenue is used for and 
why the fee was paid in the first place. County Code §52-94 reads: 

(e) The Department of Finance must retain funds collected under this Section in an account to be 
appropriated for MCPS capital improvements that result in added student capacity for, to the extent 
possible, the affected grade level in the school cluster, or, if no cluster is established, another geographic 
administrative area, where the development for which the funds were paid is located. 

In other words, if a developer pays an SFP because of a shortage at the ES level in the Quince Orchard 
Cluster, then the funds are to be spent to address a shortage at the ES level in the Quince Orchard 
Cluster. The "to extent possible" language has been interpreted to allow funds to be spent to fund 
capacity improvements at a different level-but still for the same cluster. In this above example, if there 
were no ES capacity project in the Quince Orchard Cluster to which to put the ES SFP, it could be used 
towards funding an active project to add capacity at the MS or HS level in that cluster. 

The BOE, the Executive, and MCCPTA recommend using SFP revenue anywhere in the county. 
This would go against the policy and legal underpinnings of the SFP. However, the example given by 
MCPS at the last PHED worksession is allowable. If a capacity problem at an ES in one cluster can be 
addressed by an ES addition an adjacent cluster-accompanied by a boundary change between the 
clusters-then the SFP collected in the first cluster c;ould be used for its intended purpose: solving the 
problem that caused the need for the payment in the first place. Council staff recommendation: Do 
not change the rule as to where SFP revenue may be spent. 

The rate structure for the SFP. Currently there are 12 rates for the SFP: an ES, MS, and HS 
rate for each of the four housing categories: single-family detached, townhouses, garden apartments, and 
high-rise apartments. The rates are shown below, and are based on the per-student construction cost of a 
new school at each level: the existing rates are pegged at 60% of the per-student cost. In 2007 school 
impact taxes rates were set to collect 90% of the per-student construction cost, and the SFP was set at 
60%. It was expected that nearly all housing development would pay the impact tax but relatively few 
developments would likely pay the SFP, so a combination of 90% for the impact tax and 60% from the 
SFP would generate about 100% of the per-student cost from new development. 

The Planning Board recommends amending the impact tax rates to collect 100% of the per­
student cost from impact taxes and 50% from the SFP. This combination should generate a higher than 
100% share from new development. However, since the recently calculated per-student costs of 
construction are different than what have been used, the Planning Board is recommending revising the 
aggregate rates to reflect this fact. OMB and Finance is forecasting about 3.9% less revenue over the 
next 6 years from the proposed school impact tax rates; it did not forecast SFP revenue because the 
limited number of payments to date, the uncertainly when payments will actually be made, and the 
uncertainty when a specific cluster/level will be in SFP range. 
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ExistinglProposed SFP Rates (per student) 

ES MS HS 
Single-family detached $6,940/$3,812 $3,2511$2,158 $4,6311$3,469 
Single-family attached $4,160/$4,351 $1,743/$2,119 $2,754/$3,352 
Multi-family garden $2,838/$1,169 $1,1691$1,564 $1,877/$2,414 
Multi-family high-rise $1,166/$1,320 $5311$574 $804/$891 

The BOE supports the Planning Board's proposed SFP rates. Several development representatives also 
support them. MCCPTA and several individuals support a higher rate, equal to 75% of the per-student 
cost; the rates would be 50% higher than those shown in the table above. 

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Planning Board. The new rates, in 
combination with the school impact tax, already would generate from new development somewhat more 
revenue than its share of the cost of school construction. Given how little revenu~ the SFP generates, 
even a 50% increase won't amount to much. 

Updating the SFP rates. The Planning Board recommends updating both impact tax rates and 
SFP rates biennially based both on updated student generation rates by level and housing type as well as 
updated costs of school construction. At its September 22 worksession on Bill 37-16 the GO Committee 
recommended that the rates be updated on January 1 in odd-numbered years. The January 1 following 
an SSP update (2016, 2020, etc.) would reflect the Council's decisions in that update; the alternate 
biennial updates (2018, 2022, etc.) would be calculated by the most recent costs of school construction 
and the latest student generation rates by level and housing type. Council staff recommendation: 
Update the SFP rates following the same methodology and schedule as the GO Committee 
recommends for school impact taxes. 

II. FUTURE APPROACHES 

The SSP Report (pp. 55-56) suggests four subjects for future exploration: sustainability, water 
quality, urban parks, and urban design. There is wide agreement that these are important issues to 
evaluate further. However, only those conclusions and recommendations that pertain to the timing of 
subdivision approvals should be included in the SSP resolution. Some suggested actions would be more 
appropriately proposed in a different venue: a bill, a regulation, a budget request, etc. For example, the 
2016-2020 SSP report has recommendations to amend the two impact tax laws, so the Board transmitted 
them separately in Bill 37-16. 

The Planning Board intimates that a subdivision adequacy test for urban parks is a possibility in 
the future. Here it is important to hearken back to the legislative authority for the SSP: the Adequate 
Public Facilities Ordinance, §50-35(k) of the Subdivision Ordinance. The APFO specifically lists the 
facilities to be examined for adequacy: 

(k) Adequate public facilities. The Planning Board must not approve a preliminary plan of subdivision 
unless the Board finds that public facilities will be adequate to support and service the area of the 
proposed subdivision. Public facilities and services to be examined for adequacy include roads andpublic 
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transportation facilities, sewerage and water service, schools, police stations, firehouses, and health 
clinics. [emphasis mine] 

Parks is not listed as a facility to be measured for adequacy_ Before starting to develop a parks test, the 
Council should decide whether it wants such a test. If so, the Council would need to amend §50-35(k) 
to include parks. 

Attachments 

County Executive's September 15 recommendations ©1-2 
Asst. CAO Ramona Bell-Pearson's comments for the Executive ©3-6 
Board ofEducation's recommendations ©7-10 
MCCPTA's (Next Steps Reps) testimony ©11-14 
Results of school test for FYI7 ©15-I7 
Greater Bethesda Chamber of Commerce testimony © 18-19 
Citizens Coordinating Committee on Friendship Heights testimony ©20-2I 
School tests among jurisdictions with APFOs ©22 
Bowers recommendations for Tri-cluster Roundtable ©23-28 
BOE decision on Tri-cluster Roundtable recommendations ©29-30 
Excerpts from FY20 17 Educational facilities Master Plan ©31-34 
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OFFICE OF THE COU]\.TTY EXECUTIVE 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850 

Isiah Leggett 
County Executive 	 :z -..> 
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c: \:-/::z: .....TO: 	 Nancy Floreen, President -< VI

Montgomery County Council 

FROM: 	 Isiah LeggeLt...-.-r 

County Executive 


SUBJECT: Subdivision Staging Policy 

I have asked Executive Staff to prepare comments for me related to the FY 2016­
2020 Subdivision Staging Policy that was submitted to the Montgomery County Council by the 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission Planning Board. My comments 
related to transportation issues are attached as represented by the memorandum signed by AI 
Roshdieh, as the Director of Transportation. 

I have also had the opportunity to consider the Subdivision Staging Policy 
recommendations related to public schools. While I generally agree with the comments made by 
the Montgomery County Board of Education, I have some concerns about those proposals made 
that are related to the annual school test. 

• 	 In particular, the addition of an individual school level test using seat deficit thresholds to 
trigger the capital project planning for Montgomery County Public Schools is of concern 
because, while the overall cluster test may not indicate a deficit, the individual test might 
present an impediment for the Community to move forward without providing any 
opportunities to address the facility needs other than delaying development. While I 
understand the Community interest in addressing the needs ofthe individual schools, I 
am concemed that giving this level ofattention to specific schools within any given 
cluster will only trigger project planning instead ofaddressing the individual school 
issues. 

• 	 I am in agreement with the proposed addition suggested by the Board ofEducation to 
decrease the cluster level test threshold from 105% to 100% as a trigger for facility 
payment. 

ft..c:a........,.
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The Honorable Nancy Floreen, President 
September 15, 2016 
Page 2 

• 	 I, however, have concerns about the Board of Education proposal to decrease the cluster 
level test threshold from .120% to 1,0% as a development moratorium trigger because 
this would immediately stop development without offering a solution to the problem. 
Standing alone, the proposal does not solve or even address the problem of the over­
extended school. While it is important to maintain a balance in our schools to ensure the 
high quality ofeducation our children have now, it is also important to meet the needs of 
the Community by providing solutions that not only address the immediate impact but 
also the long-term problem. 

Thank: you for this opportunity to review and comment on the proposed Subdivision 
Staging Policy_ I will also have Executive Staff present at the upcoming Council work sessions 
to participate in Council review ofthe many issues related to this policy. 

I am confident that collaborative work between the County Council, the Planning Board, 
Montgomery County Public Schools and the Board ofEducation will result in the development 
of an effective and successful policy. 

Attachment 

cc: 	 Casey Anderson, Chair, Montgomery County Planning Board 
Michael A. Durso, President, Montgomery County Board of Education 



. OFFICES OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 
Isiah Leggett Timothy L. Firestine 

County Executive ChiefAdministrative Officer 

MEMORANDUM 

September 20,2016 

TO: 	 The Honorable Nancy Floreen, President 
Montgomery County Council 

FROM: 	 . Ramona Bell-pearsoni~~y\c~ 7l.L\:::-1tt.~_ 
Assistant Chief Administrative Officer 

SUBJECT: 	 School Impact Tax and School Test issues 
':, 
:1 

This memorandum is consolidated to give comments from ~e County Executive 
and Staff related to policy issues and related concerns about the school test issues proposed in the 
Subdivision Staging Policy submitted to ·Council by the Planning Board as well as the school 
impact tax issues proposed in Bill 37-16. The County Executive comments related to the 
transportation impact tax issues proposed in Bill 37-16 as well as transportation t~st issues 
contained in the Subdivision Staging Policy (SSP) are covered by the memorandum submitted by 
the Director ofTransportation. 

During the c.ourse of the ~st round of discussions on September 19, ~O16 for the 
subdivision staging policy Mr. Orlin suggested that school facility payments may actually be a 
fee rather than a tax and therefore are not subject to use outside of the cluster in which they are 
collected. Ifthis is an accurate classification for facility payments then there would be a legal 
bar to the School Board proposal that suggests using ~chool facility payments countywide 
regardless ofwhich clu.sterthe development occurs· for which they were paid. The Executive 
supports the flexibility that countywide use would provide and supports the School Board . 
proposal to allow use ofpayments countywide if that action is not legally barred. . 

An additional c;OInment was made by Mr. Orlin during the September 19,2016 
work session which suggested that there is no need for Council to adopt the Planning Board 
proposal that Developers who dedicate land for new schools be given a tax credit because the 
'current law already permits such actions b~ on the conditions and circmnstances of the 
dedication. The Executive does not support making any changes to the existing authority so that 
the conditions and circumstances that are currently imposed to determine ifa credit will be 
permitted are still available to decision makers when dedications occur. 
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i.School Facility Payments 

• 	 Rates are now based on actual school construction data and changes to student generations 
rates, resulting in Significantly reduced rates for single-family detached homes (decreases of 
33% to 82%), while rates increase for all other types of residential housing (up to 25% for 
multi-family garden units). 

• 	 Proposed SSP to implement a hybrid annual school test that combines cluster utilization tests 
, .with individual school capacity deficit tests. 	 . 

o 	 This would maintain the cluster tests, and introduce individual school service area test 
at the ES and MS level. 

o 	 The County Executive does not support implementing an individual school test, if it 

would dis-incentivize using existing capacity wi~ the cluster or neighboring 

clusters to address capacity needs within an individual school service area. If, 

however, by establishing a hybrid school test that determines overcapacity at the 

individual school level and restricts development only in that school service area and 

not throughout the entire cluster then a hybrid test may be beneficial to the affected 

school while not impeding the development progress of the remainder of the cluster. 

This would not negatively impact other schools abilities to engage in revitaliza:tion 

and other projects that would otherwise.be estopped ifthe individual school test had 

implications on the entire cluster. 


o 	 If this is limited to consequenCes for the individual school service area, then existing 

capacity in areas of the cluster outside of an overburdened individual school service 

area could potentially be credited as a potential solution to the individual school issue 

until a bOlmdary change is approved. 


• 	 The Planning Board recommends that placeholder capacity for a particular cluster level or 
school should only be COtmtedas capacity in the annual school test for two years. 

o 	 Office ofManagement and Budget has indicated that implementing a hybrid school 

test in conjunction with this recommendation to cap the placeholder at no more than a 

two year duration would introduce additional moratorium pressures while restricting 

the County's ability to address moratorium through placeholder projects. 


o 	 The County Executive does not support restricting placeholder capacity projects to no 

~ore than a two year duration. Nor does he support reducing the threshold for 

moratorium from 120010 to 110%. He sees the two restrictions when imposed together 

as constituting a hard stop to progress in any affected Community without offering 

viable alternatives to the problem. 


• 	 The Board of Education recommends changing current policy so that School Facility 
Payment revenues may be used to support any capacity project Countywide. School Facility 

~.... 
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Payment revenues are currently restricted to capacity projects in the clusters in which the fees 

are collected. 


o 	 The County Executive supports this proposal from the School Board to use School 

Facility Payment revenues to support any capacity project Countywide so long as 

there is no legal bar to doing so. . 


Bill 37-16 (Development Impact Tax- Transportation and Public School 
Improvements Amendments) is an amendment to current law which governs Development 
Impact Tax for transportation and public schools which also serves to implement the Planning 
Board's latest recommendations in the Subdivision Staging Policy. 

The comments below should be considered in conjunction with the Fiscal and . 
Economic Impact Statements (FEIS) that were submitted by the Office ofManagenient and ! . 
Budget and the Deparbnent ofFinance in advance of this memorandum. These comments raise i: , . 
policy issues that the Executive wished to bring to the Committee's attention that should be 
considered in conjunction with the economic. and fiscal analysis. .; 

School Impact Taxes 	
; 

• 	 ,Rates are now based on actual school construction ,data and changes to student generations i: 
I'rates, resulting in significantly reduced rates for single-family detached homes (almost 30%), ,
; 

' 

slight decrease for single-family attached (2.7%) and increasers for multi-family garden and i' 

high-rise (22% aild 2.9%, respectively). ' 
o 	 While this allows for increases to multi-family garden and high-rise homes which 


should address their increased affordability for families as the units age and become 

more affordable to rent; it does not account for the single family homes that have 

populations aging out of the school system who then sell to yoUnger families who are 

then absorbed back into the school system. 


• 	 Revenues in the am01mt 'equal to 10% of per-student-seat costs are proposed to be restricted 
for land acquisition ofnew schools ,. 

o The Executive does not support restricting revenues for land acquisition. He 	 : . ' 

~ 

completely agrees with the School Board and believes that flexibility is necessary to 
support mediate capacity needs. Creating such a ~triction would jeopardize 
revitalization projects and would hold money in a fund that could not be used unless 
and until enough need and money exists for land acquisition. While there is a need to 
provide for the acquisition ofland for schools, he does not believe that a diversion of 
revenues is an effective or cost beneficial means of achieving the desired outcome. 

• 	 Credit proposed for developers who dedicate land for new schools. 
o 	 The Executive does not sUpport making any changeS to the existing authority so that 


the conditions and ~ces that are currently imposed to determine ifa credit 

will be pemritted are still available to decision makers when dedications ~. 




School Impact Tax and Test Issues 
September 20.2016 ~ " . 

Page 4 t 
! 
! 

o 	 The County Executive also does not support granting credits to developers when a 
.Master. or Sector Plan requires the Developer to dedicate property for public facilities 
such as schodls as part of their development approval process. If the Master or Sector 
Plan does not require the Developer to dedicate at no cost to the Coimty then 
assuming the dedication is equivalent to or exceeds the amQunt that the County would 
acquire through impact taxes there may be no objection to issuing a credit. This is an 
issue raised by Mr. Orlin in the first work session where he suggested that the current 
practice is for the County to give credits toward impact taxes when a Developer 
dedicates property as part of the development approval process. 

• 	 Enterprise zones are no longer exempt from paying school I-tax, with the amount oftax 
phased-in over a 4-year period after the first year after EZ-status expires. 

o 	 The County Executive does not offer a position on this proposal at this time because 
he needs to collect more data on the consequences associated with this plan. He is 
concerned that Developers may have relied on these exemptions when they made the 
detennination to build in a particular area. even after the Enterprise Zone status has 
expired. He is concerned that a reintroduction ofthe school impact tax will create a i 

i 
i 
r.'negative surprise' and will jeopardize the momentum moving forward in those areas. 

! 
r­



M()NTCO~MERY COUNlYBOARD OfED\JCATION 
:650 Hl.!'ngerford Drive. Room 12:l* :itockville. Marylandt085(l 

Tb~Hom;u:ahl~,Nar\Qj' Fl~n. ]>t~sid&Mit 
Motrtgpmel'Y CoUrtty Cooncil 
Stella B. Wer~r C(;mnc.1J Offi$e BuHdll'1g 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rp.ckvill~*Maryhm4 2{}SSil 

an August 25,2.0.16. th'0:Montgoti¢tyCQfintyBo;Uti ofEdheati'Ofi(iJ6.'atd,ofEdticatlon) t-evlewedthe 
Montg~tn~ CbUnt)' Plarmh:~g:B~ifs{p#u)tiing B()lltdll'~rn11lerid~d FJ!2fJ16-/2fJlq: S'ulidivisltxtJ 
Stili;fJ1jfl/ollC}a9 it p¢1:talils10 pub.rJA sc.ht):Qls~ 1l:t¢BDat4·orEd4catic.m was;~e~tQpr{)vid¢;~Qi:i.1rti-elits 
tI:i th~ CoU1ltv ~:Uhcil on ~ ~~dedJ'i;ific'11lr:S~ptetrihet 1., lO:ltit.hts; letter ~to ihfurtri.1~ 
·thatiheiBoard ofEiiuaaUQn g~nerally su.pp.~ the poli'cY1nod~Qns recqmmmded DyihePl~lnning 
Board? withfout ex~,ePti~, Efic,tQ[ed.J~:'t\ ~,P)' Qfth~ ",sotlJtion't.1d.'~~d b¥' tbe Bt»ttd ~fau:u~ati()n,. 

The; p.olic:y t~jJn:ltnended ,py tilt;! P1ilmJin~B()atd inclu~ t.iE: rQ:{1~tw;JI1~ 

(1) mQdifiedst\l\;Jent 1iJ<rner~tiQn tates~d t~'ti~ne tl~ stuQe'/.1t .~eld of re$idel1tiai 
sttudtit~s; 

(2) adop(t.on (jf~\ n&w t'.Ompon~nt of the allnual school ;f~st that, detbrmines,fh.ca~ualJY of 
scDool.faCcilliies W~:i:~ deve1Qj;>i:n¢Jlt)s}lrQp!ised;

0) biennial updates ofthe 'schonrfa~lity p~yrnent1Uld,;m}h()Ol.impactU\Xcalculation~; 
(4) moriified se,haol fitcility paymentart(tschoQl i'm~cifax:fQrmllllil~; . . 

(5') litl1itsotl the lJ$¢'Qfp:l~ebQ14~capacitypro~ in t.b~ aml\~aI$clloo:r t,estr 

(~ dedication ofa portiQn,Dfth~ scboolimpacttax. revenue: to a land acqulsttioo,fwld. for the' 


,.' h'"". , f"'~b' lit_pure . ~e Q. ~ .QQ . E\,l es~ . 	 .. , 
(7) aUowance .of-aoreditagamst1ihe schOOf impacttaxfot: land dedicated tosenoois;.and 
'C8:) 	 te,introduttioo oft11e::1c.nofj} 'impact taxanasphOO1 fa'Cmty paymeiJ.tin tQnnet Enterprise' 

.lon$., . 

ThQ:~I~ul~tipl1 QhchOQlfa~ilh.1 p~yme.rtt$ tib(tsclioot impaCl ~e'S ~ne$ 'Ollstude4f g,nel'~ion rates, 
which il1di¢am the number £)f:stiJd~nis ~r unit'of rt:Sld;ntml~'VeJoptWmt TI11? pOJ.i.e.yrecomtnen,ded 
ibythp~ P4tnning; Boar<i stipulates that these, rates be based Qtl the sttideDt yield ofhouslfi&structll.res 
.buHt iharty ~t~ rather than on the)ieliIQf:sttq~~ puHt whhln a: $JjeClfied time tram¢.Thj~:eti~~ 
ti'tat the avernge impactafrmw'holtsl'ng mt schools aver time is' eapttireq$ as opposed to just tbg initial 
Jl'llpact; TIn:Uoatd' of Edueationsupp0rts $P1ang,ing;'Boardrecomm®datlart. . 

http:adop(t.on
http:stuQe'/.1t
http:25,2.0.16
http:C(;mnc.1J


AnnllJ\l ScboQtr~st 

T~annual schnell ~' has lOng campared.a :schoo! elUstet't ~tlrrtnt and pkWiedeapw.jiW wfd'/. :l:ts 
PJXijected el1t<}nmef'lt.4~t~rm41ing r,ra $~o()i f~cmtrJ\JaymentJis reqJrlredfor residentt~development 

,< to proceed in that oIUst#t; 'I'Ile Plrl~y ~JllUloode.q· by (h~ Pl~nniO:gl3~ ·~lp.-qlateJ~tlijJt·thp:ft(tQ~ 
school ~$.t oolltinue to~'~ ~it}i 'at the £tuster Ieve[~ tln<l hl addi~~ aS$ess~ity at 'the 
individual.scl1oo1 Je'le.l using tbeseat-deficit t1lt:¢$bQlds that trigger MbntgQm¢ry' ,County ~ub1ic 
Svnool$ (MCPS) capitalpro~ct planning. ThIs. hybrid test ptevfm$'tb;e l~e q:f ctpst¢t..I,e.:vel schnql 
tests '~skinFr indJvidu~r school-level spaeedeficits~ partiCUlarly given widely wrying school.s.izes 
and school ' sJon pQ'$Sib.iliti~ within Q1U$f&ts.lt first) briftgs theaj;ltI~Jil sQhqqI '~~ itttoaIlgtunellt 
with the M, ""',,1tal Iinprovements'Pt.ogram~s imjp1emehtationprQcesSes~ The B'oan:fcl]utucatiPfi 
.sn '" ,rtstheadditl i1 or 'h " " '~sclloQl test, However theBoard uf':Edueation 
.te ueststhattheo '. '. rrenclt:t&te ...levelresthtesb '&1roml05. 
penretit-ruHlO'pergmt fortJIiggermg<$noo1 faeilitYl:m}!n1ent and from llU,petctmtb 1tOpe'rcent fOf 
.tnggetirrl;t a develqpitlwmotatoriutn; Jrt.p:tcftlf to lld'qillSs cottti~uilxg~verut.ilizatr(}nleveisala majority 
·of0lIf sehffols.t.hiiBoord QfEducaijQti f'eeJsthataddttiUtfAlleV¢.DUf$ .tJ:U;Qggh ~~ faQjli~:Y. paym¢ftt:an\i. 
pollc.Yillechanisms.sucb a'S 4evelopment moratorium, am. d~perately ·J'le.e4~d to aUo\\, pultlie 
iuftJi$ttUctl;lte: to keep 'AA~'e with. the oounty growth. 

BiemiiDIlJpdates 9£ &:hogJ Efl~IIity raym~utall:dSchool.Jmpaet 'Vax: 

School factlity ~ymentsalld lmp.ac~ t1\xes. :should -contitlU~ ~ be updated ~g the la:t:eStstudent 
generat1~:m i:~tes,and s¢boQfconstnlCtlOll OO'ilt.t1ata;.~i'e.c,()rom¢'ndedbrthe''Pl~nnJngBoard., Tbe:Bmtrd 
.piEducation. 5lItmorts, tI1~ ,planning Baird rUQll1tnet1datlol1fbr biefUllatupdares. of schooL faciHf;}! 
payment and s'Ohtwl nnpact:ta;t OO'I~:ndations.~ith,a 1imit.~n thechatl.ges'mpayments ann ta,xxs t:9 fiye
'percent. . ' . .. 

ModifWd Scil,U()1 Facility Payment 3.nd,SeJi9o:UmpMt Ta~F(jrllltilae 

School bnpaCf· f::lxe~ :cuftentty are ~alculatedby applyiQg-amuitipiie:rof'O.9 (9.0 percent} to .P~i:-seat 
sehoolcoO$trU¢tibn O()~~ Th'¢pQliPy rec(;l1tjni~nd~ by th~ Pianuing;Board m~Jfles.thi~ r9rm~1l~ hy' 
i'etnOvitlg d1crt1u1tlpliet; sothaU'he tax repre~ents: th~fuJl costt)'CfJrt~ooti()n 0ta s~t a~Qejated With 
a new residetitiaLijnit•. The Bom.:dofEducatIDn s\lPiWffs the .Plt,lpning Board rooomm~t1dati(jni 

School ft.wUitypayments ar~ o:tm7cntl, ealculate.,d by apptYIJ'tt ·a mult~pne.t Qf Q.6 (~O'.p~nt) \Qtbe 
per-s.eilt. SQIio'(!l wnstI\1cU~ ~~. ~pQli~y r¢ton:unendeitby the 'Planning Board Il1ociifles:this 
fO:fmtil~ 'SQ'tbat the multiplier is 0.5 rSOpetG.ebt)..This:ensutestbat, devdQpmen,t @ti~ijb$ 'tQpa$ 11Q 

mO.re thatt 15'0 percent of the ~r..;~flt ~, of'~¢Ql1tPtl$trl1~ttortwhe;te :SChool facilities; have' been 
,deetfjM inadequate (loa percent ofper~tco$-ts in fuipact tax~ plus: ~~e:nt or pcr~s~ costs In 
facility P1lYItten18~ instead ofthecurmnt1x reqoIred90peteeht{)rper,.seat costs in iJ'npaettax¢~p1,,*,(50 
perCent ~t' pet~at .9.0Sts mfa.(\il1t;rpay.Jnei1~}; The·,BoamQi BdueaUOllStlppmi:s the ,Planning ,Board 
tQCommendatiQn.. . 

PlalYiliolde:r Q.pimllT.ojeets 

.Plaeei1oi@rcfl1litalpmjectB,reserv~ capit~nmProve~~Ptvgmrn~ndtng;futneeded soh:.ocd ~ 
pro~ to' prevent :H, cluster taIling into: il :residential de~¢ftt IDQJ1l.taPlUU.The .polieY. 

http:Q1U$f&ts.lt


recommended by the PlanulogRoard teOP~~i;,me benefitof pla~1gerptQJ~bQtres1ii¥ts the1l' 
inclusi~n ittth~,@,n~!i,lsQhooj W$t1tH;WO ¢9tI~~utWe,ye~.qf~ teSt. Th~ ~A~u~e$t.hat if1l]1l:i!:celi,oldet 
project is ftoHe:p[a,ce'd with acapltal project in MCPS!$ix~liil'Capitat1mprovement$rProgrt.un for two 
con:&ee\J~ve t~t tbe~.gtltial lS~nPQJ te~ j:efleot$ th~ :UJi~q:dl-e$$~~l.tp~tyd,¢:fi.cn.~ The: Boatil ar 
'BducatiQnsu~ fbtiPlanninu BOard reoGnimendatitm; 

&dieatioti~'f~. Portion tlf Sdloo.l b.npact TliX Revenue to a tand AcqllisifroD. Fund'or the 
Purchase of SehoolSit.es 

The Planning Board .has recomrnerideo'tha:f IQ'peroent QtsqfiQ91 i:m:paqr; ~Jt tev~nj;J~ .Q~ 'dedi~~;t~ ;a 
landacqu.isiti(mru:ndfut the Pllccfut$e orschooI sites. TheBQard ofEducatron stronstY o!mnses this 
dedic.ation ;reguirementWhite.the declicaUNl onmp~tax*reyep:u~ $pecificaIly fO't 'thep~se of 
land fQf sehool'sites lspurported to provide M{WS with >'i~~t)l)aL Qptio't1$ fi)( fuoi5ngpotei1tial 
pUl"chgse~'· it would divert1bt'ldS fromthoseneededcapacitypr()l~tsthatdQ notrequjre.tiw acquisition 
ofascnool site :and altow fUnds to $it iule untnth~y can b~llpp1i~d toa v~:Y$peclfitt type-of ca911~tty 
pr(jj~c;t~e tbat:ClUluot move forward witl10ut ilieputehase ofasello61 site.,A;s Mel'S cont1ill.ies to 
eKpei'ient<e ul1pr~'ent¢d $.f;1idefit enrollment;gm~; It:iS irnpet:afiveduit tOf)peroent; ofth-eimpapt 
'tax l'eVenUe is,' inv~tedm a.ddressing:tbe "groWth ne~,Th¢: ~Qam Qf Edir~tioO' sUPPQrtsa, sphooJ 
irnpa.ct't.!x tl)at repres~nts the full eQ5~of it seat associated with a, new residential I1ttit; but withQut, 
consttaints ,on the ~p:pHc$,tii;ltl 'Of tbat t4fV¢nne ~~pa~ityptoj¢~. 1Pt: McPS ~apiW m,1'p(oYetnents 
Program prioritiz~ projeetsbaseden oapacity ne~. regardlesS ofwh~tliQi'tae pmentiaI ~~ Q:fa
se{wol sfted:S:teqnitecL<1.1to Board otEduC'ation believeS developing a funding source for· scnoolsite, 
acquisition i§important: but tbroijgh~rtqtlu~r1Ype nfimptlCt ~ orex<:eedingam [00 ~tcent l~¢lfor 
'tnesc.nool irnpilcttax. . . 

Credit AgainsttheSchoru Im,pact Tax for Land Dedicated to Sdto()lS 

~e'ntrl>dgcfipnofthe.'$clfoolrmpat1tax a»ti $clioot :(f$Cility' P~~ii.qll Fprlller' Ent~rp~
Zo.Jtes, .. 

Additional Change 

TIle Hoard of Education p~ one addJtlQnal cnan&e®.t ~41'S$~ 'Qy .,~ ,PI~ing BoliU'd. 
CUtTc:mt.poti¢.y 'requires ~~ilQe (X)l{~.d ~ni ~1'{@i~pay,(liM~W ~. used on capital projects 
wjl:hip1h~. clVi~ in wbichtbeyare coUected. Althoughthe;polioy,recommendedhy thePltumi~B'QBtd 

(j) 


http:SehoolSit.es
http:UJi~q:dl-e$$~~l.tp~tyd,�:fi.cn
http:MCPS!$ix~liil'Capitat1mprovement$rProgrt.un
http:9tI~~utWe,ye~.qf
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-do~ not adqress this.coustniiitton Nvenu~,J.henQ6td ofBd;Qcafi()n proP9ses ~'Hheupda.ted poli<:)r 
allow for facility paYIll¢rtt tevefme tQ·~.appH~d toatij! M<;P£CjlpiUilprojeetthatatldresSes capaQity~ 
This policyrevisiotl 'WOuld better enable MCPS.t~atidressits highestpi10tity capacity needs·wneteve.r 
tJwy ·~.there&y fatiilitatingibiJel" hnplei:Qen~jm:! t1f tlte:S~"'Y~ilr Capita,l fmPrQVtnU~nts PtI,)gram, 
This appro31,}h win~re that Qvetufilifed schools across the. C0Umy are;.rdleV¢dm the orB.erih w.hich 
they Mve beenpriodtif~. MCPSb:as been and c9tti1riU~ to ~~lore; ~ss.ibnhl¢son(fneviatlng the 
overctQwdeQ sqho:qis by eKfiQ:rl~g $e.t¥.lj~nt<dUster,s. Tworeqentexamples inBfu!ie.ptoVifjingrelief 
'til C1~ksburg ;and Northwest higl:tschcl',}($ iby building rarger cap$cltyiilt Sen®a Valley tItgb S~}n)ol 
as aPart Qrj~ ~vitaJl~gn{expa~op: ~lecl:' ~.$ w~U ~ PI})mrlng)i;,rthe Col.ZadnkMagruderand 
Thomas S. Wixltmn clusters to anevja~ ~v.:erutiH$ion In thlt Oaith~r$bllt;S Cii)',sJer. Bt)+.h the 
roundtable d'i$¢US$l'Oll in thv.Wal~l: J91UlSQIi·€!uster ~l1d strategies· oeif!,g considered10 provide r.eii¢f 
for- hlgh schools in the Downoounty Consortium wHl r¢quite a.broad copntywlQo perspective. Forthls . 
reason, the Board. ofEChlBatioll proposes Rllowanceof facUlty ;payment revenue robe tJpplied many 
MCPS capIta] proiettthatadtlr.e'SseB canacit¥, . . . . 

1 am conti4~ttb:u: MGPS~ the PlannlngBQaro, the: c.oumy exeeutiveJ and. the COW-ity CQtm¢lf \¥iiI 
.contirtue towo~ f9g¢thettt>. eri$urt that 'p\ihlfC' il\Ir~tnroture;particoJady.i)ut$Ch®ls;.. adeqQa~ly 
setVcsourgtnwm,g comnmOit¥.. The 13o.ar4 of Edu¢.ati<)Jl ap~r~i~ the PlaIlhmg<a~rd~$~ttarfs, to 
,ap~stbe $.Ghoo.1SYlitiml"ig ·enroIlment gr0wtn. challenges tbrpughits .reoonune* F¥2Ql6--1#2{) 
Subdivis!on$ttJgiiig PQijCy. The l3ptitd '~t Eq~ti91t t«;ogni4s. tb~ potential enanges require 
too~t1h.lronsideratfo11of how to. balance: pnbUcinfiasttuomre needsan~ th~ .c®nt}'j;s '~Qt1Qtrii(; 
growth. Fortit(s r,easQn,fheBQa,a of' Edu~~ geqeral1y" $\1Pportlr1;h~ p~Ji~y tnt'1difjcalibns 
iecomm~llded by the Planning B:oard~ with. the flotedexce,¢oDS. While tfle. Plarin1ngsQata 
recoqnnendations" as weUa$ oilr s~m& co.mments~ fW.e, i\ltempfS lQ i1tlt>r9V~ th$,cou.nty''S 
:Subdivision Stagin:g PQliey~ tb.e Bqai',d or·a~c;nl ~liiwes I»or~ far~hing measures wilt be 
neeqedto I,ld4te~ the eurrentandfuture needs afthis QQunty~ Tlie.B6atQ ofEduP"$tfpQ lo:o!{s fht:watd 
to worldng withth~CbuntY'G9;(lotH.. M w~lJ (is,lbe PlaMil1g $oari~~nd~county e"~lttiVe,:onthis vitalpgliey. .... . . 

Michael A. Durso 
P~ident 

Gopytn: 
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Membet'Scofthe B.oard.of.Education 
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Dr. Statham 
Dr. Joou$on 
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Subdivision Staging Policy - School Issues 


Next Steps Reps Subcommittee of the ClP Committee 

Montgomery County Council ofPTAs 


L 	 Student Generation Rates -PlanningBoard (planning Board Drafi, July 21,2016): 
Calculate School Facility Payments and the School Impact Tax using student generation 
rates associated with all residential structures built any year. 

MCCPTA: Our first choice was the current approach: using student generation rates (A) 
from buildings built within 10 years, for single family homes and (B) from buildings built 
in any year, for other housing. This reflects the greatest impact each type of new housing 
will have on schools. 

Since the Planning Board opposed that hybrid approach, we supported the approach 
described above. This approach addresses the impact of new development over the full life 
of that d-evelopment Further, it generates almost as much school impact tax revenue. 

2. Hybrid Annual School Test Planning Board: Implement a hybrid annual school test 
that combines cluster utilization tests with individual school capacity deficit tests. 

MCCPTA: We requested a hybrid school test, 3Jl.d wholeheartedly support this approach. 
Many individual schools have reached dramatic levels of overcrowding (for example, 
Barnsley ES at 178 percent of capacity), and need the focus and attention that this hybrid 
test allows. 

3. 	 Facility Payment Updates - Plarming Board: Update the calculation ofthe School 

Facility Payments on a biennial basis (concurrent with the annual school test or with the 

update to the Subdivision Staging Policy) using the latest student generation rates and 
school construction cost data, limiting any change (increase or decrease) to no more 
than five percent. 

MCCPTA: We favor the use of the latest rates and cost data. We are concerned that the 
rIVe percent limit might mean that School Facility Payments are not proportionate to costs 
of a seat under certain circumstances, such as soaring inflation.1 Cost is cost, and if it rises 
significantly, the corresponding facility payment cannot be phased in over time without 
severely limiting the ability to construct new school capacity as needed. 

1 As examples of circumstances that might suddenly raise the cost of a seat by more than 5 percent, please 
consider: The State mandate regarding the Prevailing Wage Requirement alone increases county bid costs of 
construction projects by as much as 12% -14% (lAC Report to the Board ofPublic Works - October 28, 2015). 
School con~ruction cost estimates will increase by 29% in July 2016 to accommodate changes observed by the 
Interagency Committee on School Construction. Since 2010, school construction costs have increased by 50% 
(Capital Budget Fiscal Briefing, Department of Legislative ServiCes, pp 27-28, February 9,2016). 
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4. Facility Payment Multiplier - Planning Board: Modify the calculation ofthe School 
Facility Payments to apply a 0.5 multiplier instead ofthe current 0.6 multiplier. 

MCCPTA: We find this change unnecessary. We know that recommendation 7 will raise at 
least as much funding as this change eliminates, in most clusters.2 However, the funding 
raised by recommendation 7 will be used for (badly needed) land acquisition. Thus, this 
change will reduce funding for school construction, which we oppose. 

H anything, the multiplier for School Facility Payments should be increased because the 
payments aid areas with badly overcrowded schools and schools directly impacted by new 
residential development. We suggest a multiplier of 0.75. 

5. 	 Placeholder Limits - Planning Board: Placeholder capacity for a particular cluster 
level or school can only be counted as capacity in the annual school testfor two years. 

MCCPTA: We requested a limit on (or elimination of) placeholders, which disconnect 
development from its impact on schools, and allow development to proceed well before 
schools are funded or built. We view this limit as a partial solution. 

6. 	 Impact Tax Updates - Planning Board: Update the School Impact Tax amounts on a 
biennial basis (concurrent with the annual school test or with the update to the 
Subdivision Staging Policy) using the latest student generation rates and school 
construction cost data, limiting any change (increase or decrease) to no more thanfive 
percent. 

MCCPTA: We favor the use of the latest rates and cost data. We are concerned that the 
five percent limit might mean that School Impact Taxes are not proportionate to costs of a 
seat under certain circumstances, such as soaring inflation. If the cost of a seat rises 
significantly, the corresponding impact tax cannot be phased in over .time without severely 
limiting the ability to construct new school capacity as needed. . 

7. 	 Income Tax Multiplier Planning Board: Remove the 0.9 multiplier in the School 
Impact Tax,· so as to capture the foll cost ofschool construction associated with a new 
residential unit. 

MCCPTA: We wholeheartedly support this approach. However, we note that the combined 
effect of recommendations 4, 7, and S. will be to reduce school construction funding. At a 
minimum, the Subdivision Staging Policy must maintain or increase school construction 
funding. In addition, it must provide payment for land in those particular areas where it is 
no longer possible to obtain land by dedication - to offset the value of that land. Please note 

2 In clusters that include municipalities, recommendation 7 may not raise as much funding as this change 

eliminates. @ 
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that.a land payment is not an increased contribution by developers simply a change in the 
type of resources provided. 

Please remember, among the reasons that we need a robust School Impact Tax: Because 
the School Facility Payment is cluster specific and cannot be collected in municipalities, the 
School Impact tax must be used to cover that deficit, further diluting the money available 
to all school clusters. 

8. 	 Land Acquisition Fund Planning Board: Require a portion ofthe School Impact Tax 

'equivalent to 10 percent ofthe cost ofa student seat be dedicated to land acquisition for 

new schools. 

MCCPTA: We requested a mechanism to collect funds for school land acquisition, in order 
to continue to get land resources in areas where land dedication is now problematic. We 
are delighted to see this sort of mechanism under consideration. 

However, we emphasize that funds should replace land dedication only for plans where 
land dedication is impracticable. Furthermore, since the cost ofland is not related to 
MCPS's cost of a seat, the amount of funding for land acquisition should be calculated 
separately. It should be sufficient to replace the cost of the land MCPS has traditionally 
obtained- by dedication. And it should cover the proportionate share of the cost of land for 
secondary as well as elementary schools. 

9. 	 Credit for Land Acquisition - P!anning Board: Allow a credit against the School Impact 

Taxfor land dedicatedfor a school site, as long as the density calculatedfor the 

dedication area is excludedfrom the density calculation for the site, and MCPS agrees 
to the site dedication. 

MCCPTA: For decades, the County has obtained school sites through dedications by 
developers. The County should not end its expectation that a developer will contribute land 
(or funds toward land), to an extent proportionate to the number of students the 
development generates. 

So, when a developer dedicates land, it should not get a credit for a dedication that has long 
been expected. However, if the developer dedicates land in addition to its proportional 
contribution, we support a credit for that additional contribution. 

10. Former Enterprise Zones -PlanningBoard: Reintroduce the SchoolImpact Tax and 

School Facility Payments in fomler Enterprise Zones through a phased approach. 

MCCPTA: We agree. Developers with projects in areas that are not enterprise zones 
should pay these taxes and payments. The current policy denies facility payments to 
clusters in former enterprise zones - which are generally lower-income areas that need 
school resources. 

@ 
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Concerning the phased approach, we understand the desire to give notice to developers in 
areas that are now, or will soon be, former enterprise zones. In the future, developers in 
former enterprise zones should not need a phaseout, as they would have notice that their 
exemptions are ending. 

11. Future Exemptions - Planning Board: Conduct further research to develop the criteria 
andprocess by which an area ofthe County can be exemptedfrom the School Impact 
Tax and School Facility Payments. 

MCCPTA: We agree. This seems to be prudent planning. 

Approved by the MCCPTA Board of Directors, September 1, 2016 Page 4of4 



Subdivision Staging Policy 

Results of School Test for FY 20,17 


Reflects County Coundl Adopted FY 2017 Capital Budget and the FY 2011-2022 Capital Improvements Program {CIP) 

Clusters over 105% utilization 

School facility payment required in 
inadequate clusters to proceed. 

GJ"J 

Clusters over 120% utilization 

Moratorium required in clusters 
that are inadequate. 

Cluster Outcomes 

Middle 

5-yeartest Einstein (1OU%} Gaithersburg (107.5%) 
Gailhersburg (1124%) Rockville (1162%) 

ElfediveJuIy 1,2015 NorthW'O()1(f (1 t6.0%) Wheaton (110.7%) 
Quince Orchard (1132%) 

Test year 2021-22 

5-yeartesl 


Effective July 1, 2.015 


Test year 2021-22 


Blair (116.J%) 

C1run:hill (113.5%) 

Einstein (116.9%) 


Gaithersburg (1U1.6%) 

Walter Johns<Il (113.9%) 


Kennedy (112,5%) 

Richard Montgomery (112.2%) 

NorthVlOoo (1t4.8%) 

Paint Branch (111.0%) 


Quince Orchard (110.4%) 


Twenty elemenfaly schoof dassrooms in the Northwest Cluster 

Six high sChool dassrooms in the Einstein Cluster. 

Eight high sChool das.srooms in the Walter Johnson Clustser. 

Ten high school cJassrooms in the Northwood Cluster. 
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Subdivision Staging Policy FY 2017 School Test: Cluster Utilizations in 2021-2022 

Relleds County Council Adoptea FY 2017 cap!taI Budget and 1M FY 2017-2022 capitallmprollemenls Progr1ml (CIP) 

Ell'e<:llve Jul)' 1. 2lI16 

Subdivision Staging Policy FY 2017 School Test Cluster Utilizations in 2021-2022 

Rellecls County Council Adople<l FY 2017 Caprtal Budge! and the FY 2017-2022 capital Improvements Program (CIP) 


Ell_v.. JUly 1, 2016 
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Subdivision Staging Policy FY 2017 School Test Cluster Utilizations in 2021-2022 

Relleds coonty CoUOOl A<IOpted F'f 20 17 capIIaI Budget and the fY 2011-2022 capllallmprovements Program (CIP) 


Elfedl.... July 1, 2016 


">ltllt "'''VI.'''' are estimate<! to 
••Einstein High School Ceparny includes a I> classroom addition in a placeholder Pf"i"ct 
... Walter Johnson Higll School Capacity indudes an 8 dassroom addition In a placeholder project 
•••• Northwood High School Capacity includes a 10 classroom addition in a placeholder project 
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CHAMBER of COMMERCE 
Bethesda, MD 20814 

T (301) 652-4900 F (301) 657-1973 
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WRIlTEN TESTIMONY OF JENNIFER RUSSEL 

THE GREATER BETHESDA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


BEFORE THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL 

REGARDING THE 2016 SUBDMSION STAGING POLICY 


SEPTEMBER 13, 2016 


Good evening. I am Jennifer Russel, Vice President of Economic Development and Government Affairs 
for The Greater Bethesda Chamber of Commerce, which represents over 600 member businesses and 
nonprofit organizations in Montgomery County. 

I am here to weigh in on the tremendously important 2016 Subdivision Staging Policy (SSP) which will 
impact the face of Montgomery County over the next four years and beyond. This planning tool, which 
emanates from the beleaguered era of 1980s growth policies, is highly focused on transportation and to 
a slightly lesser extent schools, arenas in which infrastructure funding has suffered seriously in recent 
years. However, it is important to understand that the growth rate in the County is presently at 1% and 
is projected to slow. The original adequate public facilities tools were instituted during a time when 
growth was quite rampant. I ask you - why are we still holding' on to a "black box" mentality, utilizing 
complex tests to regulate groWth that is not really happening, when simpler approaches might be best? 

The County has just paved the way for great economic development successes by providing public funds 
to establish a private corporation, the Montgomery County Economic Development Corporation (MCEDC), 
which hired a new CEO to implement an as-of-yet un-adopted County Comprehensive Economic 
Strategy. How does an SSP steeped in the annals of 1980s growth relate to this Economic Development 
Strategy? No one seems to know because they were developed on parallel paths without any connection? 
What message does this send to the business and corporate communities who are evaluating the 
possibility of moving their enterprises to Montgomery County? It is a not a clear and transparent picture 
at all. 

Certain aspects of the new transportation test are laudable, such as the organization of the County into 
individualized transportation policy areas which have distinct characteristics and thereby require different 
types and levels of testing. Recognition that the Red policy areas (well served by transit) and the Green 
policy areas (where no transit exists) need not be subject to the transit accessibility tests makes sense, 
remembering of course, that all development remains subject to the transportation and schools tax. 
However, in general the effort to introduce a transit accessibility test as the major barometer is very 
complex, neglects roads to a certain extent, and makes potentially unrealistic assumptions with respect 
to the CIP and roads that will ultimately be available. 

It is refreshing to see that in many instances impact taxes are proposed to decline, particularly in areas 
where land use policy encourages development. However, the methodology is intensely detailed and 
cryptic. Indeed, the impact tax formula required the Planning Board itself to artificially lower the rate for 
commercial development in the Core area by one-third. It is simply not a process that anyone can 
describe or explain to the public or to the investment community and financial institutions who hold our 
economic development future in their hands. 
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We hope you take a step forward with this new SSP and march towards a clear, crisp and concise 
approach that you can explain to everyone. 
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Citizens Coordinating Committee on Friendship Heights 

September 16, 2016 

Nancy Floreen. President 
Montgomery County Council 
100 Maryland Avenue, 6th Floor 
Rockville, MD 20850 

Re: Subdivision Staging Policy: School Component 

Dear Council President Floreen: 

The Citizens Coordinating Committee on Friendship Heights (CCCFH) submits these comments 
on the 2016 Subdivision Staging Policy. We appreciate the opportunity to comment. 

In general. we oppose the Subdivision Staging Policy (SSP) approach to the issue ofnew facility 
construction for the County schools in conjunction with the construction ofnew housing. Our 
concerns are as follows: 

Student Generation Rate: the most recent 10 year period utilized for the database for projecting 
the student generation rate is unacceptable. The timeframe is far too short, with the "great 
recession" having far too great an effect on the database. The student generation rates for 
multifaJIlily housing are so low in comparison to student generation rates previously used that the 
results are highly suspect. The existing student generation rates must be kept. 

School Facility Payments & School Impact Taxes: the net effect of the proposed student 
generation rates is a significant reduction in the School Facility Payments and School Impact 
Taxes paid in conjunction with construction ofmultifamily housing. Simultaneously a significant 
general tax increase has been enacted within the county which was partially justified by the 
needs ofthe school system, including construction. This makes no sense. 

Moratorium: currently the Cluster Utilization Test triggers a moratorium across the entire 
cluster's service area ifany one level (elementary. middle. high) ofschool reaches 120% 
utilization projected in the sixth year ofthe Capital Improvement Program. The threshold of 
120% is far too high: Any school operating at that level will have become thoroughly 
dysfunctional. That threshold must be reduced to 110% which concurs with the School Board's 
position taken on this matter during their recent review. 

Representing the Citizens AssocIations of Brookdale, Chevy Chase Village, Chevy Chase West. 

Drummond, Green Acres-GIen Cove, Kenwood, Kenwood Condominium, Kenwood House Cooperative, Kenwood Place 


Condominium, Somerset, Springfield, Sumner, Sumner Square Condominium, Sumner Village COndominium, Westmoreland, 

Westbard Mews, Westwood Mews, and Wood Aaes 



We find the following SSP recommendations to be commendable: 

Hybrid Annual School Test: the SSP states... "The current cluster level tests conducted through 
the SSP mask the problems that exist at individual schools. This situation is particularly true at 
the elementary school level where a cluster could have an individual school that is grossly over 
enrolled, but five or six other elementary schools with adequate capacity. " As a result the SSP 
recommends: "The implementation ofa hybrid annual school test combines cluster utilization 
tests with individual school capacity deficit tests. " 

Placeholder Projects: from the SSP...•~... concern is that the placeholder project undermines the 
intent ofthe Subdivision Staging Policy, which is to ensure that adequate public facilities exist 
prior to approving new development. " As a result the SSP recommends: " placeholder capacity 
for a particular cluster level or school can only be counted as capacity in the annual school test 
for two years. " 

***** 
Again. we are most appreciative ofthe opportunity to pring our concerns to your attention. 

Sincerely. 

Harold Pfohl 
Corresponding Secretary 
Citizens Coordinating Council on Friendship Heights 

cc: Council members 
Glenn Orlin 



School Tests Among Jurisdictions with APFOs 

Test Thresholds 

Moratorium ThresholdJurisdiction 

LESS THAN 100% UTILIZATION 

100% UTILIZATION 
nty 

Queen Anne's County 
110% UTlLlZATlON 

Harford County 

S1. MarYs County 

115% UTILIZATION 

120% UTILIZATION 
Montgomery County 

Prince George's County 

Carroll County 
Frederick County 

(ES): 90% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 
(HS): 100% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 

100% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 

100% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 
100% Utilization @ BOE Program Capacity 
100% Utilization @ BOE Program Capacity 
100% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 

110% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 
(ES): 107% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 
(MS): 109% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 

: 116% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 

115% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 

115% Utilization 

120% Utilization @ BOE Program Capacity 

120% Utilization @ BOE Program Capacity 

120% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 
120% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 

Jurisdiction School Payment Threshold 

100% UTILIZA TION 
Frederick County 100% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 
Howard Countyl 100% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 

105% UTILIZATION 
Montgomery County 105% Utilization @ BOE Program Capacity 
Prince George's County 105% Utilization @ BOE Program Capacity 

110% UTILIZATION 
Carroll "county' 110% Utilization @ State-Rated Capacity 

Summary: The threshold for moratorium ranges from 100% utilization to 120%. Some districts that have a higher 

moratorium threshold have an initial threshold at which school payments are required. However, most districts do not 

collect school payments based on adequacy tests. Some limit development prior to moratorium (Carroll/Howard Co.), 

This is not an initial test threshoJd for school payment, but rather a threshold for building limits - the planning dept. will only allow 
..!p to 300 new units in one year in' an elementary school district if the school/region" exceeds 100% capacity. There are no school 
payments for development based on school overutilization in Howard County. 
2 This is not an initial test threshold for school payment, but rather a threshold for permit restrictions - development might receive 
conditional approval. 
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Interim Superintendent's Recommendations 

For Tri-cluster Roundtable Discussion Gronp 


Gaithersburg, Col. Zadok Magruder, and Thomas S. Wootton Clusters 


March 11,2016 


Executive Summary 

The Tri-cluster Roundtable Discussion Group focused on ways to address projected overutilization 
at four Gaithersburg Cluster elementary schools-{}aithersburg, Rosemont, Strawberry Knoll, 
and Summit Hall. The scope of the Roundtable enabled consideration of facility needs across 
cluster boundaries. In addition, the scope enabled near-tenn and long-tenn facility needs 
to be considered in a regional context. In developing my recommendations I have benefitted 
from the Report of the Tri-cluster Roundtable· Discussion Group and also have considered 
near-term and long-term enrollment pressures. My recommendations are similar to Roundtable 
Approach #7 that was supported by most Roundtable members. The following are my 
recommendations: 

• 	 Gaithersburg Elementary School 
Construct an addition to Gaithersburg Elementary School and provide two schools 
(a Grades Pre-K-2 school and a Grades 3-5 school) in one building with physical 
separations to the extent possible. This will achieve more manageable enrollment sizes 
in each half of the facility and maintain the school's service area where nearly all students 
walk to the school. 

• 	 Rosemont Elementary School 
Monitor enrollment at the school and the pace of residential construction in the portion 
of the school's service area west of Interstate 270. Future enrollment trends may require 
an addition andlor boundary changes to be considered. If boundary changes are needed, 
then possible reassignments within the Gaithersburg Cluster andlor to the Thomas S. 
Wootton Cluster should be considered. 

• 	 Strawberry Knoll Elementary School 
Due to the limited degree of overutilization and funding limitations, an addition cannot 
be recommended at this time. Monitor enrollment at the school to determine if an addition 
should be constructed in the future. 

• 	 Summit Hall Elementary School 
Due to the plan to revitalize/expand Summit Hall Elementary School in the near future, 
a permanent addition prior to full revitalization/expansion is not recommended. I am 
recommending staff in the Department ofFacilities Management explores the replacement 
of six older relocatable classrooms with newer relocatable classrooms or modular 
classrooms. In addition, staff will consider the possibility of a partially enclosed 
connection to the existing building. A decision on how to proceed will be made in fall 20 16 
for implementation in fall 2017. 



• 	 Shady Grove Sector Plan 
To address long-range enrollment concerns, I recommend a boundary study be conducted 
in spring 2017 to reassign the portion of the Shady Grove Sector Plan tha~ is within 
the Gaithersburg Cluster to Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster schools. 

Background 

On November 16,2015, the Board of Education authorized a Tri-cluster Roundtable Discussion 
Group (Roundtable) process. The charge of the Roundtable was the development of general 
approaches to relieve Gaithersburg Cluster elementary schools of ovemtilization and the 
evaluation of these approaches using criteria established by the Roundtable. 

The Board of Education included the Col. Zadok Magruder and Thomas S. Wootton clusters 
in the Roundtable because they are adjacent to the Gaithersburg Cluster and have available 
capacity at various school levels, as well as a number of elementary schools that are below 
the desired minimum enrollment size of450 students. 

Appendix A presents a map of the Tri-cluster area. Appendix B presents projected enrollment for 
schools in the Gaithersburg, Col. Zadok Magruder, and Thomas S. Wootton clusters. Appendix C 
presents the approaches reviewed by the Roundtable. 

Review of the Issues and Interim Superintendent's Recommendations 

My recommendations primarily address immediate and near-term enrollment concerns that 
fit within the six-year time frame of the Capital Improvements Program. However, in developing 
my recommendations, I have taken a long-term view and considered enrollment pressures 
we are likely to see over the next 20 years in this part ofthe county. 

The tri-cluster area includes two large master planned communities that are just beginning 
to be built-the Shady Grove Sector Plan with 6,000 housing units planned and the Great Seneca 
Science Corridor Master Plan with 5,700 housing units planned. These plans overlap all three 
clusters engaged in the Roundtable. Over the next 20 or more years, it is likely that new elementary 
schools, a new middle school, and a new bigh school will be needed as enrollment grows. 
The school system is fortunate to have a number of future school sites in the area, including 
an elementary school site in the Great Seneca Science Corridor CGSSC) Master Plan, anelementary 
school site in the Shady Grove Sector Plan, a middle school site in the King Farm community, 
and a high school site in the Crown community. 

The following is a summary of the input from Roundtable members on ways to address enrollment 
at the four Gaithersburg Cluster elementary schools that were the focus of the Roundtable. 
After this review of the input, my recommendations are presented along with the rationale 
for my recommendations. 

Gaithersburg Elementary School- Roundtable Input 
Gaithersburg Elementary School enrolls 864 students this year and enrollment is projected 
to exceed 950 students by the 2021-2022 school year. The current capacity of the school 
is 771 students. Nearly 90 percent ofthe 864 students reside within walking distance ofthe school. 
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The school provides a number of supports to students and families, including its School-based 
Health Center, Linkages to Learning, and Parent Resource Center. 

During the Roundtable, a strong sentiment was expressed that the current school service area 
be maintained so that no students are reassigned out of the school. In addition to the educational 
supports at the school-including Title I and class-size reductions in Grades K-2-the social 
and health resources are very important to the parents and students. Roundtable representatives 
from all three clusters supported construction of an addition at Gaithersburg Elementary School 
and maintenance of the service area. In order to accommodate projected enrollment, an addition 
that would take the school's capacity up to 1,000 students would be needed. 

Gaithersburg Elementary School-Interim Superintendent's Recommendation 
I am very sympathetic to the concerns of parents of Gaithersburg Elementary School students. 
Maintaining walking access for students to schools is a standard practice of Montgomery County 
Public Schools (MCPS) whenever possible. This not only ensures a sense of community around 
the school, but also reduces transportation costs, and perhaps most importantly in the case of 
Gaithersburg Elementary School, enables a range ofstudent supports to be provided close to home. 

The concern about a large addition at Gaithersburg Elementary School has to do with management 
of a very large elementary school. However, a preliminary review by staff in the Department of 
Facilities Management revealed that two schools at the same location may be possible. 
My recommendation is to create two schools by dedicating one half of the building 
to accommodate Grades Pre-K-2 students and the other halfto accommodate Grades 3-5 students. 
Each school would enroll approximately 500 students. 

Unlike most other MCPS elementary schools, Gaithersburg Elementary School is adjacent 
to a middle school site where Gaithersburg Middle School is located. The combined acreage 
of the two school sites is 32 acres. This amount of land presents a unique opportunity to build 
an addition on Gaithersburg Elementary School and create the two schools without significantly 
reducing the size of the playfields of the two schools. 

In order to expedite my recommendation, a feasibility study would be conducted beginning 
in July 2016, followed directly by planning and design ofthe "two schools in one building" concept. 
On this ambitious schedule, the two schools could begin operation in August 2020, contingent 
upon approval ofthe Board o/Education 's Requested FY2017 Capital Budget and FY2017..:.2022 
Capital Improvements Program, which includes $26 million in funds for a Gaithersburg Cluster 
elementary school capacity solution. 

The feasibility study would include provision of necessary core spaces, including a second 
administrative office, cafeteria, and other support spaces, along with additional classrooms 
to accommodate Grades 3-5 school programs. Staff in the Department ofFacilities Management 
will develop educational specifications for each of the schools and identify all spaces necessary 
to support the two schools. 

The feasibility study will develop a construction phasing plan that may require relocation ofsome 
students during construction. Options for accommodating students will be shared with 
the community and the Board ofEducation in fal120 16. 
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Rosemont Elementary School-Roundtable Input 
Rosemont Elementary School enrolls 588 students this year and enrollment is projected to exceed 
850 students by the 2021-2022 school year. The school has a capacity for 613 students. Projected 
enrolhnent increases are the result ofnew housing being built in the portion of the school's service 
area west of Interstate 270. New housing developments include Crown and a few multifamily 
residential projects associated with the GSSC Master Plan. A small portion of the GSSC Master 
Plan is in the Rosemont Elementary School service area, while most ofthe residential units planned 
are in the Stone Mill Elementary School service area. 

Most members of the Roundtable from the Thomas S. Wootton Cluster were concerned about 
the reassignment of the area west of Interstate 270 to Thomas S. Wootton Cluster schools. 
Although there is capacity available at some elementary schools in the Thomas S. Wootton Cluster, 
these schools are not adjacent to the Rosemont Elementary School service area. In addition, 
as the GSSC Master Plan builds out over the next 20 years, Thomas S. Wootton Cluster schools 
will be absorbing enrollment increases from the plan. During the Roundtable, the greatest concern 
was expressed over the impact of reassignments on Thomas S. Wootton High School, which 
is projected to enroll 2,237 students by the 2021-2022 school year. The school is scheduled 
for revitalization/expansion to a capacity for 2,420 students with an opening date of August 2021. 

Rosemont Elementary School-Interim Superintendent's Recommendation 
I appreciate the concerns expressed by the Thomas S. Wootton Cluster about reassigning the area 
west of Interstate 270 to Thomas S. Wootton Cluster schools. In light of the projected enrollment 
of Thomas S. Wootton High School, I do not support reassignment of additional students into the 
cluster. I believe it is prudent to monitor enrollment at Rosemont Elementary School before 
any capital solutions or reassignments are considered. A great deal of the projected enrollment 
at Rosemont Elementary School is associated with new residential development. If this 
development slows down or does not generate the number of students currently anticipated, then 
projected space deficits at the school may be smaller than currently projected. In addition, 
reassignments from Rosemont Elementary School to other schools in the Gaithersburg Cluster 
may be possible in the future, given other elements of my recommendations that will result 
in additional capacity in the future. (See the Shady Grove Sector Plan recommendation below.) 

In the next six years, enrollment at Thomas S. Wootton High School will be very close to the full 
capacity of its planned revitalization/expansion of 2,400 students. I do not believe it makes sense 
to address overutilization at one school-Rosemont Elementary School-by creating 
overutilization at another school-Thomas S. Wootton High School. I also believe we need 
to think long-term. If we add even more capacity to Thomas S. Wootton High School than 
the 2,400 planned capacity, then we delay what I·consider to be the best long-term facility plan 
for this part of the county-the opening of a new high school. Weare fortunate to have a future 
high school site in the Crown development. My recommendation avoids any action that would 
preclude, or delay, the opening of a new high school at some point beyond the six year Capital 
Improvements Program time frame. 

Strawberry Knoll Elementary School-Roundtable Input 
Strawberry Knoll Elementary School enrolls 621 students this year and enrollment is projected 
to stay near the same level for the next six years with 625 students projected for the 2021-2022 
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school year. The school has a capacity for 481 students. The Roundtable was in favor 
of constructing an addition at Strawbeny Knoll Elementary School. Due to the location 
of Strawberry Knoll Elementary School, an addition is seen as only addressing the school's 
projected enrollment and not contributing to relief at other Gaithersburg Cluster elementary 
schools. 

Strawberry Knoll Elementaxy School-Interim Superintendent's Recommendation 
Although enrollment at Strawberry Knoll Elementary School has exceeded the school's capacity 
for several years, the degree of space deficit is limited, and the six relocatables at the school this 
year are expected to be sufficient for the foreseeable future. Due to budget limitations, I am unable 
to recommend an addition at this time. Therefore, I recommend enrollment be monitored 
and a classroom addition be considered in the future if warranted by the enrollment. 

Summit Hall Elementaxy School-Roundtable Input 
Summit Hall Elementary School enrolls 672 students this year and enrollment is projected 
to remain near the same level of enrollment for the next six years with 657 students projected 
for the 2021-2022 school year. The school has a capacity for 466 students. Enrollment 
has exceeded the capacity of the school for several years. Due to the scheduled 
revitalization/expansion of the school, there has been a reluctance to construct an addition prior 
to the revitalization/expansion project. The constructability of an addition prior to 
revitalization/expansion also is a concern due to site conditions. Roundtable members from 
the Gaithersburg Cluster expressed frustration with the repeated delays in the 
revitalization/expansion project and favored going ahead with an addition as soon as possible 
as the revitalization/expansion project could continue to be delayed. Currently the project 
is scheduled for completion in January 2023. 

Summit Hall Elementaxy School-.Interim Superintendent's Recommendation 
l appreciate the concerns of Gaithersburg Cluster representatives on the Roundtable 
and the Summit Hall Elementary School community. The revitalization/expansion of the school 
has indeed been delayed several times. In addition, it cannot be guaranteed in the current funding 
climate that the project will remain on its January 2023 completion schedule. 

I believe the quality of the revitalization/expansion of Summit Hall Elementary School needs 
to be optimized, and this cannot be accomplished by constructing a stand-alone addition prior 
to the revitalization/expansion project. Therefore, I do not recommend a stand-alone addition 
be built. However, I am cognizant of the issues the school faces with an aging facility and older 
relocatable classrooms. Therefore, I am recommending staff in the Department of Facilities 
Management explores the replaceQlent of six older relocatable classrooms with either new units 
or modular classrooms that can be better sited at the school. In addition, staff will consider 
the possibility of a partially enclosed connection to the existing building. A decision on how to 
proceed will be made in fall 2016 for implementation in fall 2017. 

Shady Grove Sector Plan-Roundtable Input 
The Shady Grove Sector Plan straddles two school service areas-the Washington Grove 
Elementary School service area in the Gaithersburg Cluster and the Candlewood Elementary 
School service area in the Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster. Most of the 6,000 housing units 
in the plan are within the Washington Grove Elementary School service area. The Roundtable 
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explored reassigning the portion of the plan that is within the Gaithersburg Cluster to Col. Zadok 
Magruder Cluster schools where capacity is available at the elementary, middle and high school 
levels. However, Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster Roundtable representatives expressed concern 
about the impact of a reassignment to Candlewood Elementary School-that is the most adjacent 
school to the sector plan area. Less concern was expressed about secondary school reassignments 
because Shady Grove Middle School and Col. Zadok Magruder High School have a considerable 
amount of available capacity. 

Shady Grove Sector Plan-Interim Superintendent's Recommendation 
The proximity of the Shady Grove Sector Plan to Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster schools, where 
there is available school capacity, makes a strong case for reassignment of the area. Sufficient 
capacity exists at Shady Grove Mi!idle School and Col. Zadok Magruder High School to absorb 
full build-out of the sector plan. In regard to Candlewood Elementary School, the recent 
revitalization expanded the school's capacity to 498 students and included a master planned 
addition that can take the school to a capacity for 740 students. Given that projected enrollment 
at the school remains at approximately 350 students, there is capacity at the school now and 
additional capacity can be created in the future. 

Given the proximity of Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster secondary schools with excess capacity and 
given the ability to increase capacity at Candlewood Elementary School should reassignments be 
made to that school, I am recommending a spring 2017 boundary study be conducted to reassign 
the portion of the Shady Grove Sector Plan that is within the Gaithersburg Cluster service area to 
Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster schools. Reassignment of this planned housing will alleviate 
projected overutilization ofWashington Grove'Elementary School and potentially make capacity 
available that may help relieve overutilization at other Gaithersburg Cluster elementary schools. 
In addition, the reassignment provides for a long-range solution to enrollment pressures that will 
come in the next 20 years. . 

Summary 
My recommendations are quite comparable to Approach #7 that most members of the Tri-cluster 
Roundtable Discussion Group supported. My recommendations provide the needed near-term 
solutions to space shortages while setting the stage for area schools to adapt to longer-term 
enrollment pressures. 
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/:!C:::::\::::~·,.·.:·:P~·~:No;~m\J~r:16, 2()lS, 1he Board of Education authorized a Tri··cluster Roundtable Discussion 
\'::'.~H::·::·>·:j;3.igHP:.:m.QUii4ta.:~l~) p~ocess to include representatives of1he Gaithersburg, Col. Zadok Magruder, 
.:.·.\;\\\\:.Jma):Th9m~S.:S... )V~mt~on ,clusters. The purpose of the Roundtable was to explore approaches 
:;::·;<'::::\\:\jQ\'{l4~.f~~S.)·QY~~1~zatjo~ . at Gaithersburg, Cluster elementary schools through an evaluation 

:;\vy/;\:~:')?m~,~:~:~~l~~rs~ .. '. '. 
\:"';·':\~.\\~\~REA.~, ..In January 2016, the interim superintendent of schools convened a Tri-cluster 
:··:"«·::<·\R..()Wid4t:b~e. Discussion Group, including representatives of the Gaithersburg, Col. Zadok 

'. ····?M~~,\1nd Thomas S. Wootton clusters, to explore approaches to address overutilization 
' .. :.;\~~nGlJ,itAe.r~~UJ:g ~ll;lSter elementary schools; and . 
:'0- ::·':"'::~::":":::.~:~o:,,':-':',::·::'-:"-·· ; '.". . 

<:i.\';\'WlW~, The Tri-cluster Roundtable Discussion Group met from January through February 
;'·.:::.:/i.~p.1.~.:~g.sitbmitted a report to the interim superintendent of schools on March 4, 2016, with 

:',- :.': .';::m~1)1~er ~valQtltions ofthe seven approaches that had been identified; and 

":.•,,~;\'\:~, ~' interim superintendent of schools reviewed and carefully considered the report 
\ :'·;·\·:~.~(t.4e..··:tri~lus~ Roundtable Discussion Group and feedback from the community at-large 

'. \.:,·':·::::;8iii;l .. Qn.~ 11, 2016, submitted a recommendation to the Board of Education to address 
..~ '.:'; ";})y'~Q:p. of-Gaithersburg Cluster elementary schools; and 

• • .' "0:":: ' . .- 'I. '.,• t •; .... ;. :- " '. . 
~.:;': .::- '; :/'~AS; On March 21, 2016, the Board of Education conducted a work session to consider 
.'.:...:.: ):h~. iti1;erim superintendent ofschooFs recommendation for the Tri-cluster Roundtable Discussion 
'.'. '. .':. !n'o\ip and adopted an alternative for consideration that would build an addition at Gaithersburg 
\" ".: :. f.l31~eJltary School and maintain a Pre-K-S school; and 
;.:.;.;::'.~<,><':.': ": " 

: ; ~ ~ '" '. ,' 
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Members ofthe Board ofEducation 2 

WHEREAS, The Board ofEducation conducted a public hearing on April 12, 2016, in ~o~~~:;"~"~'" 
with Board of Education Policy FAA, Long-range Educational Facilities Plimnmg/i:: 
and Montgomery County Public Schools RegulationFAA-RA, Long-range Educational Facilitie(',:' '::: 
Planning, on the interim superintendent of school's recommendation; now therefore be it :,. :::',<,:,:',i;,:':::' :, 

. '.' -..... 

Resolved. That a feasibility study for an addition at Gaithersburg Elemeit:t~i1' S~hobi':,::,:, 
be conducted beginning in July 2016 to include an option to construct an addition for a Pre-1(~$~\':::' '.' 
school, and an option to construct an addition and create two schools in" one':adjhibing,:::,>~' '" 
building-Grades Pre-K-2 in one part of the facility, and Grades 3-5 in the other' part::> 
of the facility-with physical separation where possible; and be it further ":::,::,::::, 

Resolved. That the Gaithersburg Elementary School addition be completed in AUgUst' 202{)~ :, 
and be it further ",' ", :, 

Resolved. The six older relocatable classrooms at Summit Hall Elementary School be' e"aiiiated\;< 
for replacement with newer relocatable classrooms, or modular classrooms, by fall 2<r17;,:':::',,\ 
and be it further ' " ',:'" : ' '; .':: \'\:- ,~':" , 

'". '. . "­

Resolved. That the portion of the Shady Grove Sector Plan that is located east offutJsfut~/j'1~{:";['" 
artd in the Washington Grove Elementary School, Forest Oak Middle School, alu1' Gaithersbilig~/i 
High School service areas be reassigned to Col. Zadok Magtuder Cluster schools with'iiooWid.atY:,';' 
study to be conducted in sprlDg 2017, Board of E4ucation action in fall 2017, and reassigdinent$':,\' 
beginning fall 2018. ' ,: ", ::"':', \:<' 
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GAITHERSBURG CLUSTER 

following link: http://gis.mcpsmd.orgiroundtablepdfslTriCluster_ 

following link: http://gis.mcpsmd.orgiroundtablepdfslTriCluster_ 

facility options in the Gaithersburg Cluster. Three adjacent 
clusters participated in the Roundtable-Gaithersburg, Col. 
Zadok Magruder, and Thomas S. Wootton. The Board of 
Education action to address the enrollment growth in the 
Gaithersburg Cluster elementary schools is available at the 

Laytonsville Elementary School 
Planning Study: A comprehensive capacity study was 
conducted during the 2014-2015 school year for the 
Gaithersburg Cluster to address enrollment growth in this 
area. Because of the challenges of enrollment growth, and 
a bsorption of large new residential developments, a tricluster 
roundtable discussion group convened in spring 2016, to take 
a broader look at school enrollments, utilization levels and 
facility options in the Gaithersburg Cluster. Three adjacent 
clusters participated in the Roundtable-Gaithersburg, Col. 
Zadok Magruder, and Thomas S. Wootton. The Board of 
Education action to address the enrollment growth in the 
Gaithersburg Cluster elementary schools is available at the 

Summit Hall Elementary School \ 
Planning Study: A comprehensive capacity study was 
conducted during the 2014-2015 school year for the 
Gaithersburg Cluster to address enrollment growth in this 
area. Because of the challenges of enrollment growth, and 
absorption of large new residential developments, a triduster 
roundtable discussion group convened in spring 2016, to take 
a broader look at school enrollments, utilization levels and 
facility options in the Gaithersburg Cluster. Three adjacent 
clusters participated in the Roundtable-Gaithersburg, Col. 
Zadok Magruder, and Thomas S. Wootton. The Board of 
Education action to address the enrollment growth in the 
Gaithersburg Cluster elementary schools is available at the 
following link: http;llgis.mcpsmd.orgiroundtablepdfslTriCluster_ 
GreenSheetAction041916.pdf 

Capital Project: The Board of Education action directed staff 
to evaluate the older relocatable classrooms at Summit Hall 
Elementary School for replacement with newer relocatable 
classrooms, or modular classrooms, by fall 2017. 

Capital Project: The Board of Education requested funds 
to complete a revitalization/expansion project for this 
school with a completion date of January 2023. Howevet; 
the approved FY 2017-2022 CIP reflects a one year delay 
beginning with elementary school revitalization/expansion 
projects that have planning funds in FY 2018 and beyond. 
Therefore, the approved completion date for this project is 
January 2024. However, based on the Montgomery County 
Council Office of Legislative Oversight (OLO) study released 
in July 2015 regarding the revitalization/expansion program 
and the Facility Assessment with Criteria and Testing (FAC-n 
methodology used to rank the schools, and the work of the 
FACT Review Committee this school will be reassessed using 
the revised FACT methodology. Pending the outcome of the 
reassessment, the queue for the revitalization/expansion 
projects may change. (For more information see Appendix F.) 

An FY 2017 appropriation is approved for facility planning for 
a feasibility study to determine the scope and cost of the proj­
ect. In order for this project to be completed on this schedule, 
the outcome of the FACT re:assessment must maintain this 
project on the present queue position and county and state 
funding must be provided at the levels approved in this CIP. 

following link: http://gis.mcpsmd.orgiroundtablepdfslTriClustec 

Planning Study: A comprehensive capacity study was 
conducted during the 2014-2015 school year for the 
taithersburg Cluster to address enrollment growth in this 
area. Because of the challenges of enrollment growth, and 
a bsorption of large new residential developments, a tricluster 
roundtable discussion group convened in spring 2016, to take 
a broader look at school enrollments, utilization levels and 
facility options in the Gaithersburg Cluster. Three adjacent 
clusters participated in the Roundtable-Gaithersburg, Col. 
Zadok Magruder, and Thomas S. Wootton. The Board of 
Education action to address the enrollment growth in the 
Gaithersburg Cluster elementary schools is available at the 

Strawberry Knoll Elementary School 
Planning Study: A comprehensive capacity study was 
conducted during the 2014-2015 school year for the 
Gaithersburg Cluster to address enrollment growth in this 
area. Because of the challenges of enrollment growth, and 
a bsorption of large new residential developments, a triduster 
roundtable discussion group convened in spring 2016, to take 
a broader look at school enrollments, utilization levels and 
facility options in the Gaithersburg Cluster. Three adjacent 
clusters participated in the Roundtable-Gaithersburg, Col. 
Zadok Magruder, and Thomas S. Wootton. The Board of 
Education action to address the enrollment growth in the 
Gaithersburg Cluster elementary schools is available at the 

Washington Grove Elementary School 
Planning Study: A comprehensive capacity study was 
conducted during the 2014-2015 school year for the 
Gaithersburg Cluster to address enrollment growth in this 
area. Because of the challenges of enrollment growth, and 
absorption of large new residential developments, a tricluster 
roundtable discussion group convened in spring 2016, to take 
a broader look at school enrollments, utilization levels and 
facility options in the Gaithersburg Cluster. Three adjacent 
clusters participated in the Roundtable-Gaithersburg, Col. 

Gai1 
folIc 
Gre! 

pial 
spri 
Plar

GreenSheetAction041916.pdf 
Grc 
We 
the 
acti 
for 

GreenSheetAction041916.pdf 

Rosemont Elementary School 

GreenSheetAction041916.pdf 

follOwing link: http;llgis.mcpsmd.orgiroundtablepdfslTriCluster_ Zadok Magruder, and Thomas S. Wootton. The Board of 
~reenSheetAction041916.pdf ) Education action to address the enrollment growth in the 
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DOWNCOUNTY CONSORTIUM 


Wheaton Woods elementary schools. Previous enrollment 
projections indicated that several schools in the midsection of 
the Downcounty Consortium would be overutilized by the 
end of the six-year planning period. These schools included 
Arcola, Glen Haven, Harmony Hills, Highland, Kemp Mill, and 
Sargent Shriver elementary schools. Based on the outcome of 
the study, an FY 2016 appropriation for planning funds was 
approved to begin the architectural design for five classroom 
addition projects at Brookhaven, Glen Haven, Highland, Kemp 
Mill, and Sargent Shriver elementary schools. 

In the spring 2015, the ratios used to calculate the program 
capacities for class-size reduction schools were revised in MCPS 
regulation FAA-RALong-range Educational Facilities Planning. 
The ratios went from 15:1 for kindergarten classrooms and 
17:1 for Grades 1-2 classrooms to 18:1 for Grades K-2 class­
rooms. This change raised all oHhe capacities of class-size 
reduction schools, which included all of the schools in this 
capacity study. Furthermore, the threshold used for consid­
eration of an elementary school classroom addition project is 
a space deficit of 92 seats or more at the end of the six-year 
planning period. Although addition projects were preViously 
approved to relieve projected enrollment, based on revised 
capacity calculations and enrollment projections, the space 
deficits at Arcola, Glen Haven, Harmony Hills, Highland, and 
Sargent Shriver elementary schools are less than the 92 seat 
necessary for consideration of classroom additions. Although 
the space deficit for Kemp Mill Elementary School is greater 
than 92 seats, it is less than the 125 seat deficit identified for 
funding of a classroom addition in this CIP. Therefore, based 
on the revised capacities and projected enrollment, the ad­
dition projects at Brookhaven, Glen Haven, Highland, Kemp 
Mill, and Sargent Shriver elementary schools were removed 
from the Approved FY 2017-2022 CIP. Enrollment will be 
monitored at these schools to determine if addition projects 
can be included in a future CIP. 

Highland Elementary School 
Capital Project: A comprehensive capacity study was 
conducted during the 2012-2013 school year to address 
overutilization at several elementary schools in the midsection 
of the Downcounty Consortium. The following schools were 
included in the scope of the study: Arcola, Brookhaven, Forest 
~olls, .Georgian Forest, Glen Haven, Glenallan, Harmony 
Hills, Highland, Kemp Mill, Sargent Shriver, Weller Road, and 
Wheaton Woods elementary schools. Previous enrollment 
projections indicated that several schools in the midsection of 
the Downcounty Consortium would be overutilized by the 
end of the six-year planning ,period. These schools included 
.Arcola, Glen Haven, Harmony Hills, Highland, Kemp Mill, and 
Sargent Shriver elementary schools. Based on the outcome of 

. the study, an FY 2016 appropriation for planning funds was 
approved to begin the architectural design for five classroom 
ad~ition projects at Brookhavert, Glen Haven, Highland, Kemp 
Mill, and Sargent Shriver elementary'schools. 

In th~ ~pring 2015,. the ratio~ used to calculate the program 
capaCItles for claSS-SIze reductlon schools were revised in MCPS 
regulati~nFAA-RALong-range Educational Facilities Planning. 
The ratlos went from 15:1 for kindergarten classrooms and 
17:1 for Grades 1-2 classrooms to 18:1 for Grades K-2 class­
rooms. This change raised all of the capacities, of class-size 
reduction schools, which included all of the schools in this 
capacity study. Furthermore, the threshold used for consid­
eration of an elementary school classroom addition project is 
a spa~e deficit of 92 seats or more at the end of the six-year 
planrung period. Although addition projects were previously 
approved to relieve projected enrollment, based on revised 
cap.a~ity calculations and enrollment projections, the space 
defiCIts at Arcola, Glen Haven, Harmony Hills, Highland, and 
Sargent Shriver elementary schools are less than the 92 seat 
necessary for consideration of classroom additions. Although 
the space deficit for Kemp Mill Elementary School is greater 
than 92 seats, it is less than the 125 seat deficit identified for 
funding of a classroom addition in this CIP. Therefore, based 
on the revised capacities and projected enrollment, the ad­
dition projects at Brookhaven, Glen Haven, Highland, Kemp 
Mill, and Sargent Shriver elementary schools were removed 
from the Approved FY 2017-2022 CIP. Enrollment will be 
monitored at these schools to determine if addition projects 
can be included in a future ClP. 

Highland View Elementary School -, 
Planning Study: A comprehensive capacity study to address 
overutilization at several elementary schools in the lower 
section of the Downcounty Consortium was conducted during 
the 2014-2015 school year. This capacity study included the 
f~llowing schools: East Silver Spring, Forest Knolls, Highland 
VIew, Montgomery Knolls, New Hampshire Estates Oak 
Vi:w, Takoma Park, Pine Crest, Piney Branch, Rolling T:rrace, 
Sh~o Creek, and Woodlin elementary schools. Although 
reVIsed enrollment projections indicate that enrollment at 
Highland Elementary School will exceed capacity by 112 
s.eats by the end of the six-year planning period, due to 
fiscal constraints in the county a space deficit of 125 seats 
~as ~denti£ied to fund an elementary school addition project 
In this CIP. Therefore, no funds were recommended in this 
CIP for a classroom addition. A date for the addition will 
be considered in a future CIP. Relocatable classrooms will 
be utilized to accommodate the enrollment. The interim 
superintendent's recommendation to address overutilization 
at schools in this part of the Downcounty Consortium can be 
found at the following link: http://gis.mcpsmd.orgicipmasterpdfSl 
Supp_B_DCCESOverutilization. pdf 

Kemp Mill Elementary School 
Capital Project: A comprehensive capacity study was 
conducted during the 2012-2013 school year to address 
overutilization at several elementary schools in the midsection 
of the Downcounty Consortium. The following schools were 
included in the scope of the study: Arcola, Brookhaven, Forest 
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SENECA VALLEY CLUSTER 


CLUSTER PLANNING ISSUES 
Planning Issues: The 2009 adopted Germantown Employment 
Area Sector Plan provides for up to 10,200 mostly multi-family 
residential units. The majority of planned residential develop­
ment is located in the Seneca Valley Cluster. plan requires 
some redevelopment of shopping centers and some other 
commercial uses. In addition, the plan anticipates construc­
tion of the Corridor Cities Transitway to support the higher 
housing densities. It is anticipated that the plan will take 20 to 
30 years to build-out. The pace of construction will be market 
driven. A future elementary school site is included in the plan. 

SCHOOLS 
Seneca Valley High Schf?ol 
Capital Project: A revitalization/expansion project is 
scheduled for this school with a completion date of August 
2019. An FY 2014 appropriation was approved for planning 
funds to begin the architectural design for the project. In order 
for this project to completed on schedule, county and state 

planning period, due to fiscal constraints in the county, a 

space deficit of 125 seats was identified to fund an elementary 

school addition project in this CIP. Therefore, no funds were 

recommended in this CIP for a classroom addition. A date for 

the addition will be considered in a future CIP. Relocatable 


.... classrooms will be utilized to accommodate the enrollment. / 


S. Christa McAuliffe Elementary School 
Capital Project: Projections indicate enrollment at s. Christa 
McAuliffe Elementary School will exceed capacity by 92 
seats or more by the end of the six-year planning period. 
A classroom addition is scheduled for this school with a 
completion date of August 2019. An FY 2017 appropriation 
is approved for planning funds to begin the architectural 
design for a classroom addition. Relocatable classrooms will 
be utilized until additional capacity can be added. In order 
for this project to be completed on schedule, county and state 
funding must be provided at the levels approved in this CIP. 

funding must be provided at the levels approved ,----------------------------, 
in this CIP. 

Planning Issue: Although a classroom addition 
opened in August 2015 to accommodate the 
overutilization at Clarksburg High School, 
student enrollment will continue to exceed 
capacity by over 500 students by the end of the 
six-year CIP planning penod. Enrollment also 
is projected to exceed capacity at Northwest 
High School by nearly 400 students. The Seneca 
Valley High School service area is adjacent to 
the Clarksburg and Northwest high school 
service areas. A revitalization/expansion project 
of Seneca Valley High School, scheduled for 
completion in August 2019, will be designed and . 
constructed with a capacity for 2400 students. 
The enrollment at Seneca Valley High School 
is projected .to be 1392 students by the end of 
the six-year planning period. With a capacity 
of 2400 seats, there will be approximately 1000 
seats available to accommodate students from 
Clarksburg and Northwest high schools when 
the project is complete. 

Lake Seneca Elementary School 
Capital Project: Because projections indicated 
enrollment at Lake Seneca Elementary School 
would exceed capacity by 92 seats or more 
by the end of the six-year period, an FY 2014 
appropriation was approved for facility planning 
to determine the feasibility, scope, and cost 
for a classroom addition. Although revised 
enrollment projections indicate that enrollment 
at Lake Seneca Elementary School will exceed 
capacity by 113 seats by the end ofthe six-year 

Seneca Valley Cluster Articulation* 

Seneca Valley High School 

S. Christa McAuliffe ES Lake Seneca ES 
Dr. Sally K. Ride ES Dr. Sally K. Ride ES 

(South of Middlebrook Road) (North of Middlebrook Road) 
Waters Landing ES 

* 	 "Cluster" is defined as the collection of elementary schools that articulate to the 
same high school. 

* 	 Clopper Mill, G.ermantown, and a portion of Great Seneca Creek elementary 
schools also artICulate to Roberto Clemente Middle School but thereafter 
articulate to Northwest High School. ' 

Seneca Valley Cluster 
School Utilizations 

2018 2019 2020 
PROjEOEO 

2021 

~ 	Elementary Sdloois Iii Middle Schools • High School 

Note: 	P~ent utiftzaoon calculated .ll; tnbll enroAment of schools cflVided by total capacity. 
Projected l;apacity factors in capital projects. 
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Fields Road Elementary School 
Capital Project: Previous projections indicated that 
enrollment at Fields Road Elementary School would exceed 
capacity by 92 seats or more by the end of the six-year planning 
period. Therefore, an FY 2015 appropriation was completed for 
facility planning to determine the feasibility, scope, and cost 
for a classroom addition. With the revised capacity calculation 
for class-size reduction schools, the enrollment projections will 
not exceed 92 seats or more by the end of the current six-year 
period. A date for the addition will be considered in a future 
ClP if the enrollment of the school exceeds the capacity by 
more than 92 seats. Relocatable classrooms will be utilized 
until additional capacity can be added. 

Planning Issue: Projections indicate that enrollment at 
Rachel Carson Elementary School will exceed capacity by 
92 seats or more by the end of the six-year plaiming,period. 
To address the high enrollment at Rachel Carson Elementary 
School the Board of Education approved the following studies 
to explore additional capacity to address the overutilization 
at Rachel Carson Elementary School: 

• 	 The feasibility study that was conducted in 2007 for 
an addition at Jones Lane Elementary School to relieve 
Carson Elementary School be updated to determine 
if a larger addition could be constructed at Jones Lane 
Elementary School; 

• 	 The feasibility study that is planned for the revitalization! 
expansion project at DuFief Elementary School during 
the 2014-2015 school year include the possibility of 
additional capacity; 

• 	 The feasibility study that is planned for an addition at 
Fields Road Elementary School include the possibility 
of additional capacity; and 

• 	 The consideration of a new elementary school in the 
Quince Orchard Cluster be included in the analysis of 
options to relieve Rachel Carson Elementary School. 

The Board of Education approved the expansion of DuFief 
Elementary School to accommodate the overutilization of 
Rachel Carson Elementary School. The Board of Education 
action can be found at the follOwing linle http://gis,mcpsmd.org/ 
cipmasterpdfsICIP17.../idoptedRachelCarsonESOverotilization.pdf 

Jones Lane Elementary School 
Planning Issue: Projections indicate that enrollment at 
Rachel Carson Elementary School will exceed capacity by 
92 seats or more by the end of the six-year planning period. 
To address the high enrollment at Rachel Carson Elementary 
School the Board of Education approved the following studies 
to explore additional capacity to address the overutilization 
at Rachel Carson Elementary School: 

• 	 The feasibility study that was conducted in 2007 for 
an addition at Jones Lane Elementary School to relieve 
Carson Elementary School be updated to determine 
if a larger addition could be constructed at Jones Lane 
Elementary School; 

• 	 The feasibility study that is planned for the revitalization! 
expansion project at DuFief Elementary School dUring 
the 2014-2015 school year include the possibility of 
additional capacity; 

• 	 The feasibility study that is planned for an addition at 
Fields Road Elementary School include the possibility 
of additional capacity; and 

• 	 The consideration of a new elementary school in the 
Quince Orchard Cluster be included in the analysis of 
options to relieve Rachel Carson Elementary SchooL 

The Board of Education superintendent approved the 
expansion of DuFief Elementary School to accommodate 
the overutilization of Rachel Carson Elementary School. 
The Board of Education action can be found at the 
following link: Iutp:llgis.mcpsmd. orgldpmasterpdfslClP17_ 
AdoptedRachelCarsonESOverutilization.pdf-
Thurgood Marshall Elementary School 
Capital Project: Projections indicate that Thurgood Marshall 
Elementary School will exceed capacity by 92 seats ormore 
by the end of the six -year planning period. A feasibility study 
was conducted in FY 2008 to determine the feasibility, cost, 
and scope of an addition to Thurgood Marshall Elementary 
School. Although revised enrollment projections indicate 

l that enrollment at Thurgood Marshall Elementary School 
will exceed capacity by 118 seats by the end of the six-year 
planning period, due to fiscal constraints in the county, a 
space deficit of 125 seats was identified to fund an elementary 
school addition project in this CIP. Therefore, no funds were 
recommended in this ClP fora classroom addition. A date for 
the addition will be considered in a future ClP. Relocatable 
classrooms will be utilized to accommodate the enrollment 

CAPITAL PROJECTS 	
~ 

School Project 
Proiect 
Status· 

Date of 
Completion 

Brown Station ES Revitalization! 
expansion 

Approved Aug. 2017 

Fields Road ES Classroom 
addition 

Deferred TBD 

Thurgood 
Marshall ES 

Classroom 
addition 

Deferred TBD 

"Approved'-Project has an FY 2016 appropriation approved in the Ambnded 
FY 2015-2020 ClP or FY 2017 appropriation approved in the FY 2017 Capital 
Budget. 
"Deferred"-Funds have been deferred for a future ClP. 
"Programmed"-Project has expenditures programmed in a future year of the 
ClP for planning and/or construction funds. 
"Proposed"-Project has facility planning funds recommended for FY 2017 
for a feasibility study. 
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