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M A R Y L A N Dwww.montgomeryschoolsmd.org

850 Hungerford Drive, Room 122 ♦ Rockville, Maryland 20850

October 28, 2011

Mr. Christopher S. Barclay, President
and Members of the Montgomery County Board of Education

Carver Educational Services Center
850 Hungerford Drive, Room 123 
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Mr. Barclay and Members of the Board of Education:

As our team developed my Recommended Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 Capital Budget and the       
FY 2013–2018 Capital Improvements Program (CIP), we were mindful of the tremendous 
challenge before us—providing sufficient classroom space for our students at a time of 
diminishing budgetary resources.  This six-year plan proposed for your consideration and 
adoption includes the expenditure recommendations for FY 2013–2018 and provides the 
recommended FY 2013 Capital Budget funding appropriation authority needed to implement the 
CIP during the fiscal year that begins July 1, 2012, and ends June 30, 2013.  FY 2013 is the first 
year of the biennial CIP review process.  In accordance with the Montgomery County charter, all 
CIP projects are considered in odd-numbered fiscal years; therefore, this recommended CIP will 
receive a full review by the county executive and the County Council.

Many of the capital projects included in my Recommended FY 2013–2018 CIP are needed to 
address the overcrowding of our schools, particularly our elementary schools. For the 2011–2012 
school year, Montgomery County Public School (MCPS) continues to experience record
enrollment growth.  As of September 30, 2011, our enrollment is nearly 146,600, an increase of 
2,500 students, which is more than 200 students over projection.  Since 2007, MCPS has 
experienced a significant surge in enrollment. Between 2007 and 2011, enrollment increased by 
more than 9,000 students and projections for the 2017–2018 school year indicate an increase of 
approximately 9,000 more students. That is enough students to fill up six Montgomery Blair-size
high schools or 36 elementary schools. 

Montgomery County, along with the state and country, continues to face fiscal constraints and 
projected revenue shortfalls. The county executive has stated his desire to reduce capital 
expenditures and the County Council’s recent action to lower the Spending Affordability 
Guidelines (SAG) make the economic circumstances in which I propose this capital program all 
the more challenging. MCPS has sought to balance the fiscal difficulties facing the county with 
the need to address our overcrowded schools and aging facilities and infrastructure. We are 
committed to working with county government to address our tremendous needs in the most 
responsible way possible, but the reality is that our children are the future of this great county 
and we must provide them with an adequate learning environment. I believe that this CIP 
recommendation provides a balanced approach to meeting our capital needs within these difficult 
economic times and continues the great progress that has been made to provide our students with 
high quality educational facilities. 
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It is important to understand that MCPS continues to experience significantly lower construction 
prices and funding these projects now saves taxpayer dollars in the future. I believe that it would 
be prudent to invest in infrastructure now, when prices are at $217 per square foot, in comparison 
to their previous levels of more than $280 per square foot.  It is conceivable that when the 
construction market returns, we may pay up to thirty percent more per square foot for 
construction than we pay currently. Therefore, we must leverage the current market conditions in 
order to fund our much needed capital projects.

Process and Priorities Used to Develop the Recommended CIP

As this is an odd-numbered fiscal year and the county executive and County Council will review 
the entire CIP, every individual project in the amended FY 2011−2016 CIP, as well as new 
projects, was reviewed and considered for inclusion in the FY 2013−2018 CIP.  An extensive 
process was required to consider not only all of the projects that were brought forward by staff in
the Department of Facilities Management, but also the outlook for the revenues needed to fund 
the CIP.  This review process included members of the Executive Staff as well as representatives 
from the Montgomery County Council of Parent Teacher Associations and the three employee 
associations—the Montgomery County Education Association, the Service Employees 
International Union (SEIU) Local 500, and the Montgomery County Association of 
Administrators and Principals.  This group met from September through early October and 
provided input and advice to help me develop my first MCPS CIP.

In order to formulate my recommendations for the CIP, we placed each project in six categories 
and then established the following priority for the categories:

1. Compliance with regulations—Projects that are mandated by law or other government 
agencies.

2. Capital maintenance—Projects that preserve our capital assets and maintain learning 
environments that are safe, secure, and comfortable.

3. Capacity—Projects that build new schools and additions so facilities operate within 
capacity and core areas are not overutilized.

4. Modernizations—Projects that bring our older facilities up to current educational 
program standards and assure a long life-cycle for these facilities.

5. System infrastructure—Projects that allow MCPS support facilities to keep pace with 
enrollment increases as well as make needed improvements to these facilities.

6. Technology modernization—This project funds computers and other technology 
upgrades to ensure students have access to up-to-date technologies.

These priorities guided the formation of numerous scenarios that were devised to evaluate the 
effect of different project schedules on funding levels over the six-year CIP period.  Chapter 1 of 
the CIP lists all of the projects in one of these priority areas.  It is possible to argue that some of 
these projects should be included in another category or should be included in more than one 
category.  However, I think the placement of each project is less important than using a priority 
framework to make decisions about what projects will ultimately be approved by the County
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Council.  As we move forward through the CIP process, from the Board’s consideration of my 
recommended CIP in November to the review and approval of the CIP by the County Council in 
May, I believe these priorities should be used to determine what is funded.

Chapter 1 also includes a pie chart titled “Superintendent’s Recommended FY 2013–2018 CIP 
Capital Project Categories” that shows how much of the recommended budget is in each of these 
six categories. For example, the largest category, School Modernizations/Replacements, has a 
six-year total of $684,002,000 and Capacity Projects has a six-year total of $358,573,000. Many 
of the modernization projects recommended in the six-year CIP provide additional capacity to 
schools that are currently overutilized. With respect to the percentages of funding for each 
category, School Modernizations/Replacements has 46 percent of the total six-year CIP funding, 
Capacity Projects has 24 percent, and Capital Maintenance Projects has 16 percent of the total 
six-year CIP funding.

Recommended Capital Improvements Program

For the reasons noted above, my Recommended FY 2013 Capital Budget and FY 2013–2018
Capital Improvements Program totals $1.489 billion, an increase of $129.7 million or 9.13 
percent over the previously approved six-year plan and includes $278.8 million in expenditures 
for FY 2013, an increase of $50 million over the previously approved FY 2013 expenditures. My
recommended CIP includes funding for critical capacity projects through new schools and 
additions, modernization projects, and capital maintenance projects as well as compliance and 
system infrastructure projects and technology modernization. Specifically, my recommendation:

• Maintains the completion dates of seven elementary school and one high school addition 
projects.

• Maintains the completion date of one new elementary school.
• Maintains the completion dates for all elementary school modernizations.
• Maintains the approved funding levels of many countywide systemic projects.
• Recommends six new elementary school and one middle school addition projects.
• Recommends two new elementary schools and one new middle school.
• Recommends a significant increase in funding for the Heating, Ventilation, and Air 

Conditioning (HVAC) project.
• Recommends completion dates for eight new elementary school modernizations as a 

result of the recent Facilities Assessment with Criteria and Testing (FACT) assessment.
• Recommends the remaining 39 schools assessed for restroom renovations be completed 

in the six-year CIP period.

While the Recommended FY 2013 Capital Budget and FY 2013–2018 CIP includes funding for 
many individual capital projects and countywide systemic projects, it delays projects that have 
been sought for a long time by some communities. In order to create a six-year CIP that 
balances our capital needs with the funding limitations of the county, it was necessary to delay 
the secondary modernization schedule, starting with William H. Farquhar Middle School and 
Wheaton High School/Thomas Edison High School of Technology, by one year as well as delay
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an approved project, Clarksburg/Damascus Middle School #2, by one year. It is unfortunate that 
we must delay these projects and create further backlog of needs at a time when our enrollment 
continues to grow at a record pace, but the economic circumstances leave us with few options. 

Enrollment Projections and Growth

The growth that MCPS has experienced since 2007 has been caused by rising births as well as 
the impact of the economic conditions in the region and the country.  Fewer families have moved
out of the county while migration into the county remains at pre-recession levels.  In addition, 
many more students have entered MCPS from private schools during this period, and about 85 
percent of all school-aged students in the county attend MCPS, an increase of about four percent 
from the beginning of the previous decade.  The following chart shows the September 30 
enrollment for this year and the previous four years as well as the enrollment projection for 2018:

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2018
137,745 139,276 141,777 144,064 146,600 156,020

Total enrollment is projected to reach 156,020 in 2017, an increase of more than 9,000 students 
from this year’s enrollment of 146,600, and an increase of 18,000 over this 10-year period. At 
the elementary school level, capacity shortages are the most severe, with 90 percent of our 350 
relocatable classrooms located at these schools.  As the wave of elementary school enrollment 
ages up to middle school, MCPS will begin to face more capacity deficits, especially in clusters 
with only one middle school.  At most high schools, capacity deficits are not as significant; 
however, this will change in the long-term as enrollment continues to rise.

Funding the Capital Improvements Program

With the need to provide permanent seats for our student population and address the aging 
inventory of older school facilities, funding for the CIP continues to be a complex issue.  Local 
funding sources such as county General Obligation (GO) bonds, current revenue, the county 
Recordation Tax, and the School Impact Tax are utilized in conjunction with state aid to fund the 
CIP. MCPS relies heavily on GO bonds to fund the many capital projects included in the six-
year CIP.

On October 4, 2011, the Montgomery County Council set the SAG for the FY 2013–2018 CIP—
$295 million for both FY 2013 and FY 2014, with a six-year total of $1.77 billion, a decrease of 
$140 million from the previously approved SAG limit.  This reduction will have a significant 
impact on the county’s ability to afford the Recommended FY 2013–2018 CIP.  The County 
Council will have an opportunity to review the SAG limit in February 2012 and, at that time, the 
Council can either lower the SAG limit by any amount or raise the limit by a maximum of 10 
percent. It is incumbent on the Board of Education to work with other elected officials to 
provide a shared commitment to address our capital needs within the current economic climate
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that includes an analysis of potential near- and long-term consequences associated with the AAA 
bond rating. The desire to maintain the AAA bond rating needs to be balanced with the fact that 
we must provide sufficient space for our students to learn. 

State funding of school construction has been, and continues to be, a critical component of MCPS 
CIP funding. For FY 2013, the state aid request is $194.7 million. This figure is based on current 
eligibility of projects approved by the County Council in May 2011. Of the $194.7 million 
request, $2.7 million is for three projects that have received partial state funding in a prior year, 
$17.7 million is for four forward-funded construction projects, $9.8 million is for systemic 
roofing and HVAC projects, and the remaining $164.5 million is for 21 projects that will require 
state planning approval in addition to construction funding. If sufficient state aid is not approved 
for the CIP, additional county funds will have to be provided or project schedules will need to be 
delayed.  We must continue to make a compelling case to our state leaders to increase construction 
funds and provide Montgomery County with its fair share of state construction funds.  

Other Recommendations in the CIP

This past spring, feasibility and capacity studies for new schools and additions to existing 
facilities were conducted to address overutilization in many clusters, including one for a new 
elementary school on the former Hungerford Park Elementary School site in the Richard 
Montgomery Cluster.  Currently, the Children’s Resource Center (CRC) is located at this site and 
houses a number of programs that are overseen by the Montgomery County Department of 
Health and Human Services. In February 2010, the Cross-Agency Resource Sharing (CARS) 
Committee was established to address the county’s long-term budget challenges through cross-
agency collaboration to achieve operational efficiencies, reduce costs, and improve the quality of 
services for Montgomery County residents.  With the goals of the CARS Committee in mind, the 
feasibility study for the new Richard Montgomery Cluster elementary school included options to 
collocate some of the services currently located at the Hungerford Park site, as well as a stand-
alone elementary school.  

The majority of feasibility study participants expressed their support for the elementary school-
only option and shared concerns regarding the collocation of CRC that included additional 
traffic, safety of students, and site constraints. To address these concerns, MCPS staff worked
with Montgomery County Department of General Services (DGS) staff to develop an option that 
would meet everyone’s interests. After a thorough evaluation of the Hungerford Park site and an 
analysis of alternative sites, both MCPS staff and DGS staff have determined that an alternative 
site to relocate the CRC services would be the best solution.  Therefore, I recommend that the 
Hungerford Park site include the school-only option for the new Richard Montgomery Cluster 
elementary school. 

My Recommended FY 2013 Capital Budget and FY 2013–2018 Capital Improvements Program
also includes two boundary study recommendations. The first boundary recommendation was
to relieve overcrowding at Bethesda, Chevy Chase, North Chevy Chase, and Rosemary Hills
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elementary schools. Representatives from each of the four schools served on the Boundary 
Advisory Committee.  The second boundary study was to create the service area for the new 
Downcounty Consortium Elementary School #29 (McKenney Hills site).  Representatives from 
Oakland Terrace and Woodlin elementary schools and Newport Mill and Sligo middle schools 
served on the Boundary Advisory Committee. My recommendations for both boundary studies 
were released on October 14, 2011. The Board of Education will take action on November 17, 
2011.

Finally, a roundtable advisory committee was convened in spring 2011 to study the possible 
collocation of the Carl Sandburg Learning Center program at Maryvale Elementary School once 
the school is modernized.  After review of the feedback from the advisory committee, my 
recommendation is to collocate the Carl Sandburg Learning Center on the Maryvale Elementary 
School site when the modernization is complete in August 2018.

The Board of Education is scheduled to hold a work session on November 2, 2011, to discuss 
the CIP recommendations. Public hearings on the Superintendent’s Recommended FY 2013
Capital Budget and the FY 2013–2018 Capital Improvements Program are scheduled for
November 10 and 14, 2011, and the Board of Education will take final action on these items on 
November 17, 2011.  The County Council will schedule a work/action session in late November
2011 to discuss the portion of the FY 2013 Capital Budget request that relates to state funding.

The county executive will publish his CIP recommendations for all county agencies by mid-
January 2012 for County Council discussion and action.  The County Council will hold a hearing 
in early February 2012, will conduct work sessions in March and April 2012, and will adopt the 
FY 2013 Capital Budget and the FY 2013–2018 CIP in late May 2012.

I look forward to working with you, and with parents, community members, and business leaders
to secure the necessary funding and support for the improvement of public school facilities in 
Montgomery County.

Sincerely, 

Joshua P. Starr, Ed.D.
Superintendent of Schools

JPS:ak



ix

Table of Contents
	 	 	 Page
Alphabetical Listing of Schools............................................xii
Countywide Map of Clusters..............................................xiv
Introduction...........................................................................xv

CHAPTER 1
The Recommended FY 2013  
Capital Budget and the 
FY 2013–2018 Capital Improvements Program......1-1
	 The Biennial CIP Process................................................ 1-1
	 Overview........................................................................ 1-1
	 �The Superintendent’s Recommended Capital	

   Improvements Program............................................. 1-1
	 Funding the Capital Improvements Program................ 1-3
	 	 General Obligation (GO) Bonds and Spending	
	 	 	 Affordability Guidelines (SAG)............................ 1-3
	 	 Recordation Tax and School Impact Tax.................. 1-3
	 	 State Funding.............................................................. 1-4
	 	 Current Revenues...................................................... 1-4
	 The Relationship between State and Local Funding..... 1-4
	 Capital Budget and Operating Budget Relationship..... 1-4
	 The Superintendent’s Recommended FY 2013 Capital 	
	 	 Budget and the FY 2013–2018 	
	 	 CIP Summary Table................................................... 1-6
	 The Superintendent’s FY 2013 Capital 	
	 	 Budget and the FY 2013–2018 	
	 	 CIP Funding Table.................................................... 1-12
	 FY 2013 State CIP for MCPS Table.............................. 1-13

CHAPTER 2
	 The Planning Environment.................................. 2-1
	 Community Trends........................................................ 2-1
	 	 Population.................................................................. 2-1
	 	 Economy..................................................................... 2-1
	 	 Housing...................................................................... 2-2
	 	 Master Plans............................................................... 2-2
	 	 Subdivision Staging Policy......................................... 2-3
	 Student Population Trends............................................. 2-4
	 Student Diversity............................................................ 2-4
	 Focus and Non-focus Schools........................................ 2-5
	 MCPS Enrollment Forecast............................................ 2-6
	 Summary......................................................................... 2-7

CHAPTER 3
	 Facility Planning Objectives................................. 3-1
	 Long-range Educational Facilities Planning Policy
	 	 Guidance.................................................................... 3-1
	 	 Objective 1: Implement Facility Plans that 
	 	 	 Support the Continuous Improvement of	
	 	 	 Educational Programs in the School System ....... 3-2
	 	 Objective 2: Meet Long-Term and Interim
	 	 	 Space Needs........................................................... 3-4
	 	 Objective 3: Sustaining and Modernizing 
	 	 	 Facilities................................................................. 3-6
	 	 Objective 4: Provide Schools
	 	 	 That are Environmentally Safe, Secure,	
	 	 	 Functionally Efficient, and Comfortable.............. 3-7
	 	 Objective 5: Support Multipurpose
	 	 	 Use of Schools....................................................... 3-8
		  Objective 6: Meet Special
	 	 	 Education Programs Space Needs......................... 3-9

	 	 	 Page
CHAPTER 4
	 Recommended Actions and Planning Issues.... 4-1
	 	 MCPS Clusters for 2011–2012.................................. 4-4
	 	 	 Bethesda–Chevy Chase Cluster............................ 4-6
	 	 	 Winston Churchill Cluster.................................. 4-14
	 	 	 Clarksburg Cluster.............................................. 4-20
	 	 	 Damascus Cluster................................................ 4-26
	 	 	 Downcounty Consortium.................................. 4-32
	 	 	 Gaithersburg Cluster........................................... 4-46
	 	 	 Walter Johnson Cluster....................................... 4-52
	 	 	 Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster............................. 4-58
	 	 	 Richard Montgomery Cluster............................. 4-64
	 	 	 Northeast Consortium........................................ 4-70
	 	 	 Northwest Cluster............................................... 4-80
	 	 	 Poolesville Cluster............................................... 4-86
	 	 	 Quince Orchard Cluster...................................... 4-90
	 	 	 Rockville Cluster................................................. 4-96
	 	 	 Seneca Valley Cluster........................................ 4-102
	 	 	 Sherwood Cluster.............................................. 4-108
	 	 	 Watkins Mill Cluster......................................... 4-114
	 	 	 Walt Whitman Cluster...................................... 4-120
	 	 	 Thomas S. Wootton Cluster............................. 4-126
	 	 	 Special Education Centers................................. 4-132
	 	 	 Other Educational Facilities.............................. 4-138

CHAPTER 5
	 Countywide Projects................................................. 5-1

APPENDICES
	 A:	 Projected Enrollment................................................A-1
	 B:	 Special Program Enrollment..................................... B-1
	 C:	 School Enrollment and Capacity..............................C-1
	 D:	 Relocatable Classrooms Placements....................... D-1
	 E:	 Modernization Schedule for Assessed Schools....... E-1
	 F:	 Planned Life-cycle Asset Replacement (PLAR) Projects..F-1
	 G:	 Restroom Renovations Schedule............................ G-1
	 H:	 Head Start and Prekindergarten Locations............. H-1
	 I:	 Growth Policy............................................................ I-1
	 J:	 State and Local Capacities Table............................... J-1
	 K:	 Reopened Schools.....................................................K-1
	 L:	 Closed Schools ......................................................... L-1
	 M:	Catchment Area Maps.............................................M-1
	 N:	 Political District Maps and Tables........................... N-1
	 O:	 Priority Funding Areas and Hot Spots ................... O-1
	 P:	 Land Use, Growth Policy, and MCPS Enrollment Forecasting... P-1
	 Q:	 Capacity Calculation .............................................. Q-1
	 R:	 Assessing Schools for Modernization......................R-1
	 S:	 Special Education Program Descriptions................. S-1
	 T:	 Long-range Facilities Planning Policy and 	
	 	 Interim Regulation.................................................... T-1
	 U:	 Quality Integrated Education Policy........................U-1
	 V:	 Sustaining and Modernizing Montgomery 
	 	 County Public Schools Facilities Policy................... V-1
	 W:	Transfer of Students Policy.....................................W-1
	 X:	 Student Transportation Policy..................................X-1
	 School Addresses and Phone Numbers
	 Planning Calendar



x

Alphabetical Listing of Schools
	 Page 

Arcola ES—Downcounty Consortium.........................................4-32
Argyle MS—Downcounty Consortium.......................................4-32
Ashburton ES—Walter Johnson Cluster......................................4-52
John T. Baker MS—Damascus Cluster.........................................4-26 
Benjamin Banneker MS—Northeast Consortium........................4-70 
Bannockburn ES—Walt Whitman Cluster.................................4-120
Lucy V. Barnsley ES—Rockville Cluster.......................................4-96
Beall ES—Richard Montgomery Cluster......................................4-64
Bel Pre ES—Downcounty Consortium........................................4-32
Bells Mill ES—Winston Churchill Cluster....................................4-14
Belmont ES—Sherwood Cluster................................................4-108 
Bethesda ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster..............................4-6
Bethesda-Chevy Chase HS—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster......4-6
Beverly Farms ES—Winston Churchill Cluster............................4-14
Montgomery Blair HS—Downcounty Consortium....................4-32
James Hubert Blake HS—Northeast Consortium........................4-70
Bradley Hills ES—Walt Whitman Cluster..................................4-120
Briggs Chaney MS—Northeast Consortium................................4-70
Broad Acres ES—Northeast Consortium.....................................4-70
Brooke Grove ES—Sherwood Cluster........................................4-108
Brookhaven ES—Downcounty Consortium................................4-32
Brown Station ES—Quince Orchard Cluster...............................4-90
Burning Tree ES—Walt Whitman Cluster..................................4-120
Burnt Mills ES—Northeast Consortium.......................................4-70
Burtonsville ES—Northeast Consortium.....................................4-70
Cabin John MS—Winston Churchill and 	
  Thomas S. Wootton clusters........................................ 4-14, 4-126
Candlewood ES—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster........................4-58
Cannon Road ES—Northeast Consortium..................................4-70
Carderock Springs ES—Walt Whitman Cluster.........................4-120
Rachel Carson ES—Quince Orchard Cluster...............................4-90
Cashell ES—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster.................................4-58
Cedar Grove ES—Clarksburg and Damascus clusters....... 4-20, 4-26
Chevy Chase ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster.......................4-6
Winston Churchill HS—Winston Churchill Cluster....................4-14
Clarksburg ES—Clarksburg Cluster.............................................4-20
Clarksburg HS—Clarksburg Cluster............................................4-20
Clarksburg ES #8—Clarksburg Cluster........................................4-20
Clearspring ES—Damascus Cluster.............................................4-26
Roberto Clemente MS—Northwest and	
  Seneca Valley clusters................................................... 4-80, 4-102
Clopper Mill ES—Northwest Cluster..........................................4-80
Cloverly ES—Northeast Consortium...........................................4-70
Cold Spring ES—Thomas S. Wootton Cluster..........................4-126
College Gardens ES—Richard Montgomery Cluster...................4-64
Cresthaven ES—Northeast Consortium......................................4-70
Capt. James E. Daly ES—Clarksburg Cluster...............................4-20
Damascus ES—Damascus Cluster...............................................4-26
Damascus HS—Damascus Cluster..............................................4-26
Darnestown ES—Northwest Cluster...........................................4-80
Diamond ES—Northwest Cluster................................................4-80
Dr. Charles R. Drew ES—Northeast Consortium........................4-70
DuFief ES—Thomas S. Wootton Cluster...................................4-126
East Silver Spring ES—Downcounty Consortium.......................4-32

Eastern MS—Downcounty Consortium......................................4-32
Thomas Edison High School of Technology.............................4-138
Albert Einstein HS—Downcounty Consortium..........................4-32
Fairland ES—Northeast Consortium............................................4-70
Fallsmead ES—Thomas S. Wootton Cluster..............................4-126
Farmland ES—Walter Johnson Cluster........................................4-52
William H. Farquhar MS—Northeast Consortium and	
  Sherwood Cluster......................................................... 4-70, 4-108
Fields Road ES—Quince Orchard Cluster...................................4-90
Flower Hill ES—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster...........................4-58
Flower Valley ES—Rockville Cluster............................................4-96
Forest Knolls ES—Downcounty Consortium..............................4-32
Forest Oak MS—Gaithersburg Cluster........................................4-46
Fox Chapel ES—Clarksburg Cluster............................................4-20
Robert Frost MS—Thomas S. Wootton Cluster........................4-126
Gaithersburg ES—Gaithersburg Cluster.......................................4-46
Gaithersburg HS—Gaithersburg Cluster......................................4-46
Gaithersburg MS—Gaithersburg Cluster.....................................4-46
Galway ES—Northeast Consortium............................................4-70
Garrett Park ES—Walter Johnson Cluster....................................4-52
Georgian Forest ES—Downcounty Consortium.........................4-32
Germantown ES—Northwest Cluster..........................................4-80
Glen Haven ES—Downcounty Consortium................................4-32
Glenallan ES—Downcounty Consortium....................................4-32
Goshen ES—Gaithersburg Cluster...............................................4-46
Great Seneca Creek ES—Northwest Cluster................................4-80
Greencastle ES—Northeast Consortium......................................4-70
Greenwood ES—Sherwood Cluster...........................................4-108
Harmony Hills ES—Downcounty Consortium...........................4-32
Highland ES—Downcounty Consortium....................................4-32
Highland View ES—Downcounty Consortium...........................4-32
Herbert Hoover MS—Winston Churchill Cluster.......................4-14
Jackson Road ES—Northeast Consortium...................................4-70
Walter Johnson HS—Walter Johnson Cluster..............................4-52
Jones Lane ES—Quince Orchard Cluster.....................................4-90
Kemp Mill ES—Downcounty Consortium..................................4-32
John F. Kennedy HS—Downcounty Consortium........................4-32
Kensington-Parkwood ES—Walter Johnson Cluster...................4-52
Francis Scott Key MS—Northeast Consortium...........................4-70
Martin Luther King, Jr. MS—Seneca Valley Cluster...................4-102
Kingsview MS—Northwest Cluster.............................................4-80
Lake Seneca ES—Seneca Valley Cluster.....................................4-102
Lakelands Park MS—Northwest and	
  Quince Orchard clusters................................................. 4-80, 4-90
Lakewood ES—Thomas S. Wootton Cluster.............................4-126
Laytonsville ES—Gaithersburg Cluster........................................4-46
Col. E. Brooke Lee MS—Downcounty Consortium...................4-32
Little Bennett ES—Clarksburg Cluster.........................................4-20
A. Mario Loiederman MS—Downcounty Consortium...............4-32
Longview—Special Education Centers......................................4-132
Luxmanor ES—Walter Johnson Cluster.......................................4-52
Col. Zadok Magruder HS—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster.........4-58
Thurgood Marshall ES—Quince Orchard Cluster.......................4-90
Maryvale ES—Rockville Cluster...................................................4-96

 Page



xi

Spark M. Matsunaga—Northwest Cluster...................................4-80
S. Christa McAuliffe ES—Seneca Valley Cluster........................4-102
Ronald McNair ES—Northwest Cluster......................................4-80
Meadow Hall ES—Rockville Cluster...........................................4-96
Mill Creek Towne ES—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster................4-58
Monocacy ES—Poolesville Cluster..............................................4-86
Richard Montgomery HS—Richard Montgomery Cluster.........4-64
Montgomery Knolls ES—Downcounty Consortium..................4-32
Montgomery Village MS—Watkins Mill Cluster.......................4-114
Neelsville MS—Clarksburg and Watkins Mill clusters.... 4-20, 4-114
New Hampshire Estates ES—Downcounty Consortium............4-32
Newport Mill MS—Downcounty Consortium...........................4-32
Roscoe R. Nix ES—Northeast Consortium..................................4-70
North Bethesda MS—Walter Johnson Cluster.............................4-52
North Chevy Chase ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster.............4-6
Northwest HS—Northwest Cluster.............................................4-80
Northwood HS—Downcounty Consortium...............................4-32
Oak View ES—Downcounty Consortium...................................4-32
Oakland Terrace ES—Downcounty Consortium........................4-32
Olney ES—Sherwood Cluster....................................................4-108
William Tyler Page ES—Northeast Consortium..........................4-70
Paint Branch HS—Northeast Consortium...................................4-70
Parkland MS—Downcounty Consortium...................................4-32
Rosa Parks MS—Sherwood Cluster...........................................4-108
Pine Crest ES—Downcounty Consortium...................................4-32
Piney Branch ES—Downcounty Consortium..............................4-32
John Poole MS—Poolesville Cluster............................................4-86
Poolesville ES—Poolesville Cluster..............................................4-86
Poolesville HS—Poolesville Cluster.............................................4-86
Potomac ES—Winston Churchill Cluster.....................................4-14
Thomas W. Pyle MS—Walt Whitman Cluster...........................4-120
Quince Orchard HS—Quince Orchard Cluster...........................4-90
Redland MS—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster..............................4-58
Judith A. Resnik ES—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster...................4-58
RICA—Special Education Centers.............................................4-132
Dr. Sally K. Ride ES—Seneca Valley Cluster..............................4-102
Ridgeview MS—Quince Orchard Cluster....................................4-90
Ritchie Park ES—Richard Montgomery Cluster..........................4-64
Rock Creek Forest ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster...............4-6
Rock Creek Valley ES—Rockville Cluster....................................4-96
Rock Terrace—Special Education Centers.................................4-132
Rock View ES—Downcounty Consortium.................................4-32
Rockville HS—Rockville Cluster..................................................4-96
Lois P. Rockwell ES—Damascus Cluster......................................4-26
Rocky Hill MS—Clarksburg and Damascus clusters......... 4-20, 4-26
Rolling Terrace ES—Downcounty Consortium...........................4-32
Rosemary Hills ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster....................4-6
Rosemont ES—Gaithersburg Cluster...........................................4-46
Carl Sandburg—Special Education Centers...............................4-132
Seneca Valley HS—Seneca Valley Cluster..................................4-102
Sequoyah ES—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster.............................4-58
Seven Locks ES—Winston Churchill Cluster...............................4-14
Shady Grove MS—Col. Zadok Magruder Cluster.......................4-58
Sherwood ES—Northeast Consortium and	
  Sherwood Cluster......................................................... 4-70, 4-108
Sherwood HS—Sherwood Cluster............................................4-108 
Sargent Shriver ES—Downcounty Consortium...........................4-32

Silver Spring International MS—Downcounty Consortium.......4-32
Sligo MS—Downcounty Consortium.........................................4-32
Sligo Creek ES—Downcounty Consortium................................4-32
Somerset ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster..............................4-6
South Lake ES—Watkins Mill Cluster........................................4-114
Springbrook HS—Northeast Consortium....................................4-70
Stedwick ES—Watkins Mill Cluster...........................................4-114
Stephen Knolls—Special Education Centers..............................4-132
Stone Mill ES—Thomas S. Wootton Cluster.............................4-126
Stonegate ES—Northeast Consortium.........................................4-70
Strathmore ES—Downcounty Consortium.................................4-32
Strawberry Knoll ES—Gaithersburg Cluster................................4-46
Summit Hall ES—Gaithersburg Cluster.......................................4-46
Takoma Park ES—Downcounty Consortium..............................4-32
Takoma Park MS—Downcounty Consortium............................4-32
Tilden MS—Walter Johnson Cluster............................................4-52
Travilah ES—Thomas S. Wootton Cluster.................................4-126
Twinbrook ES—Richard Montgomery Cluster............................4-64
Viers Mill ES—Downcounty Consortium...................................4-32
Washington Grove ES—Gaithersburg Cluster.............................4-46
Waters Landing ES—Seneca Valley Cluster...............................4-102
Watkins Mill ES—Watkins Mill Cluster.....................................4-114
Watkins Mill HS—Watkins Mill Cluster....................................4-114
Wayside ES—Winston Churchill Cluster.....................................4-14
Weller Road ES—Downcounty Consortium...............................4-32
Julius West MS—Richard Montgomery Cluster..........................4-64
Westbrook ES—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster...........................4-6
Westland MS—Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster............................4-6
Westover ES—Northeast Consortium..........................................4-70
Wheaton HS—Downcounty Consortium...................................4-32
Wheaton Woods ES—Downcounty Consortium.......................4-32
Whetstone ES—Watkins Mill Cluster........................................4-114
White Oak MS—Northeast Consortium.....................................4-70
Walt Whitman HS—Walt Whitman Cluster..............................4-120
Earle B. Wood MS—Rockville Cluster.........................................4-96
Wood Acres ES—Walt Whitman Cluster...................................4-120
Woodfield ES—Damascus Cluster...............................................4-26
Woodlin ES—Downcounty Consortium.....................................4-32
Thomas S. Wootton HS—Thomas S. Wootton Cluster............4-126
Wyngate ES—Walter Johnson Cluster.........................................4-52
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Introduction
In November 1996, the voters of Montgomery County ap-
proved by referendum an amendment to the County Charter 
that changed the County Council’s review and approval cycle 
of the six-year Capital Improvements Program (CIP) from an 
annual to biennial cycle.  The referendum specified that in odd-
numbered fiscal years (on-years) the County Council would 
conduct a full review of the six-year CIP and in even-numbered 
fiscal years (off-years), the County Council only would consider 
amendments to the adopted CIP.  The Superintendent’s Rec-
ommended FY 2013–2018 CIP falls in an odd-numbered fiscal 
year and will receive a full review by the County Council.  The 
Superintendent’s Recommended FY 2013 Capital Budget and 
FY 2013–2018 CIP provides the recommended appropriation 
authority for funds needed to implement CIP projects during 
FY 2013 and the expenditure schedule for FY 2013–2018 CIP.

This document contains the following sections: 

Chapter 1, “The Recommended FY 2013 Capital Budget 
and FY 2013–2018 Capital Improvements Program (CIP),” 
is a review of the major factors that have influenced the de-
velopment of recommended projects to the FY 2013 Capital 
Budget and the FY 2013–2018 CIP. This chapter includes a 
table summarizing the recommended FY 2013–2018 CIP.

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

Chapter 3, “Facility Planning Objectives,” outlines six 
facility planning objectives that guide the school system as 

it moves to accommodate enrollment growth and program 
changes. The objectives are discussed and placed in the 
context of the recommended CIP actions.

Chapter 4, “Recommended Actions and Planning Is-
sues,” is arranged by high school cluster and high school 
consortium. This chapter provides maps depicting school 
boundaries and locations, a bar graph that indicates school 
utilization within each cluster, tables with enrollment pro-
jections, school demographic profiles, building room use, 
capacity data, and other facility information. Planning issues 
are identified, and adopted actions and recommended ac-
tions to this CIP are discussed. 

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

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




