APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
53-1993 Novenber 22, 1993

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County nmet in regular
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Monday, Novenber 22, 1993, at 8:05 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Dr. Al an Cheung, President
in the Chair
Ms. Carrie Baker
Ms. Frances Brennenan
M. Blair G Ew ng
Ms. Carol Fancon
Ms. Beatrice Gordon
Ms. Ana Sol Qutierrez

Absent : St ephen Abr ans

M
O hers Present: Dr. Paul L. Vance, Superintendent
Ms. Katheryn W Genberling, Deputy
Dr. H Philip Rohr, Deputy

M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianmentarian

Re:  ANNOUNCEMENT

Dr. Cheung announced that the Board had been neeting in cl osed
session on legal, site, and personnel issues. M. Abrans had
sone |legislation on the hill this evening and probably woul d not
attend this neeting.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 807-93 Re: BOARD AGENDA - NOVEMBER 22, 1993

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of M.
GQutierrez seconded by Ms. Baker, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education approve its agenda for
Novenber 22, 1993.

Re: PUBLI C COMVENTS
The follow ng individuals appeared before the Board of Educati on:
Claren A Hol nes, CARE
Deborah Kratovil, CARE

M ke Cal setta
Bar bara Ruppert

PwbhE
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RESOLUTI ON NO. 808-93 Re: UTI LI ZATI ON OF FY 1994 FUTURE
SUPPCRTED PRQIECT FUNDS FOR THE
GOVERNOR S G FTED AND TALENTED
DEVELOPMENT GRANT PROGRAM

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Brenneman seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the foll ow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to
recei ve and expend within the FY 1994 Provision For Future
Supported Projects a grant award of $58,400 fromthe Maryl and
State Departnent of Education, under the Governor's Gfted and
Tal ent ed Devel opnment Grant Program in the follow ng categories:

Cat egory Anmpount
2 I nstructional Sal aries $36, 850
3 O her Instructional Costs 18, 600
10 Fi xed Charges 2,950

TOTAL $58, 400

and be it further

Resol ved, That a copy of this resolution be transmtted to the
county executive and the County Council.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 809-93 Re: UTI LI ZATI ON OF FY 1994 FUTURE
SUPPCRTED PRQIECT FUNDS FOR THE
CHALLENGE GRANT PROGRAM

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Brenneman seconded by M's. Fanconi, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to
recei ve and expend within the FY 1994 Provision for Future
Supported Projects, a grant award of $1, 930,220 fromthe Maryl and
State Departnent of Education (MSDE), under the state Chall enge
School s Program for the second year of a nmulti-year Chall enge
Grant programin the Wheaton cluster, in the follow ng

cat egori es:

Cat egory Posi ti ons* Anmpunt
2 | nstructional Sal aries 3.7 $ 613,669
3 O her Instructional
Cost s - 1,316,551
TOTAL 3.7 $1, 930, 220
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* 3.7 Teachers, A-D (10 nonth)
and be it further

Resol ved, That a copy of the resolution be transmtted to the
county executive and the County Council.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 810-93 Re:  UTI LI ZATION OF FY 1994 FUTURE
SUPPCRTED PRQIECT FUNDS FOR THE
EVEN START FAM LY LI TERACY PROGRAM

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Brenneman seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to
recei ve and expend within the FY 1994 Provision for Future
Supported Projects a grant award of $81,948 fromthe Maryl and
State Departnent of Education (MSDE), Division of Conpensatory
Educati on and Support Services, under the federal Chapter 1

El ementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), for the Even Start
Fam |y Literacy Program in the follow ng categories:

Cat egory Amount
1 Admi ni stration $ 5,500
2 I nstructional Sal ari es 58, 068
3 O her Instructional Costs 10, 880
7 Pupi | Transportation 2,855
10 Fi xed Char ges 4,645

TOTAL $81, 948

and be it further

Resol ved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the county
executive and the County Council.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 811-93 Re: REALI GNMENT OF FEDERAL AND LOCAL
FUNDI NG AND UTI LI ZATI ON OF FY 1994
FUTURE SUPPORTED PRQJECT FUNDS FOR
THE HEAD START PROGRAM

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Brenneman seconded by M's. Fanconi, the foll ow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to
receive a grant award of $249,226 of Title || A Economic
Qpportunity Act (1964) funds, fromthe federal governnent through
t he Montgonmery County Departnent of Fam |y Resources, Conmmunity
Action Agency, increasing federal funds by $122,134 for services
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al ready budgeted with a correspondi ng decrease in |ocal revenue;
and be it further

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to
expend within the FY 1994 Provision for Future Supported Projects
$127,093 fromthe federal governnment through the Montgonery
County Department of Fam |y Resources, Community Action Agency,
for the Head Start Program in the foll ow ng categories:

Cat egory Posi ti ons* Anmpount
2 | nstructional Sal aries 2.0 $ 95, 398
10 Fi xed Char ges L 31,695
TOTAL 2.0 $127, 093

* .5 Fiscal specialist, Gade 24 (12 nonth)
.5 Soci al services assistant, Gade 13 (10 nonth)
1.0 Speech pathol ogist, C D (10 nonth)

and be it further

Resol ved, That a copy of this resolution be transmtted to the
county executive and the County Council.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 812-93 Re: RECOMMENDED FY 1994 CATEGORI CAL
TRANSFER W THI N THE PROVI SI ON FOR
FUTURE SUPPCRTED PRQIECTS

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Brenneman seconded by M's. Fanconi, the foll ow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nousl y:

Resol ved, That the superintendent of schools be authorized to
effect a categorical transfer of $167,230 within the FY 1994
Provi sion for Future Supported Projects, in accordance with the
County Council provision for transfers, in the follow ng

cat egori es:

Cat egory From To
2 | nstructional Sal aries $100, 000
3 O her Instructional Costs 67, 230
41 Adult Educati on and
Summer School Fund $167,230
TOTAL $167, 230 $167, 230

and be it further

Resol ved, That a copy of this resolution be transmtted to the
county executive and the County Council.
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RESOLUTI ON NO. 813-93 Re: AWARD OF CONTRACT - JULIUS WEST
M DDLE SCHOOL MODERNI ZATI ON AND
ADDI Tl ON

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. CGordon, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

WHEREAS, The follow ng bids were received on Novenber 4, 1993,
for the noderni zation and addition project a Julius Wst Mddle
School, with work to be conpleted by May 15, 1995:

Bi dder Anpunt
1. Dustin Construction, I|nc. $8, 686, 400
2. Hess Construction Conpany, Inc. 8, 734, 000
3. Nor t hwood Contractors, Inc. 8, 804, 000
4. The Gassman Cor poration 8, 820, 000
5. Henl ey Construction Conpany, |nc. 8, 865, 800
6. Kimrel & Kinmmel, Inc. 8, 947, 300
7. d en Construction Conpany, |nc. 9, 020, 500
8. TGV / Contractors, Inc. 9, 166, 830
9. Har ki ns Bui |l ders, Inc. 9, 455, 225

and

VWHEREAS, Dustin Construction, Inc., has conpleted work
successfully for Mntgonery County Public Schools, including
Thomas W Pyle M ddl e School; and

VHEREAS, The low bid is below the architect's esti mate of
$8, 725, 000; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That a $8, 686, 400 contract be awarded to Dustin
Construction, Inc., for the noderni zation of and addition to
Julius West M ddle School, in accordance with plans and
specifications prepared by Snolen + Associates, Architects.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 814-93 Re: AWARD OF CONTRACT FOR A NMAI NTENANCE
PROJIECT AT VARI QUS SCHOOLS

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. CGordon, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

VWHEREAS, The followi ng sealed bids to replace netal telescopic
power ed gymasi um seating systens for Parkland M ddl e School ,

Pool esvil | e Juni or/ Seni or H gh School and Weaton H gh School,
funded from Pl anned Life-cycle Asset Repl acenent (PLAR), capital
funds, were received on Novenber 2, 1993, in accordance wth MCPS
procurenent practices, with work to begin immed ately and be
conpl eted by August 15, 1994:
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Bi dder Anmount
Modern Doors & Equi pnent Sal es, |nc. $173, 222
Br ownson Equi pnent Conpany, | nc. $179, 460

and

VWHEREAS, The low bid is below the staff estinmate of $220, 000, and
sufficient funds are available to award the contract; and

VWHEREAS, The | ow bi dder has conpleted simlar projects
successful ly at Bet hesda Chevy Chase, Danmascus, Gaithersburg,

Wal ter Johnson, John F. Kennedy, Col. Zadok Magruder, Richard
Mont gonmery, Northwood, and Seneca Valley high schools, and Cabin
John, Eastern, Herbert Hoover and E. Brooke Lee m ddl e school s;
now t herefore be it

Resol ved, That a $173, 222 contract be awarded to Mbdern Doors and
Equi pnrent Sales, Inc. to replace the tel escopic powered gymasi um
seating systens at Parkland M ddl e School, Poolesville
Juni or/ Seni or and Wheat on hi gh school s.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 815-93 Re: ACCEPTANCE OF Sl TE DEDI CATI ON
FOR FUTURE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
I N SHERWOOD CLUSTER

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Gordon, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

WHEREAS, The devel oper of a parcel of |and known as the Barnsley
Tract, located on the north side of Bowe MI|l Road at its
intersection with Cashell Road, has offered to dedicate an

el ementary school site consisting of 17.1 acres to the Board of
Education; and

WHEREAS, The proposed school site is considered suitable for
school construction based on favorable tests of soils and study
of environnental considerations; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education authorize acceptance of the
Barnsley Tract, a 17.1-acre site, to be conveyed at no cost to
the Board of Education for use as a future elenentary school; and
be it further

Resol ved, That the superintendent be authorized to express the
appreci ation of the Board of Education to the devel oper for the
conveyance of this parcel of I|and.
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RESOLUTI ON NO. 816-93 Re: GRANT OF STORWATER MANAGEMENT AND
TREE CONSERVATI ON EASEMENTS TO THE
Cl TY OF ROCKVI LLE AT JULI US WEST
M DDLE SCHOCL

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. CGordon, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

WHEREAS, The building permt for the nodernization of Julius West
M ddl e School requires that the Board of Education grant the Cty
of Rockville easenents for stormwater nmanagenent inspection and
mai nt enance and tree conservation; and

VWHEREAS, The proposed easenent for stormwater managenment wl |
provide rights to the city for inspection and mai ntenance of an
underground stormmvater quality control structure to be |ocated
adj acent to the parking area of the school; and

VWHEREAS, The tree conservation easenent will provide rights to
the Gty of Rockville for inspection and maintenance of trees
which are planted to neet state preservation requirenments; and

WHEREAS, The proposed easenents will not affect any | and
anticipated to be utilized for school progranm ng and
recreational activities; and

VWHEREAS, All construction will be undertaken by the Board of
Education in connection with the nodernization of the school,
with the city being granted the right to inspect and maintai n;
now t herefore be it

Resol ved, That the president and secretary be authorized to
execute Stormwvater Managenent and Tree Conservation Easenments at
Julius West M ddl e School .

RESOLUTI ON NO. 817-93 Re: GRANT OF STORWMTER MANAGEMENT
EASEMENT TO THE CI TY OF ROCKVI LLE
AT MEADOW HALL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. CGordon, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

WHEREAS, The building permt for the nodernization of Meadow Hal |
El enentary School requires that the Board of Education grant the
Cty of Rockville an easenent for stormmater managenent

i nspection and nai ntenance; and

VWHEREAS, The proposed easenent will provide rights to the city of
i nspection and mai nt enance of an underground stormvater quality
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control structure to be located within the parking area of the
school ; and

WHEREAS, The proposed stormdrain i nprovenent will not affect any
| and anticipated to be utilized for school progranm ng and
recreational activities; and

VWHEREAS, All construction will be undertaken by the Board of
Education in connection with the nodernization of the school.
with the city being granted the right to inspect and maintai n;
now t herefore be it

Resol ved, That the president and secretary be authorized to
execute a Stormnater Managenent Easenent at Meadow Hal |
El enentary School .

Re: I NSPECTI ON OF WH TE OCAK M DDLE
SCHOOL

The inspection of Wiite OGak M ddl e School was set for Tuesday,
Novenber 23, at 10 aam Ms. Gordon wll attend.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 818-93 Re: RESTRUCTURI NG THE DI VI SI ON OF
TRANSPORTATI ON

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of M.
Ewi ng seconded by Ms. Gordon, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

VWHEREAS, The Division of Transportation has conducted many
meetings with its enpl oyees, including bus operators and
attendants and ot her affected staff nenbers, and its
managenent / supervi sor teamin determ ning the nost effective
met hod to restructure its operations; and

WHEREAS, The findings of the neetings and di scussi ons between
staff and corporate partners are that a nunber of changes, both
in realignment of positions and process, need to be nmade to
achieve a nore effective operation; now therefore be it

Resol ved, The follow ng position changes affecting positions in
the Division of Transportation be approved:

CURRENT PROPCOSED
(i ncludes pay grade) (i ncludes pay grade)
3.0 Transportation Supervisor (23) 4.0 Transportation Depot

Manager (23)
3.0 Transportation Assistant
Supervi sor (16)
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5.0 Transportation Di spatcher (13) 8.0 Transportation
Di spat cher (13)
5.0 Transportation Assistant
Di spatcher (11)
6.0 Transportation Safety 4.0 Transportation
Trai ner (11) Safety Trainer (11)
3.0 Ofice Assistant 1l (10) 2.0 Ofice Assistant
11 (10)
1.0 Transportation Assistant ---
Supervi sor - Speci al Ed (17)
12. 0 Bus Route Supervisor (15) 18. 0 Bus Route
Supervi sor (15)
1.0 Transportation
| nf ormati on
Speci al i st (23)
1.0 Transportation
Enpl oyee Servi ces
Coor di nator (18)
1.0 Bus Operations Supervisor (25) 1.0 Bus Qperations
Manager (25)
39.0 39.0

RESOLUTI ON NO. 819-93 Re: BI D #36-94, RELOCATABLE BUI LDI NGS
FOR FOUR TRANSPORTATI ON DEPOT
OFFI CES

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by M. Ewing, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

WHEREAS, As part of the restructuring of the D vision of
Transportation there is a need for the office personnel to be
housed at each of the four main depots rather than at their
current sites; and

VWHEREAS, Funds were reserved in FY 93 for the purchase of four
rel ocat abl e buil di ngs, but the purchase was hel d pending
Corporate Partnership on Managerial Excellence review of the
reorgani zation plan and those funds are still available for this
pur pose; now therefore be it

Resol ved, That having been duly advertised, the foll ow ng
contract be awarded to the | ow bidder neeting specifications as
shown for the bid as follows:

36-94 Rel ocat abl e Buil di ngs for Four Transportation Depot
Ofices
Awar dee
GE Capital Modul ar Apace $178, 579
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PERSONNEL APPO NTMENT

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Brenneman, the foll ow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the foll ow ng personnel

Appoi nt nent

Wayne Thonas Kranz

RESOLUTI ON NO. 821-93 Re:

Present Position

Pri nci pal
Beverly Farns ES

appoi nt mrent be approved:

As

Pri nci pal

Seneca Val l ey M5 #1
Effective: 2-1-94

PERSONNEL APPO NTMENT

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. CGordon, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the follow ng personnel appointnent be approved:

Present Position As

Appoi nt nent

Aggi e Al vez Program Di rect or, Compl i ance O ficer

O fice of Public Dept. of Human

Affairs, National Rel ati ons
Institute for Citizen G ade N
Education in the Law Ef fecti ve: 11-23-93

Washi ngton, D.C.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 822-93 Re: PERSONNEL APPO NTMENTS

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Gordon seconded by Ms. Fanconi, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the follow ng personnel appointnents be approved:

Present Position As

Appoi nt nent

Gregory F. Bell Consul t ant Commruni t y/ Human

Fam |y, Educati on, Rel ati ons Advocate
Wor kpl ace Institute Dept. of Human

Fort Wayne, |ndi ana Rel ati ons
and Silver Spring, Grade N

Mar yl and Ef fective: 11-23-93
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Mari a Ri va- Chevez

Ms. Fanconi npved and Ms.

VWHEREAS, On May 12,
anal yses of two policies,

11

Per sonnel Speci ali st
Dept. of Staffing

Bi | i ngual Speci al
Ed. Parent Coord.

McFarl and Spec. Ed. Cir.

District of Colunbia
Publ i ¢ School s
Washi ngton, D.C.

Novenber 22, 1993

Commruni t y/ Human
Rel ati ons Advocate
Dept. of Human
Rel ati ons
Grade N
Ef fective: 11-23-93

Commruni t y/ Human
Rel ati ons Advocate
Dept. of Human
Rel ati ons
Grade N
Ef fective: 11-23-93

Re: LONG RANGE EDUCATI ONAL FACI LI TI ES
PLANNI NG (LREFP) PCLI CY

Gordon seconded the foll ow ng:

1992, the Board of Education di scussed

the LREFP policy and the Quality

I nt egrated Education (QE) policy, and agreed to postpone any
further review of the LREFP policy until

was conpl ete; and

VWHEREAS, On May 17,

VWHEREAS, On May 26,

action on the QE policy

1993, the Board adopted a revised QE policy
that established certain key |linkages to the LREFP; and

1993, and June 3, 1993,

t he Board of

Education resuned its study of the LREFP Policy and di scussed
educational facilities planning issues at both worksessions; and

VWHEREAS, On June 15,
standards rel ated to educati onal

policy; and

VWHEREAS, On June 29,

comrent; and

1993, the Board of Education di scussed

facilities and reviewed a draft

1993, the Board of Education took tentative
action on the LREFP policy that then was sent to the public for

WHEREAS, On Septenber 9, 1993, the Board di scussed issues rel ated

to the LREFP policy on preferred high school

wor ksessi on; and

enroll ment size at a

WHEREAS, On Septenber 20, 1993, the Board of Education conducted
a public hearing on the tentatively adopted policy; now therefore

be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education adopt the follow ng revised

policy FAA

Long- Range Educati onal

Facilities Planning.
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Rel ated Entries: ACD, JEE, JEE-RA
Ofice: Educational Facilities Planning and Capita

A

Pr ogr anm ng
Long- Range Educational Facilities Planning
Pur pose

1. The Board of Education has a prinmary responsibility to
provi de school facilities that address changing
enrol I ment patterns and that sustain high quality
educational progranms in a way that neets its policies.
The Board of Education fulfills this responsibility
through the facilities planning process.

2. The Long- Range Educational Facilities Planning (LREFP)
policy provides direction on how the planning process
shoul d be conducted and prescribes criteria and
standards to guide planning. This process is designed
to pronote public understanding of planning for
Mont gonery County Public Schools (MCPS) and to
encourage conmunity nenbers, |ocal governnent agencies
and nmunicipalities to identify and communi cate their
priorities and concerns to the superintendent and
Boar d.

3. The Board recognizes the interrelationship of its
facilities planning policy with other policies such as
t hose on educational programs, quality integrated
education, and capital noderni zation/renovation
proj ects.

4. The Long- Range Educational Facilities Planning policy
al so describes the ways in which facilities planning
for school sites and school service areas supports the
Qual ity Integrated Education policy.

| ssue

Enrollnment in MCPS is never static. The fundanental goal of
facilities planning is to provide a sound educati onal
environnment for a changing enrollnment. The nunber of
students, their geographic distribution, and the denographic
characteristics of this population all concern facilities

pl anni ng. Enroll ment changes are driven by factors
including birth rates, novenent within the school system and
into the school systemfromother parts of the United States
and fromother parts of the world.

Enrol | ment changes in MCPS do not occur at a uniformrate
t hroughout the county. The MCPS systemis anong the twenty
| argest in the country in terns of enrollnment and serves a
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county of approximtely 500 square mles. The full range of
popul ation density, fromrural to urban, is present in the
county. Wiere new communities are formng, enrollnment has
been growi ng faster than in established areas of the county.
In areas with affordable housing, there is often greater
diversity in enroll nment caused by immgration from outside
the country.

MCPS is chal l enged continually to anticipate and provide
facilities in an efficient and fiscally responsible way to
meet the varied educational needs of students. The Long-
Range Educational Facilities Planning policy describes how
t he school system responds to educational and enrol | nent
change, the rate of change, its geographic distribution and
the racial, ethnic and soci oeconom c diversification of
enrol | nent.

School facilities also change. Aging of the physical plant
requi res a program of maintenance, renovation, and
noder ni zation. Acquiring new sites, designing new
facilities, and nodifying existing ones so that they keep
current with programneeds is essential. This policy
coordi nates planning for these capital inprovenents.

Posi tion

The follow ng procedures, criteria, and standards apply to
the facilities planning process.

1. Capital Inprovenents Program (CIP) - On or about
Novenber 1, the superintendent will publish
recommendations for a capital budget and inprovenents
program The Capital |nprovenents Program schedul es
needed changes to the MCPS physical inventory for the
comng six fiscal years.

a) After review of the superintendent's
recommendations for a capital budget and six-year
CIP, the Board will adopt a capital budget and a
si x-year CIP and submt themto the county
executive for review and recommendations to the
County Council for inclusion in the county C P and
for funding of upcom ng fiscal year projects. The
superintendent will notify PTA/ PTSAs,
muni ci palities, civic groups registered with the
Mar yl and- Nati onal Capital Park and Pl anni ng
Comm ssi on, student governnment associ ations, and
other interested groups of its publication and
availability in public libraries. The proposed
CIP wll be sent for review and coment to the
Mar yl and- Nati onal Capital Park and Pl anni ng
Comm ssion, State Board of Education, State
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| nt eragency Committee on Public School
Construction, county governnent, nunicipalities,
MCCPTA, Montgonery County Regi on of the Mryl and
Associ ation of Student Councils, and Mntgonery
County Junior Council. The six-year CIP wll

i ncl ude:

(1) Background information on the enroll nent
forecasti ng nmet hodol ogy

(2) Current enrollnment figures and denographic
profiles of all schools including
raci al / ethnic conposition, Free and Reduced
Meal s program participation, English for
Speakers of O her Languages (ESQL)
enrol Il ment, and school nobility rate

(3) Enrollnment forecasts for the next six years
by year, and |longer termcluster forecasts
for a period approximately ten and fifteen
years into the future

(4) A profile of all school facilities show ng
physi cal and program characteristics, such as
Head Start, kindergarten and pre-
ki ndergarten, ESOL, and special education
centers

(5 A summary of any capital requests by the
Board of Education that woul d change the
facility, as well as Board actions affecting
prograns at the facility or the service area
of the facility (When necessary, supplenents
to the CIP nay be published to provide nore
i nformati on on issues.)

(6) Montgonmery County Project Description Forns
for all requested capital projects (A
proj ect description formdescribes the needs
for a particular facility or for several
facilities with simlar requirenents and
contains the project budget.)

The county executive and County Council are
required to adopt a six-year capital inprovenents
program (Cl P) which includes MCPS projects,
reporting construction schedul es, and anti ci pated
costs. This docunent incl udes:

(1) A statenent of the objectives of MCPS capital
prograns and the relationship of these
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prograns to the | ong-range devel opnent pl ans
adopt ed by the county

(2) Recommended capital projects and a proposed
construction schedule for schools and ot her
educational facilities

(3) An estimate of cost and a statenent of all
fundi ng sources

(4) Al anticipated capital projects and prograns
of the Board including substanti al
i nprovenents and extensions of projects
previ ously authorized

2. Mast er Pl an

a)

b)

On or about June 15 of each year the
superintendent will publish a summary of al
Boar d- adopted capital and non-capital facilities
pl ans. Thi s docunent, called the Master Plan
for Educational Facilities, is required under the
rules and regul ations of the State Public School
Construction Program

(1) This conprehensive plan will incorporate the
i npact of all capital projects approved for
funding by the County Council and any non-
capital facilities plans approved by the
Board of Educati on.

(2) The Master Plan for Educational Facilities
wi || show projected enrol |l nent and
utilization for facilities for the next six
years and for a period approximately 10 and
15 years in the future. This information
will reflect projections nmade the previous
fall as updated in spring, and any changes in
enrol |l ment or capacity projected to result
fromcapital projects, boundary adjustnents
or other changes authorized by the Board
prior to the date of the plan's publication.

(3) The plan will include denographic profiles of
school enroll nments and physical and program
profiles of school facilities.

School s that fail to neet one or nore of the
facility standards for enrollnent and utilization
based on projections will be identified in the
Master Plan. The Master Plan for Educational
Facilities serves as the review and reporting
mechani smrequired by this policy.
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3. Enrol | ment Forecasts

a)

b)

Each fall enrollnment forecasts for all schools
wi |l be devel oped for a six-year period. In
addition, longer termforecasts for a period of
approximately ten and fifteen years in the future
also will be devel oped. These forecasts will be
the basis for evaluating facility space and
initiating planning activities. The forecasts
shoul d be devel oped in coordination with the
Mont gomery County Pl anning Departnent's county
popul ati on forecast and any other rel evant

pl anni ng sour ces.

On or about April 1, a revision to the enroll nent
forecast for the next school year will be

devel oped to refine the forecast for all schools
and to reflect any change in service areas or
progr amns.

4. Capacity Cal cul ati ons

a)

The capacity of a facility is determ ned by

mat chi ng educati onal progranms to space. Program
capacity is calculated as the product of the
nunber of teaching stations at a school according
to the follow ng ratios:

Level Capacity Ratings Per Room
Head Start & Pre-K 36:1 (2 sessions per day)
Grade K 1/2 day 44:1 (2 sessions per day)
Grade K all day 22:1

Grades 1-6 El enentary 25:1

Grades 6-12 Secondary 25: 1%

Special Ed. Intensity 4 13:1

Special Ed. Intensity 5 10:1

ESOL/ SPARC/ BASI C 15:1

* Program capacity differs at the secondary

level in that the regular cal cul ated capacity
of 25 is multiplied by .9 to reflect the
optimal utilization of a secondary facility.

Sone special prograns require classroom
ratios different fromthose |isted.

Maxi mum cl ass si ze for preschool and speci al
education prograns is nmandated by state and
federal regul ations.
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El emrentary, mddle, and high schools should
operate in an efficient utilization range of 80 to
100 percent of programcapacity. |If a school is
projected to be underutilized (less than 80% or
overutilized (over 100%, facilities planning to
address these utilization |levels may be
undertaken. In the case of overutilization, an
effort to judge the |ong-term needs for pernanent
space shoul d be nmade prior to planning for new
construction. Tenporary neasures such as the use
of relocatable classroons may be appropri ate.
Underutilization of facilities also should be
eval uated in the context of short-term and | ong-
termenrol |l ment forecasts.

Preferred Range of Enroll nent

The description of preferred ranges of enroll nment for
schools refers to all students, except those receiving
instruction in self-contained cl assroons, whose nunbers
are added to these ranges.

a)

b)

A preferred range of enrollnment for schools,
provi ded they have program capacity, is:

(1) Two to four classes per grade of students in
an elenmentary schoo

(2) Two to three teans per grade in mddle
schools with team size averagi ng between 100
to 125 students

(3) 250 to 450 students per grade in high schools

(4) Enrollment as set forth in applicable
education policies for the K-12 program

The preferred range of enrollnment wll be

consi dered when pl anni ng new schools or changes to
existing facilities. Departures fromthe
preferred range may occur if educational program
justifies or requires it. Fiscal constraints may
al so require MCPS to build schools of other sizes.
| f larger schools are built or created through
additions, alternative approaches to school
construction and school managenent or school
staffing will be considered in order to facilitate
effective delivery of educational prograns.

School Site Size

Si ze for school sites are:
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a) 12 usabl e acres for elenentary schools
b) 20 usable acres for mddl e schools
c) 30 usable acres for high schools

Sites of these approxinmate sizes acconmopdate the

i nstructional programincluding rel ated outdoor
activities. In sonme circunstances it nmay be necessary
to use smaller or larger sites. |In these circunstances
special efforts to accommodat e outdoor activities are
necessary such as use of adjacent or nearby park
properties or shared use of school fields. It may be
necessary to acquire nore than the standard acreage in
order to accommobdat e environnmental concerns, unusual

t opogr aphy, or surroundi ng street patterns.

Communi ty Representation

Menbers of the community have several opportunities for
direct input into the facilities decision-nmaking
process including: actual participation as voting or
non-voting nmenbers of advisory commttees, subm ssion
of letters, alternatives, or other witten material for
consi deration by the superintendent and staff; and
testinmony in witten or oral formbefore the Board of
Education. In addition, the views of the nmenbers of the
community are solicited through

1 t he Montgonery County Council of PTAs which is the
| ar gest group seeking views of school conmunities
affected by facility planning activities

cluster coordinators

| ocal PTAs

st udent advocacy groups

ot her organi zations

a) PTA or other parent and student representatives
al ong with appropriate MCPS facility and program
staff should be involved in the facility planning
process for site selection, school boundary
studi es, school closings and consolidations, and
aspects of facility design (including
noder ni zati on pl anni ng, new school planning, and
architect selection).

b) In addition to parent and student representation,
MCPS enpl oyees, municipalities, |ocal governnent
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agenci es, civic and honeowner associ ations, and
count yw de organi zations contribute to the
facilities planning process. A civic or honeowner
associ ation nust be registered wth the Maryl and-
Nat i onal Capital Park and Pl anni ng Conm ssi on.
Count ywi de organi zati ons are those with nenbers

t hroughout the county, including organizations
such as the League of Wnen Voters, and
federations of civic groups.

c) The Board will conduct public hearings for
potentially affected school comunities prior to
any action affecting attendance areas and the
cl osure or consolidation of schools.

(1) Public hearings will be conducted foll ow ng
publication of the superintendent's
recommended budget and si x-year capital
i nprovenents programin Novenber.

(2) Public hearings also may be held in March for
any capital budget recommendati ons deferred
fromthe fall or in cases where capita
deci sions nust be made in March.

(3) Witten comments frominterested parties wll
be accepted at any point, but in order to be
consi dered comments nust reach the Board 24
hours before the tinme schedul ed for action by
t he Boar d.

D. Desired Qutcones

This policy is intended to achieve the foll ow ng outcones:

1

Provide the facilities and future school sites
necessary to sustain high quality educational prograns
at reasonabl e cost, including non-traditional
facilities where these provi de needed educati onal

progr ams

Utilize schools in ways that are consistent with sound
educational practice. Consider the inpact of facility
changes on educational program and rel ated operating
budget requirenments and on the comunity

Provi de opportunities for all students in accordance
with the Board policy on Quality Integrated Education

Provi de space to acconmpdate all students, where
feasible, in their home school s
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5. Provide a schedule to maintain and noderni ze ol der
school buildings in order to continue their use on a
cost-effective basis, and to keep facilities current
w th educational program needs

6. Provide a capital program and master plan that consider
| ong-termenrol |l nent trends, educational program needs,
and capacity avail able over a broad region in
det erm ni ng:

a) where and when new schools and additions wll be
constructed

b) where and when school closures and consolidations
are appropriate

7. Provide a nmeaningful role for the community in
facilities planning

8. Provide as nmuch stability in school assignnents as
possi bl e

a) Provi de high schools for G ades 9-12 and, where
possi bl e, create clusters conposed of one high
school, and a sufficient nunber of elenentary and
m ddl e school s, each of which send all students
i ncl udi ng speci al education and ESOL students, to
t he next higher level school in the cluster.

b) Efficient utilization of resources and facilities
may require shared use of facilities by nore than
one cluster

E. | mpl enent ation Strategies
1. Evaluating Utilization of Facilities
a) In the fall of every year after new enroll nent

forecasts are devel oped, utilization of all school
facilities will be evaluated. The effect of any
proposed educati onal program changes or grade

| evel reorganizations also will be evaluated. For
school s that are projected to have insufficient
capacity, excess capacity or other facility issues
in the future, the superintendent will recomrend:

(1) A capital project in the six-year CIP
(2) A solution such as boundary change, schoo

pairing, facility sharing, closing/
consolidation, or other simlar solution
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whi ch does not necessarily involve a capital
proj ect

(3) No action or deferral pending further study
of enroll nent or other factors

b) Facility recomendati ons made by the
superintendent will incorporate consideration of
educati onal programinpacts. As part of the
process of developing facility plans, facilities
pl anning staff will work closely with appropriate
program staff to identify programrequirenents for
facility plans.

c) Reconmmendations that relate to school boundary
changes will be nade after the superintendent
requests advice froma school boundary advisory
comm ttee.

d) The superintendent al so may request advice for
ot her types of facility recomendati ons, such as
school closures and consolidations, grade |evel
reorgani zations, pairings and program noves.

Cui del i nes For Devel opnent of Facilities
Recomendat i ons

I n cases where enrol |l ment change requires the opening
of additional facilities, or any other change in
student assignnents, a nunber of factors are to be
taken into consideration by the Board of Education, the
superintendent, and any advisory conmttee.

a) Area of Focus: Facility

(1) Facilities proposals should result in school
utilizations in the 80%to 100% efficient
range whenever possible.

(2) Proposals should be fiscally responsible and
consider ways to mnimze capital and
operating costs whenever feasible. The
geogr aphi c scope of facility studies should
be broad enough to realize economes in costs
and conprehensive | ong-range solutions to
facility issues while preserving as nuch
stability in school assignnents as possible.

(3) Shared use of a facility by nore than one
cluster may be the nost feasible facility
solution in some cases. In these cases, not
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Area
(1)

(2)

Area
(1)

(2)
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| ess than 25% of the shared school's
enrol | mrent should cone from each cl uster

of Focus: Popul ation

New school openings and boundary adj ustnments
demand t hat consideration be given to the

i npact of various proposals on the affected
school popul ations. A school popul ation
consi sts of students assigned froma specific
geogr aphi c attendance area regardl ess of the
| ocation of the school building itself.

Wher e reasonabl e, school service area
boundari es shoul d be established to pronote
creation of a diverse student body in each of
the affected schools considering the county's
different racial/ethnic groups in accordance
with the Quality Integrated Education Policy;
t he soci oeconom ¢ background of students as
measured by participation in the Free and
Reduced Meals Programs (FARMs), U.S. Census
information, and other reliable indicators;
the inclusion of special education prograns
and students; nobility rates at schools; and
the mx of single famly and multiple famly
dwel lings within each service area. Data
showi ng the inpact of proposals on applicable
factors shall be devel oped.

of Focus: Geography

I n nost cases, the geographic scope of

el ementary school boundary studies should be
l[imted to the high school cluster area. For
secondary schools, one or nore clusters of
schools may be studied. Recognizing that at
ti mes changes must occur to facilities and
boundari es, plans that are devel oped for
change should result in as long a period as
possi bl e of stable assignnent patterns.

Consi stent with the school system policy on
Site-Based Participatory Managenment, with its
enphasi s on community invol venent in schools,
boundary proposals should result in service
areas that are, as nuch as practical, made up
of contiguous conmunities surrounding the
school. Wl king access to the school should
be maxi m zed and transportation distances

m ni m zed when other priorities do not
require otherw se.
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(3) Recommendations for aggregate student
reassi gnnments shoul d consi der recent boundary
changes and/ or school closings and
consol i dati ons which may have affected the
same communities.

3. Cal endar

The |l ong-range facilities planning process wll be
conducted according to an annual cal endar that wll
adhere to the follow ng cal endar adjusted annually to
account for holidays and ot her anonali es.

School principals, cluster coordinators, and | Late My
PTA representatives neet wth facilities

pl anni ng and ot her appropriate staff and
exchange information about facilities issues
requiring consideration in upcomng Cl P s.

Superint endent publishes a summary of all June 15
actions to date affecting school s
(Conprehensi ve Master Plan) and identifies
future needs

Cluster PTA representatives submt comments July 15
and proposal s about issues affecting their
school s to superi nt endent

Staff presents enroll nent trends and Sept enber 30
pl anni ng i ssues for Board of Education
i nformation

Superint endent publishes and sends to the Novenber 1
Board of Education and county executive
Capi tal Budget and Si x-Year Capital

| mprovenents Program (CIP) with
recommendations for capital projects, and
any boundary changes, reorgani zati ons or
other facility plans as appropriate for
changi ng enrol | nents, prograns, and
pol i ci es.

Board of Education hol ds worksession on CP early Novenber
recommendations. Alternatives to
recomendati ons may be requested by Board of
Education at this tine.

BCE hol ds public hearings on recommendati ons | m d- Novenber
and any Board adopted alternatives.

Board of Education acts on CIP and any end of Novenber
related facility planning recommendati ons.
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County Executive and Montgonery County Decenber 1
Pl anni ng Board receive Board of Education
adopted CIP for review.

County Executive transmts recommended CI P January 15
to County Counci
Pl anni ng Board reviews County Executive's February 1

reconrmended CI P

County Council holds public hearings on CIP Febr uary- March

County Council reviews Board of Education Mar ch- Apr i
request ed and County Executive recomrended

Cl Ps

Deferred facility planning i ssues published February 15
W th superintendent's reconmended
anendnent (s) to CIP for Board of Education

revi ew

Board hol ds wor ksessi on, requests any March 1
alternatives

Board hol ds public hearings March 15
Board acts on deferred recomendati ons March 30
County Council approves CIP June 1

In the event the Board of Education determ nes that an
unusual circunstance exists, the superintendent wl|
establish a different and/or condensed tinme schedule for
maki ng recommendations to the Board, for scheduling public
heari ngs on recommendations for alternatives not previously
subject to public hearing and for Board action.

4.

Communi ty | nvol venent Process

School and community involvenent in MCPS facilities
plans is inportant to the success of the plans.
Parents, staff, and students are primary constituents
in the facilities planning process. The county network
of Parent Teacher Associ ations (PTAs), organized in
each high school area by cluster coordinators, is the
focus for involvenent of the school communities.
Coordi nation with nunicipalities and | ocal governnent
agencies also is appropriate. Information from other
comuni ty organi zations and individuals also is

i nportant.

The follow ng sections describe the community
i nvol venent process in site selection, boundary
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changes, and in planning and desi gn of new and

noderni zed facilities. These sections refer to
formati on and operation of advisory groups. In addition
to these activities all conmmunity nmenbers have
opportunities to advi se the superintendent and Board
annual 'y through cluster reports, witten
correspondence, and public testinony.

a) Site Sel ection

(1) MCPS staff will work wth the Montgonery
County Pl anning Board during the devel opnent
of master plans to identify future school
site requirenents based on proposed
residential devel opnent. General or floating
| ocations of sites are identified on master
pl an maps. As subdivision occurs, site
dedi cati ons may be request ed.

(2) Specific site selection begins when MCPS
projections indicate a new facility is
required. The facility in nost cases will be
programmed in the six year CIP before a site
selection commttee is forned.

(3) The MCPS site adm nistrator works with the
cluster coordinators to formsite selection
comm ttees conposed of MCPS staff, PTA
representatives, and appropriate munici pal
and county government agency officials. In
cases of secondary school sites,
representatives of nore than one cluster may
be involved in the commttee.

(a) The MCPS site adm nistrator and pl anni ng
staff work with the commttee review ng
alternative site options fromthe MCPS
inventory, and in sone cases study
potential purchase of properties.

(b) The comm ttee considers the geographic
| ocation, its relation to future student
popul ati ons, the appropriateness of
potential sites and nakes a
recommendation to the superintendent.

(4) The superintendent evaluates this
reconmendati on and then nakes hi s/ her
reconmendation to the Board.
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The Board considers the conmttee and
superintendent's recommendati on before
officially adopting a site.

ity Design

Parent and student representatives wll serve
with MCPS staff on planning advisory
commttees to nodify, nodernize, or construct
new facilities.

(a) Parent representatives will be
identified by cluster coordinators in
coordi nation wth school principals.

(b) Student representatives at the secondary
level will be identified by the
principal or chair of the commttee.

(c) Representatives of adjacent honmeowner,
civic association, or other neighborhood
groups al so may serve on the advisory
comm ttee.

Activities incorporating comunity viewpoints
i ncl ude devel opnent of educati onal
specifications for schools, architect

sel ection and review of architectural plans.

(a) Architectural plans should be avail able
for review by homeowner and civic
associ ations adjacent to the school
Ssite.

(b) \Whenever possible, concerns of these
groups shoul d be addressed at the design
stage before architectural plans are
finalized.

School Boundary Changes

(1)

In cases where MCPS facilities planning staff
identify the need for possible changes in
school service areas, an advisory conmttee
wll be formed to assist in the devel opnent
of those changes. MCPS facilities planning
staff and program staff wll organize and
work directly with this group.

(a) The cluster coordinator(s) in
consultation wth the schoo
principal(s) will identify parent
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representation fromareas potentially
af fected by boundary changes.

(b) At the secondary |evel, the school
principal (s) will identify interested
students to serve on the conmttee.

(c) The cluster coordinator(s) in
consultation wth the schoo
principal (s) also will identify any
additional representatives from
organi zed parent or student
or gani zati ons who have know edge of the
school s invol ved.

At the outset of neetings, the commttee wll
provi de guidelines, criteria, or priorities
based on the factors outlined in the section
of this policy titled "Cuidelines For

Devel opnent of Facilities Recommendati ons”
(Section E.2) to planning staff for
consideration in devel opi ng options. The
superintendent and Board of Education al so

wi |l consider factors outlined in Section E. 2
in their review of boundary proposals.

Staff will then devel op and present viable
options for the advisory conmttee to
consider. An iterative process of

nodi fication to options may follow, directed
by the nenbers of the advisory commttee.
MCPS pl anning staff will provide data needed
to develop entirely new options if the
commttee determnes it wshes to develop its
own options.

O ficial nmenbership on school boundary
advi sory commttees will consist of

i ndividuals who are famliar with the
af fected school comunities.

Advi sory conmittees may call on other
conmuni ty resources such as civic and
honeowner associ ati ons.

Menber ship on advisory commttees should
reflect the racial/ethnic and soci oecononic
diversity of the area.

MCPS staff will notify civic and honeowner
associations in the potentially affected
communi ties of proposed boundary changes
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bei ng di scussed in an area. Custer

coordi nators and PTAs nmay al so assist in
notification of planning activities through
t heir nmenbership conmuni cati on nmechani sm

An advisory commttee report including
recommendations or other fornms of information
fromadvisory commttees will be forwarded to
t he superintendent.

The superintendent will devel op
recommendati ons after considering staff
advice, the advisory conmttee report, if
any, and input from other organizations and
i ndi vi dual s who have provided comrents. The
superintendent will publish his/her
recommendat i ons about Novenber 1, with the
Cl P.

Copi es of the recommendati ons are distributed
to the affected communities.

The Board of Education will hold a

wor ksessi on and may request by majority vote
that alternatives to the superintendent's
recommendat i ons be devel oped for official
revi ew.

Reconmendati ons fromthe superintendent and
Boar d- adopted alternatives will be the
subj ect of public hearings prior to final
Board acti on.

Cluster Reports

(1)

(2)

(3)

By July 15, cluster representatives should
state in witing to the superintendent any
proposals, priorities, or concerns that the
cluster has identified for its schools.

The cluster may anend its views by Septenber
15 in cases where fall enrollnents or other
events may change cluster comments.

Cluster reports are to be considered in
facilities recomendati ons made by the
superintendent in the subsequent capital

i nprovenents program (published Novenber 1).
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e) Publ i c Hearing Process

(1) Public hearings usually schedul ed for md-
Novenber are open to the potentially affected
public and are held annually foll ow ng
publication of the superintendent's
recommended CIP. This docunent incorporates
any boundary changes and school
cl osure/ consolidations that may al so be
recommended.

(a) The PTA cluster coordinator w ||
coordinate testinony at the hearing on
behal f of cluster schools.

(b) G vic groups, nunicipalities and
count yw de organi zations shoul d cont act
the Board of Education office to
schedul e testinony.

(c) Public comrents fromindividuals not
represented by school or civic groups
will be heard by the Board of Education
at an appropriate place in the public
hearing. Individuals should contact the
Board O fice to schedul e testinony.

(2) Witten comments frominterested parties wll
be accepted at any point, but in order to be
consi dered comments nust reach the Board 24
hours before the tinme schedul ed for action by
t he Boar d.

(3) Public hearings may al so be held on any CIP
or facilities planning issues deferred from
the fall. These usually would occur in late
February or early March. |In unusua
ci rcunst ances public hearings may be call ed
at other tines to consider facility issues
that do not fit into the fall or spring
timet abl es.

School Cl osures and Consol i dati ons

The Maryl and State Board of Education requires al
school systens to consider certain factors and foll ow
set procedures in cases where a school closure is
contenpl ated. The procedures described below are in
accordance wth those requirenments and the guidelines
as outlined in this Board of Education policy.
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The follow ng informati on on each school that may
be affected by a proposed cl osing shall be
prepared and anal yzed:
(1) Student enrollnment trends

(2) Nunber of transfers into school from outside
attendance area

(3) Race/ethnic conposition of student body
(4) Educational prograns at school s
(5) Age or condition of building

(6) Review of school's location and site
characteristics

(7) Building characteristics, including any
nmodi fications for special prograns

(8) Physical condition

(9) Financial considerations including operating
costs

(10) Feeder pattern

(11) Percentage of students transported

(12) Potential of the facility for alternative use
(13) Student relocation

(14) Inpact on community in geographic attendance
area for school proposed to be closed and
school, or schools, to which students will be
rel ocati ng.

Copies of the data are also to be sent to affected
school s' principals and comunity representatives.

In conjunction with requirenents, the
superintendent shall provide an anal ysis of each
school's current and projected enroll nment given
the enrollnment and facility standards described in
this policy and anal ysis of the inpact of

cl osure/ consolidation options on racial/ethnic

bal ance and objectives of the QE policy.

Recomendati ons for closure or consolidation
shoul d nove school s toward standards for
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enrol I ment and facility utilization and should
represent fiscally responsible and educationally
sound responses to changi ng enrol | nent.
Reconmendat i ons shoul d be consistent with the
Board's policy on Quality Integrated Education.
They shoul d enabl e as many students to walk to
school as possible, and mnimze transportation
di stances except when transportation or |onger

di stances are required to address racial and
ethnic isolation.

The community's role in the process shall be as
fol |l ows:

(1) The superintendent may request formation of a
community advisory commttee to provide input
prior to making any reconmendati ons.
Procedures for operation of advisory
commttee found in Section E.4c (on boundary
changes) shall be followed in instances where
school cl osures/consolidations are being
consi der ed.

(2) The superintendent shall publish
recommendati ons for school closures and
consol i dations by Novenber 1. After
provi di ng recomendations to the Board of
Education, copies are to be sent for review
and comrent to the M NCPPC, State Board of
Education, State Interagency Conmtt ee,
County Council, nmunicipalities, county
government, MCCPTA and all affected schoo
PTAs and cl uster coordi nators.

(3) Individuals, schools, and/or comunity
organi zations may react to the
recomendations for their school within two
nmonths after they are distributed. Al
reacti ons and conmuni ty-devel oped proposal s
wll be shared with the Board.

(4) If an individual or comunity group w shes to
devel op an alternative proposal affecting its
school and others in the area, it should
i nvol ve representatives of all school
comunities affected by the recomendati ons
or make efforts to secure such
representation. Any community plans should
be sent to the superintendent wthin two
nmont hs after the recomrendati ons are
di stri but ed.
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The superintendent shall devel op formal
recommendati ons after considering individual
and community reactions and alternatives and
submt themto the Board of Education by
February 1.

| f the Board chooses to request alternatives
to the superintendent's formnal
recomendations, affected conmunities will be
i nformed about them pronptly.

Subsequent to these steps, the Board's
prescribed process for public hearing shal
be foll owed. (see Section E.4e) In addition,
state requirenents for adequate notice to
parents and guardi ans of students in
attendance at all school s bei ng consi dered
for closure by the |ocal board of education
will be followed. In addition to any regul ar
means of notification, witten notification
of all schools that are under consideration
for closing shall be advertised in at |east
two newspapers having general circulation in
t he geographic attendance area for the school
or school s proposed to be closed, and the
school or schools to which students wll be
rel ocati ng.

The newspaper notification shall include the
procedures that will be followed by the | ocal
board of education in making its final
decision. Tinme limts on the subm ssion of
oral or witten testinony and data shall be
clearly defined in the notification of the
public neeting. The newspaper notification
shal | appear at |east two weeks in advance of
any public hearings on a proposed school
closing. The Board reserves the right to
solicit further input or to conduct further
hearings if it considers them desirable.

I n making its decision, the Board shall take
into account the superintendent's
recommendations and the criteria outlined in
this policy.

The final decision of the Board of Education
to close a school shall be announced at a
public session and shall be in witing. The
final decision shall include the rationale
for the school closing and address the inpact
of the proposed closing on the factors set
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forth above in this policy. There shall be
notification of the final decision of the

| ocal board of education to the community in
t he geographic attendance area of the school
proposed to be cl osed and school or schools

to which students wll be relocating. The

final decision shall include notification of
the right to appeal to the State Board of
Educati on.

(11) Except in energency circunstances, the
decision to close a school shall be announced
at | east 90 days before the date the school
is scheduled to be closed but not |ater than
April 30 of any school year. An energency
circunstance i s one where the decision to
cl ose a school because of unforeseen
ci rcunst ances cannot be announced at | east 90
days before the date a school is scheduled to
cl ose or before April 30 of any school year.

F. Revi ew and Reporting

1. The annual June publication of the Master Plan w ||
constitute the official reporting on facility planning.
This docunent will reflect all facilities actions taken
during the year by the Board of Education and approved
by the County Council, project the enrollnent and
utilization of each school, and identify school s that
may be involved in future planning activities.

2. This policy will be reviewed every three years in
accordance with the Board of Education's policy review
process.

Policy Hi story: Adopted by Resol ution

RESOLUTI ON NO. 823-93 Re: AN AMENDMVENT TO THE PROPOSED
POLI CY ON LONG RANCGE FACI LI TI ES

On notion of Ms. Fanconi seconded by Ms. Gordon, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the proposed policy on long-range facilities
pl anni ng be amended to add the foll ow ng under A. Purpose. 1.

The achi evenent of Success for Every Student through the
delivery and execution of an excellent educational program
is of primary inportance to students and parents in

Mont gonmery County.
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RESOLUTI ON NO. 824-93 Re: AN AMENDMVENT TO THE PROPOSED
POLI CY ON LONG RANCGE FACI LI TI ES

On notion of Ms. Gordon seconded by Ms. Baker, the follow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the proposed policy on long-range facilities

pl anni ng be amended to add "cluster coordinators, in consultation
with PTA Presidents..." under a) Site Selection (3); c) School
Boundary Changes (1) (a); and e) Public Hearing Process (1) (a).

Re: A MOTI ON BY MRS. BRENNEMAN TO AMEND
THE PROPOSED POLI CY ON LONG RANGE
FACI LI TI ES ( FAI LED)

A notion by Ms. Brenneman to anend the proposed policy on | ong-
range facilities planning by deleting "In areas with affordable
housing, there is often greater diversity in enroll nent caused by
immgration fromoutside the country” fromB. Issue failed for

| ack of a second.

It was agreed that the | ast sentence under B. |Issue would state
"this policy provides the framework for coordinating planning..."

RESOLUTI ON NO. 825-93 Re: AN AMENDMENT TO THE PROPOSED
POLI CY ON LONG RANCGE FACI LI TI ES

On notion of Ms. Brenneman seconded by Ms. Gordon, the
foll ow ng resol uti on was adopted unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the proposed policy on long-range facilities

pl anni ng be anended under 4. Capacity Calcul ations "The capacity
of a facility is determ ned by the space needs of educati onal
prograns. The capacity ratios shown in the follow ng table
shoul d not be confused with staffing ratios as determ ned through
t he operating budget process.”

It was agreed that 5. Preferred Range of Enroll nment woul d read,
"except those special education students receiving instruction in
sel f-cont ai ned cl assroons, ..."

RESOLUTI ON NO. 826-93 Re: AN AMENDMENT TO THE PROPOSED
POLI CY ON LONG RANCGE FACI LI TI ES

On notion of M. Ew ng seconded by Ms. Baker, the follow ng
resol uti on was adopted with Ms. Baker, Dr. Cheung, M. Ew ng,
M's. Fanconi, and Ms. Gutierrez voting in the affirmative; Ms.
Brenneman and M's. Gordon abstai ni ng:

Resol ved, That the proposed policy on long-range facilities be
anended in 5. Preferred Range of Enrollnment b) to add, "Larger
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enrol Il ments for high schools may be justified for those school s
in which students are academ cally very diverse in order to neet
the programmati c needs of all students.”

RESOLUTI ON NO. 827-93 Re: AN AMENDMVENT TO THE PROPOSED
POLI CY ON LONG RANCGE FACI LI TI ES

On notion of Ms. Gordon seconded by Ms. Brenneman, the
foll ow ng resol uti on was adopted unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the proposed policy on long-range facilities be
anmended in 5. Preferred Range of Enrollnent b) to substitute, "If
| arger or smaller schools are built or created, alternative
approaches to school construction, managenent, organi zation, or
staffing will be considered in order to facilitate effective
delivery of educational prograns.”

RESOLUTI ON NO. 828-93 Re: AN AMENDMVENT TO THE PROPOSED
POLI CY ON LONG RANCGE FACI LI TI ES

On notion of Ms. Fanconi seconded by M. Ewi ng, the follow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the proposed policy on long-range facilities be
anmended to add the followng to Position E. 2 a) as (3):

When the Board of Education noves special education prograns,
physi cal nodifications to the facility wll be nmade in accordance
with the Arericans with Disabilities Act (ADA)

It was agreed that "receives" would be substituted for "requests"
in E. Inplementation Strategies 1. c). It was al so agreed that
"fromthe school community" be added after "request advice" in E
| mpl enmentation Strategies 1. d).

Re: A MOTI ON BY MRS. BRENNEMAN TO
AMEND THE PROPCSED PCOLI CY ON
LONG RANGE FACI LI TI ES ( FAI LED)

A notion by Ms. Brenneman to anmend the proposed policy on | ong-
range facilities by deleting "Consistent with the school system
policy on Site-based Participatory Managenent," fromc) Area of
Focus: GCeography (2) failed for lack of a second.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 829-93 Re: AN AMENDMENT TO THE PROPOSED
POLI CY ON LONG RANCGE FACI LI TI ES

On notion of Ms. Cutierrez seconded by M. Ew ng, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously by nenbers present:
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Resol ved, That the proposed policy on long-range facilities be
anended after Paragraph 2 under c) Area of Focus: Geography, add
the foll ow ng:

d) Area of Focus: Stability

1. Recognizing that at tinmes changes to facilities and
boundari es may occur, plans should result in as long a
period as possible of stable assignnment patterns.

2. Recommendations for aggregate student reassignnents
shoul d consi der recent boundary changes and/or school
cl osings and consolidations which may have affected
the sanme comunities.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 830-93 Re: AN AMENDMVENT TO THE PROPOSED
POLI CY ON LONG RANCGE FACI LI TI ES

On notion of Ms. Fanconi seconded by Ms. Gordon, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the proposed policy on long-range facilities be
anended under 3. Cal endar after enrollnment trends to add the
fol | ow ng:

The County Council passes spending affordability guidelines
that set limts on bonding debt the County can undert ake.
Early Qctober.

For the record, Ms. Fanconi nade the foll owm ng statenent:

"I think the tineline for the capital budget adoption by the
Board of Education is incredible, and we need to continue to
eval uate ways to address this."

Under Site Selection, the Board agreed to substitute
"requi renents based on existing and proposed residenti al
devel opment” for "requirenents based on proposed residential
devel opnent . "
Re: A MOTI ON BY MRS. BRENNEMAN TO
AVEND THE PROPOSED POLI CY ON
LONG RANGE FACI LI TI ES ( FAI LED)

A notion by Ms. Brenneman to add "that the principal, cluster
coordi nator, and MCPS staff" would identify representatives of
homeowner and civic associations under 4. b) Facility Design (1)
(c) failed for lack of a second.

It was agreed that under the Public Hearing Process e) (2) would
read, "Witten comments fromany interested parties...." It was
al so agreed that under School C osures and Consolidations d) (1)
it would read, "The superintendent shall request...."
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RESOLUTI ON NO. 831-93 Re: LONG- RANGE EDUCATI ONAL FACI LI TI ES
PLANNI NG PQOLI CY

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. CGordon, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

WHEREAS, On May 12, 1992, the Board of Education discussed

anal yses of two policies, the LREFP policy and the Quality

I nt egrated Education (QE) policy, and agreed to postpone any
further review of the LREFP policy until action on the QE policy
was conpl ete; and

VWHEREAS, On May 17, 1993, the Board adopted a revised QE policy
that established certain key |linkages to the LREFP; and

VWHEREAS, On May 26, 1993, and June 3, 1993, the Board of
Education resuned its study of the LREFP Policy and di scussed
educational facilities planning issues at both worksessions; and

VWHEREAS, On June 15, 1993, the Board of Educati on di scussed
standards related to educational facilities and reviewed a draft
policy; and

VWHEREAS, On June 29, 1993, the Board of Education took tentative
action on the LREFP policy that then was sent to the public for
coment ; and

WHEREAS, On Septenber 9, 1993, the Board di scussed issues rel ated
to the LREFP policy on preferred high school enrollnent size at a
wor ksessi on; and

WHEREAS, On Septenber 20, 1993, the Board of Education conducted
a public hearing on the tentatively adopted policy; now therefore
be it

Resol ved, That the Board of Education adopt the follow ng revised
policy FAA: Long-Range Educational Facilities Planning.

Rel ated Entries: ACD, JEE, JEE-RA
Ofice: Educational Facilities Planning and Capita
Pr ogr anm ng

Long- Range Educational Facilities Planning
A Pur pose

1. The Board of Education has a prinmary responsibility to
provi de school facilities that address changing
enrol I ment patterns and that sustain high quality
educational progranms in a way that neets its policies.
The Board of Education fulfills this responsibility
through the facilities planning process. The
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achi evenent of Success for Every Student through the
delivery and execution of an excellent educati onal
programis of primary inportance to students and
parents in Montgomery County.

2. The Long- Range Educational Facilities Planning (LREFP)
policy provides direction on how the planning process
shoul d be conducted and prescribes criteria and
standards to guide planning. This process is designed
to pronote public understanding of planning for
Mont gonery County Public Schools (MCPS) and to
encourage conmmunity nenbers, |ocal governnent agencies
and nmunicipalities to identify and communi cate their
priorities and concerns to the superintendent and
Boar d.

3. The Board recognizes the interrelationship of its
facilities planning policy with other policies such as
t hose on educational programs, quality integrated
education, and capital noderni zation/renovation
proj ects.

4. The Long- Range Educational Facilities Planning policy
al so describes the ways in which facilities planning
for school sites and school service areas supports the
Qual ity Integrated Education policy.

| ssue

Enrollnment in MCPS is never static. The fundanental goal of
facilities planning is to provide a sound educati onal
environment for a changing enrollnment. The nunber of
students, their geographic distribution, and the denographic
characteristics of this population all concern facilities

pl anning. Enroll nment changes are driven by factors
including birth rates, novenent within the school system and
into the school systemfromother parts of the United States
and fromother parts of the world.

Enrol | ment changes in MCPS do not occur at a uniformrate

t hroughout the county. The MCPS systemis anong the twenty
| argest in the country in terns of enrollnment and serves a
county of approximtely 500 square mles. The full range of
popul ation density, fromrural to urban, is present in the
county. Were new communities are formng, enrollnment has
been growi ng faster than in established areas of the county.
In areas with affordable housing, there is often greater
diversity in enroll nment caused by immgration from outside
the country.
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MCPS is chal l enged continually to anticipate and provide
facilities in an efficient and fiscally responsible way to
meet the varied educational needs of students. The Long-
Range Educational Facilities Planning policy describes how
t he school system responds to educational and enrol | nent
change, the rate of change, its geographic distribution and
the racial, ethnic and soci oeconom c diversification of
enrol | nent.

School facilities also change. Aging of the physical plant
requires a program of maintenance, renovation, and
noder ni zation. Acquiring new sites, designing new
facilities, and nodifying existing ones so that they keep
current with programneeds is essential. This policy

provi des the framework for coordinating planning for these
capital inprovenents.

Posi tion

The follow ng procedures, criteria, and standards apply to
the facilities planning process.

1. Capital Inprovenents Program (CIP) - On or about
Novenber 1, the superintendent will publish
recommendations for a capital budget and inprovenents
program The Capital |nprovenents Program schedul es
needed changes to the MCPS physical inventory for the
comng six fiscal years.

a) After review of the superintendent's
recommendations for a capital budget and six-year
CIP, the Board will adopt a capital budget and a
si x-year CIP and submt themto the county
executive for review and recommendations to the
County Council for inclusion in the county CIP and
for funding of upcom ng fiscal year projects. The
superintendent will notify PTA/ PTSAs,
muni ci palities, civic groups registered with the
Mar yl and- Nati onal Capital Park and Pl anni ng
Comm ssi on, student governnment associ ations, and
other interested groups of its publication and
availability in public libraries. The proposed
CIP wll be sent for review and coment to the
Mar yl and- Nati onal Capital Park and Pl anni ng
Comm ssion, State Board of Education, State
| nt eragency Conm ttee on Public School
Construction, county governnent, nunicipalities,
MCCPTA, Montgonery County Regi on of the Mryl and
Associ ation of Student Councils, and Mntgonery
County Junior Council. The six-year CIP wll
i ncl ude:
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(1) Background information on the enroll nent
forecasti ng nmet hodol ogy

(2) Current enrollnment figures and denographic
profiles of all schools including
raci al / ethnic conposition, Free and Reduced
Meal s program participation, English for
Speakers of O her Languages (ESQL)
enrol Il ment, and school nobility rate

(3) Enrollnment forecasts for the next six years
by year, and |longer termcluster forecasts
for a period approximately ten and fifteen
years into the future

(4) A profile of all school facilities show ng
physi cal and program characteristics, such as
Head Start, kindergarten and pre-
ki ndergarten, ESOL, and special education
centers

(5 A summary of any capital requests by the
Board of Education that woul d change the
facility, as well as Board actions affecting
prograns at the facility or the service area
of the facility (When necessary, supplenents
to the CIP nay be published to provide nore
i nformati on on issues.)

(6) Montgonmery County Project Description Forns
for all requested capital projects (A
proj ect description formdescribes the needs
for a particular facility or for several
facilities with simlar requirenents and
contains the project budget.)

The county executive and County Council are
required to adopt a six-year capital inprovenents
program (Cl P) which includes MCPS projects,
reporting construction schedul es, and anti ci pated
costs. This docunent includes:

(1) A statenent of the objectives of MCPS capital
prograns and the relationship of these
prograns to the | ong-range devel opnent pl ans
adopt ed by the county

(2) Recommended capital projects and a proposed
construction schedule for schools and ot her
educational facilities
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(3) An estimate of cost and a statenent of all
fundi ng sources

(4) Al anticipated capital projects and prograns
of the Board including substanti al
i nprovenents and extensions of projects
previ ously authorized

2. Mast er Pl an

a) On or about June 15 of each year the
superintendent will publish a summary of al
Boar d- adopted capital and non-capital facilities
pl ans. This docunent, called the Master Plan for
Educational Facilities, is required under the
rules and regul ations of the State Public School
Construction Program
(1) This conprehensive plan will incorporate the

i npact of all capital projects approved for
funding by the County Council and any non-
capital facilities plans approved by the
Board of Educati on.

(2) The Master Plan for Educational Facilities
wi |l show projected enrol |l nent and
utilization for facilities for the next six
years and for a period approximately 10 and
15 years in the future. This information
will reflect projections nmade the previous
fall as updated in spring, and any changes in
enrol | ment or capacity projected to result
fromcapital projects, boundary adjustnents
or other changes authorized by the Board
prior to the date of the plan's publication.

(3) The plan will include denographic profiles of
school enrollnments and physical and program
profiles of school facilities.

b) Schools that fail to neet one or nore of the
facility standards for enrollnent and utilization
based on projections will be identified in the
Master Plan. The Master Plan for Educational
Facilities serves as the review and reporting
mechani smrequired by this policy.

3. Enrol | ment Forecasts
a) Each fall enrollnment forecasts for all schools

w Il be devel oped for a six-year period. In
addition, longer termforecasts for a period of
approximately ten and fifteen years in the future
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also will be devel oped. These forecasts will be
the basis for evaluating facility space and
initiating planning activities. The forecasts
shoul d be devel oped in coordination with the
Mont gonmery County Pl anning Departnent's county
popul ati on forecast and any other rel evant

pl anni ng sour ces.

On or about April 1, a revision to the enroll nent
forecast for the next school year wll be

devel oped to refine the forecast for all schools
and to reflect any change in service areas or
progr amns.

4. Capacity Cal cul ati ons

a)

b)

The capacity of a facility is determ ned by the
space needs of educational progranms. The capacity
rati os shown in the follow ng table shoul d
confused with staffing ratios as determ ned

t hrough the operating budget process. Program
capacity is calculated as the product of the
nunber of teaching stations at a school according
to the follow ng ratios:

Level Capacity Ratings Per Room
Head Start & Pre-K 36:1 (2 sessions per day)
Grade K 1/2 day 44:1 (2 sessions per day)
Grade K all day 22:1

Grades 1-6 El enentary 25:1

Grades 6-12 Secondary 25: 1%

Special Ed. Intensity 4 13:1

Special Ed. Intensity 5 10:1

ESOL/ SPARC/ BASI C 15:1

* Program capacity differs at the secondary

level in that the regular cal cul ated capacity
of 25 is multiplied by .9 to reflect the
optimal utilization of a secondary facility.

Sone special prograns require classroom
ratios different fromthose |isted.

Maxi mum cl ass si ze for preschool and speci al
education prograns is nmandated by state and
federal regul ations.

El emrentary, mddle, and high schools should
operate in an efficient utilization range of 80 to
100 percent of programcapacity. |If a school is
projected to be underutilized (less than 80% or
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overutilized (over 100%, facilities planning to
address these utilization |levels may be
undertaken. In the case of overutilization, an
effort to judge the |ong-term needs for pernanent
space shoul d be nmade prior to planning for new
construction. Tenporary neasures such as the use
of relocatable classroons may be appropriate.
Underutilization of facilities also should be
eval uated in the context of short-term and | ong-
termenrol |l ment forecasts.

Preferred Range of Enroll nent

The description of preferred ranges of enroll nment for
schools refers to all students, except those speci al
education students receiving instruction in self-
cont ai ned cl assroons, whose nunbers are added to these
ranges.

a)

b)

A preferred range of enrollnment for schools,
provi ded they have program capacity, is:

(1) Two to four classes per grade of students in
an elenmentary schoo

(2) Two to three teans per grade in mddle
schools with team size averagi ng between 100
to 125 students

(3) 250 to 450 students per grade in high schools

(4) Enrollnment as set forth in applicable
education policies for the K-12 program

The preferred range of enrollnment wll be

consi dered when pl anni ng new schools or changes to
existing facilities. Departures fromthe
preferred range may occur if educational program
justifies or requires it. Larger enrollnents for
hi gh schools may be justified for those schools in
whi ch students are academ cally very diverse in
order to neet the programmati c needs of al
students. Fiscal constraints may also require
MCPS to build schools of other sizes. If |arger
or smaller schools are built or created,

al ternative approaches to school construction,
managenent, organi zation, or staffing will be
considered in order to facilitate effective
delivery of educational prograns.
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School Site Size

Si ze for school sites are:

a) 12 usabl e acres for elenentary schools
b) 20 usable acres for mddle schools

c) 30 usabl e acres for high schools

Sites of these approxinmate sizes acconmpdate the

i nstructional programincluding rel ated outdoor
activities. In sonme circunstances it may be necessary
to use smaller or larger sites. |In these circunstances
special efforts to accommodat e outdoor activities are
necessary such as use of adjacent or nearby park
properties or shared use of school fields. It may be
necessary to acquire nore than the standard acreage in
order to accommodat e environnmental concerns, unusual

t opogr aphy, or surroundi ng street patterns.

Communi ty Representation

Menbers of the community have several opportunities for
direct input into the facilities decision-mnmaking
process including: actual participation as voting or
non-voting nmenbers of advisory commttees, subm ssion
of letters, alternatives, or other witten material for
consi deration by the superintendent and staff; and
testinmony in witten or oral formbefore the Board of
Education. In addition, the views of the nmenbers of the
community are solicited through

1 t he Montgonery County Council of PTAs which is the
| ar gest group seeking views of school conmunities
affected by facility planning activities

cluster coordinators

| ocal PTAs

st udent advocacy groups

ot her organi zations

a) PTA or other parent and student representatives
along with appropriate MCPS facility and program
staff should be involved in the facility planning
process for site selection, school boundary
studi es, school closings and consolidations, and
aspects of facility design (including
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noder ni zati on pl anni ng, new school pl anning, and
architect selection).

b) In addition to parent and student representation,
MCPS enpl oyees, municipalities, |ocal governnent
agenci es, civic and honeowner associ ations, and
count yw de organi zations contribute to the
facilities planning process. A civic or honeowner
associ ation nust be registered wth the Maryl and-
Nat i onal Capital Park and Pl anni ng Conm ssi on.
Count ywi de organi zati ons are those with nenbers
t hroughout the county, including organizations
such as the League of Wnen Voters, and
federations of civic groups.

c) The Board will conduct public hearings for
potentially affected school comunities prior to
any action affecting attendance areas and the
cl osure or consolidation of schools.

(1) Public hearings will be conducted foll ow ng
publication of the superintendent's
recommended budget and si x-year capital
i nprovenents programin Novenber.

(2) Public hearings also may be held in March for
any capital budget recommendati ons deferred
fromthe fall or in cases where capita
deci sions nust be made in Mrch.

(3) Witten comments frominterested parties wll
be accepted at any point, but in order to be
consi dered comments nust reach the Board 24
hours before the tinme schedul ed for action by
t he Board.

D. Desired Qutcones

This policy is intended to achieve the foll ow ng outcones:

1

Provide the facilities and future school sites
necessary to sustain high quality educational prograns
at reasonabl e cost, including non-traditional
facilities where these provi de needed educati onal

progr ams

Utilize schools in ways that are consistent with sound
educational practice. Consider the inpact of facility
changes on educational program and rel ated operating
budget requirenments and on the comunity
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3. Provi de opportunities for all students in accordance
with the Board policy on Quality Integrated Education

4. Provi de space to accommodate all students, where
feasible, in their honme schools

5. Provide a schedule to maintain and noderni ze ol der
school buildings in order to continue their use on a
cost-effective basis, and to keep facilities current
w th educational program needs

6. Provide a capital program and master plan that consider
| ong-termenrol Il nent trends, educational program needs,
and capacity avail able over a broad region in
det erm ni ng:

a) where and when new schools and additions wll be
constructed

b) wher e and when school closures and consolidations
are appropriate

7. Provide a nmeaningful role for the community in
facilities planning

8. Provide as nmuch stability in school assignnents as
possi bl e

a) Provi de high schools for G ades 9-12 and, where
possi bl e, create clusters conposed of one high
school, and a sufficient nunber of elenentary and
m ddl e school s, each of which send all students
i ncl udi ng speci al education and ESOL students, to
t he next higher level school in the cluster.

b) Efficient utilization of resources and facilities
may require shared use of facilities by nore than
one cluster

E. | mpl enment ation Strategies
1. Evaluating Utilization of Facilities
a) In the fall of every year after new enroll nent

forecasts are developed, utilization of all school
facilities will be evaluated. The effect of any
proposed educati onal program changes or grade

| evel reorganizations also will be evaluated. For
school s that are projected to have insufficient
capacity, excess capacity or other facility issues
in the future, the superintendent will recomrend:
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(1) A capital project in the six-year CIP

(2) A solution such as boundary change, schoo
pairing, facility sharing, closing/
consolidation, or other simlar solution
whi ch does not necessarily involve a capital
proj ect

(3) No action or deferral pending further study
of enroll nent or other factors

b) Facility recomendati ons made by the
superintendent will incorporate consideration of
educati onal programinpacts. As part of the
process of developing facility plans, facilities
pl anning staff will work closely with appropriate
program staff to identify programrequirenents for
facility pl ans.

c) Recommendations that relate to school boundary
changes will be nmade after the superintendent
recei ves advice froma school boundary advisory
comm ttee.

d) The superintendent al so may request advice from
t he school community for other types of facility
recommendati ons, such as school closures and
consol i dati ons, grade |evel reorganizations,
pai ri ngs and program noves.

Gui del i nes For Devel opnent of Facilities
Recomrendat i ons

I n cases where enrol |l ment change requires the opening
of additional facilities, or any other change in
student assignnents, a nunber of factors are to be
taken into consideration by the Board of Education, the
superintendent, and any advisory conmttee.

a) Area of Focus: Facility

(1) Facilities proposals should result in school
utilizations in the 80%to 100% effici ent
range whenever possible.

(2) Proposals should be fiscally responsible and
consider ways to mnimze capital and
operating costs whenever feasible. The
geogr aphi c scope of facility studies should
be broad enough to realize economes in costs
and conprehensive | ong-range solutions to
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facility issues while preserving as much
stability in school assignnents as possible.

When the Board of Education noves speci al
educati on prograns, physical nodifications to
the facility will be made in accordance with
the Arericans with Disabilities Act (ADA)

Shared use of a facility by nore than one
cluster may be the nost feasible facility
solution in some cases. |In these cases, not
| ess than 25% of the shared school's
enrol | rent shoul d cone from each cl uster

of Focus: Popul ation

New school openings and boundary adj ustnents
demand t hat consideration be given to the

i npact of various proposals on the affected
school popul ations. A school popul ation
consi sts of students assigned froma specific
geogr aphi c attendance area regardl ess of the
| ocation of the school building itself.

Wher e reasonabl e, school service area
boundari es shoul d be established to pronote
creation of a diverse student body in each of
the affected schools considering the county's
different racial/ethnic groups in accordance
with the Quality Integrated Education Policy;
t he soci oeconom ¢ background of students as
measured by participation in the Free and
Reduced Meals Programs (FARMs), U.S. Census
information, and other reliable indicators;
the inclusion of special education prograns
and students; nobility rates at schools; and
the mx of single famly and multiple famly
dwel lings within each service area. Data
show ng the inpact of proposals on applicable
factors shall be devel oped.

of Focus: Geography

I n nost cases, the geographic scope of

el ementary school boundary studies should be
l[imted to the high school cluster area. For
secondary schools, one or nore clusters of
school s may be st udi ed.

Consi stent with the school system policy on
Site-Based Participatory Managenment, with its
enphasi s on community invol venent in schools,
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boundary proposals should result in service
areas that are, as nuch as practical, made up
of contiguous conmunities surrounding the
school. Wl king access to the school should
be maxi m zed and transportation distances

m ni m zed when other priorities do not
require otherw se.

Reconmendati ons for aggregate student

reassi gnments shoul d consi der recent boundary
changes and/ or school closings and
consol i dati ons which may have affected the
same communities.

d) Area of Focus: Stability
(1) Recognizing that at tines changes to
facilities and boundaries nmay occur, plans
should result in as long a period as possible
of stable assignnent patterns.
(2) Recommendations for aggregate student
reassi gnments shoul d consi der recent boundary
changes and/or school cl osings and
consol i dations which may have affected the
same communities.
3. Cal endar
The |l ong-range facilities planning process wll be
conducted according to an annual cal endar that wll
adhere to the follow ng cal endar adjusted annually to
account for holidays and ot her anonali es.
School principals, cluster coordinators, and | Late My

PTA representatives neet with facilities

pl anni ng and ot her appropriate staff and
exchange i nformation about facilities issues
requiring consideration in upcomng ClF s.

Superint endent publishes a summary of all June 15
actions to date affecting school s
(Conprehensi ve Master Plan) and identifies

future needs

Cl uster

PTA representatives submt comrents July 15
and proposal s about
school s to superint endent

i ssues affecting their

Staff presents enroll nent trends and Sept enber 30
pl anni ng i ssues for

i nformati on

Board of Educati on
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Novenber 22,

The County Council passes spendi ng
affordability guidelines that set l[imts on
boundi ng debt the County can undertake

Early October

Superint endent publishes and sends to the
Board of Education and county executive
Capi tal Budget and Si x-Year Capital

| mprovenents Program (CIP) with
recommendations for capital projects, and
any boundary changes, reorgani zati ons or
other facility plans as appropriate for
changi ng enrol | nents, prograns, and
pol i ci es.

Novenber 1

Board of Educati on hol ds wor ksession on Cl P
recommendations. Alternatives to
recomendati ons nmay be requested by Board of
Education at this tine.

early Novenber

BCE hol ds public hearings on recomendati ons
and any Board adopted alternatives.

m d- Novenber

Board of Education acts on CIP and any
related facility planning recommendati ons.

end of Novenber

County Executive and Montgonery County Decenber 1
Pl anni ng Board receive Board of Education

adopted CIP for review.

County Executive transmts recommended CI P January 15
to County Counci

Pl anni ng Board reviews County Executive's February 1

recommended CI P

County Council holds public hearings on CIP

Febr uary- Mar ch

County Council reviews Board of Education
request ed and County Executive recomrended
Cl Ps

Mar ch- Apr i

Deferred facility planning issues published
W th superintendent's recommended
anendnent (s) to CIP for Board of Education

February 15

revi ew

Board hol ds wor ksessi on, requests any March 1
al ternatives

Board hol ds public hearings March 15
Board acts on deferred recomendati ons March 30
County Council approves CIP June 1

1993
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In the event the Board of Education determ nes that an
unusual circunstance exists, the superintendent wl|
establish a different and/or condensed tinme schedule for
maki ng reconmendations to the Board, for scheduling public
heari ngs on recommendations for alternatives not previously
subject to public hearing and for Board action.

4.

Communi ty | nvol venent Process

School and community involvenent in MCPS facilities
plans is inportant to the success of the plans.
Parents, staff, and students are primary constituents
in the facilities planning process. The county network
of Parent Teacher Associ ations (PTAs), organized in
each high school area by cluster coordinators, is the
focus for involvenent of the school communities.
Coordination with nunicipalities and | ocal governnent
agencies also is appropriate. Information from other
communi ty organi zations and individuals also is

i nportant.

The foll owm ng sections describe the community

i nvol venent process in site selection, boundary
changes, and in planning and design of new and

noderni zed facilities. These sections refer to
formati on and operation of advisory groups. In addition
to these activities all conmmunity nmenbers have
opportunities to advi se the superintendent and Board
annual Iy through cluster reports, witten
correspondence, and public testinony.

a) Site Sel ection

(1) MCPS staff will work wth the Montgonery
County Pl anning Board during the devel opnent
of master plans to identify future school
site requirenents based on existing and
proposed residential devel opnent. GCeneral or
floating locations of sites are identified on
master plan maps. As subdivision occurs,
site dedications may be requested.

(2) Specific site selection begins when MCPS
projections indicate a new facility is
required. The facility in nost cases will be
programmed in the six year CIP before a site
selection commttee is forned.

(3) The MCPS site adm nistrator works with the
cluster coordinators, in consultation with
PTA presidents, to formsite selection
comm ttees conposed of MCPS staff, PTA
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representatives, and appropriate munici pal
and county governnment agency officials. In
cases of secondary school sites,
representatives of nore than one cluster may
be involved in the commttee.

(a) The MCPS site adm nistrator and pl anning
staff work with the commttee review ng
alternative site options fromthe MCPS
inventory, and in sone cases study
potential purchase of properties.

(b) The comm ttee considers the geographic
| ocation, its relation to future student
popul ati ons, the appropriateness of
potential sites and nakes a
recommendation to the superintendent.

The superintendent evaluates this
recommendati on and then nakes hi s/ her
reconmendation to the Board.

The Board considers the conmttee and
superintendent's recommendati on before
officially adopting a site.

ity Design

Parent and student representatives wll serve
with MCPS staff on planning advi sory
commttees to nodify, nodernize, or construct
new facilities.

(a) Parent representatives will be
identified by cluster coordinators in
coordination wth school principals.

(b) Student representatives at the secondary
level will be identified by the
principal or chair of the commttee.

(c) Representatives of adjacent honmeowner,
civic association, or other neighborhood
groups al so may serve on the advisory
comm ttee.

Activities incorporating community viewpoints

i ncl ude devel opnent of educati onal

specifications for schools, architect

sel ection and review of architectural plans.

(a) Architectural plans should be avail able
for review by homeowner and civic
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associ ations adjacent to the school
site.

(b) \Whenever possible, concerns of these
groups shoul d be addressed at the design
stage before architectural plans are
finalized.

c) School Boundary Changes

(1)

(2)

(3)

In cases where MCPS facilities planning staff
identify the need for possible changes in
school service areas, an advisory conmttee
wll be formed to assist in the devel opnent
of those changes. MCPS facilities planning
staff and program staff wll organize and
work directly with this group.

(a) The cluster coordinator(s) in
consultation with the schoo
principal (s) and PTA presidents wll
identify parent representation from
areas potentially affected by boundary
changes.

(b) At the secondary |evel, the school
principal (s) will identify interested
students to serve on the conmttee.

(c) The cluster coordinator(s) in
consultation wth the schoo
princi pal (s) and PTA presidents al so
will identify any additiona
representatives from organi zed parent or
student organi zati ons who have know edge
of the school s invol ved.

At the outset of neetings, the commttee wll
provi de guidelines, criteria, or priorities
based on the factors outlined in the section
of this policy titled "Cuidelines For

Devel opnent of Facilities Recommendati ons”
(Section E.2) to planning staff for
consideration in devel opi ng options. The
superintendent and Board of Education al so

wi |l consider factors outlined in Section E. 2
in their review of boundary proposals.

Staff will then devel op and present viable
options for the advisory conmttee to
consider. An iterative process of

nodi fication to options may follow, directed
by the nenbers of the advisory commttee.
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MCPS pl anning staff will provide data needed
to develop entirely new options if the
commttee determnes it wshes to develop its
own options.

O ficial nmenbership on school boundary
advi sory commttees will consist of

i ndividuals who are famliar with the
af fected school comunities.

Advi sory conmittees may call on other
conmuni ty resources such as civic and
honeowner associ ati ons.

Menber ship on advisory commttees should
reflect the racial/ethnic and soci oecononic
diversity of the area.

MCPS staff will notify civic and honeowner
associations in the potentially affected
communi ties of proposed boundary changes
bei ng di scussed in an area. Custer

coordi nators and PTAs may al so assist in
notification of planning activities through
t heir nmenbershi p conmuni cati on nmechani sm

An advisory commttee report including
recommendations or other fornms of information
fromadvisory commttees will be forwarded to
t he superintendent.

The superintendent will devel op
recommendations after considering staff
advice, the advisory conmttee report, if
any, and input from other organizations and
i ndi vi dual s who have provi ded coments. The
superintendent will publish his/her
recommendat i ons about Novenber 1, with the
Cl P.

Copi es of the recommendations are distributed
to the affected communities.

The Board of Education will hold a

wor ksessi on and may request by majority vote
that alternatives to the superintendent's
recommendat i ons be devel oped for official
revi ew.

Reconmendati ons fromthe superintendent and
Boar d- adopted alternatives will be the
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subj ect of public hearings prior to final
Board acti on.

Cluster Reports

(1)

(2)

(3)

Publ i
(1)

(2)

By July 15, cluster representatives should
state in witing to the superintendent any
proposals, priorities, or concerns that the
cluster has identified for its schools.

The cluster may anend its views by Septenber
15 in cases where fall enrollnments or other
events may change cluster comments.

Cluster reports are to be considered in
facilities recomendati ons made by the
superintendent in the subsequent capital

i nprovenents program (published Novenber 1).

c Hearing Process

Public hearings usually schedul ed for m d-
Novenber are open to the potentially affected
public and are held annually follow ng
publication of the superintendent's
recommended CIP. This docunent incorporates
any boundary changes and school

cl osure/ consolidations that may al so be
recommended.

(a) The PTA cluster coordinator, in
consultation wth PTA presidents, wll
coordinate testinony at the hearing on
behal f of cluster schools.

(b) G vic groups, nunicipalities and
count yw de organi zations shoul d cont act
the Board of Education office to
schedul e testinony.

(c) Public comrents fromindividuals not
represented by school or civic groups
will be heard by the Board of Education
at an appropriate place in the public
heari ng. Individuals should contact the
Board O fice to schedul e testinony.

Witten coments fromany interested parties
w Il be accepted at any point, but in order
to be considered coments nust reach the
Board 24 hours before the tine schedul ed for
action by the Board.
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(3) Public hearings may al so be held on any CIP
or facilities planning issues deferred from
the fall. These usually would occur in late
February or early March. |In unusua
ci rcunst ances public hearings may be call ed
at other tines to consider facility issues
that do not fit into the fall or spring
ti met abl es.

School C osures and Consolidations

The Maryl and State Board of Education requires al

school systens to consider certain factors and foll ow

set procedures in cases where a school closure is
contenpl ated. The procedures described below are in
accordance wth those requirenments and the guidelines
as outlined in this Board of Education policy.

a) The followi ng i nformati on on each school that may
be affected by a proposed cl osing shall be
prepared and anal yzed:

(1) Student enrollnment trends

(2) Nunber of transfers into school from outside
attendance area

(3) Race/ethnic conposition of student body
(4) Educational prograns at school s
(5) Age or condition of building

(6) Review of school's location and site
characteristics

(7) Building characteristics, including any
nmodi fications for special prograns

(8) Physical condition

(9) Financial considerations including operating
costs

(10) Feeder pattern
(11) Percentage of students transported
(12) Potential of the facility for alternative use

(13) Student relocation
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(14) Inpact on community in geographic attendance
area for school proposed to be closed and
school, or schools, to which students will be
rel ocati ng.

Copies of the data are also to be sent to affected
school s' principals and comunity representatives.

In conjunction with requirenents, the
superintendent shall provide an anal ysis of each
school's current and projected enrol |l nment given
the enrollnment and facility standards described in
this policy and anal ysis of the inpact of

cl osure/ consolidation options on racial/ethnic

bal ance and objectives of the QE policy.

Recomendati ons for closure or consolidation
shoul d nove schools toward standards for
enrol l ment and facility utilization and should
represent fiscally responsible and educationally
sound responses to changi ng enrol | nent.
Recomrendati ons shoul d be consistent with the
Board's policy on Quality Integrated Education.
They shoul d enabl e as many students to walk to
school as possible, and mnimze transportation
di stances except when transportation or |onger
di stances are required to address racial and
ethnic isolation.

The community's role in the process shall be as
fol |l ows:

(1) The superintendent shall request formation of
a community advisory commttee to provide
i nput prior to making any recommendati ons.
Procedures for operation of advisory
commttee found in Section E.4c (on boundary
changes) shall be followed in instances where
school cl osures/consolidations are being
consi der ed.

(2) The superintendent shall publish
recommendati ons for school closures and
consol i dations by Novenber 1. After
provi di ng recomendations to the Board of
Education, copies are to be sent for review
and coment to the M NCPPC, State Board of
Education, State Interagency Conmtt ee,
County Council, nmunicipalities, county
government, MCCPTA and all affected schoo
PTAs and cl uster coordi nators.
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| ndi vi dual s, schools, and/or community
organi zations may react to the
recommendations for their school within two
months after they are distributed. Al
reacti ons and conmuni ty-devel oped proposal s
wll be shared with the Board.

I f an individual or community group w shes to
devel op an alternative proposal affecting its
school and others in the area, it should

i nvol ve representatives of all school
comunities affected by the recomendati ons
or make efforts to secure such
representation. Any community plans should
be sent to the superintendent wthin two
nmont hs after the recomrendati ons are

di stri but ed.

The superintendent shall devel op formal
recommendati ons after considering individual
and community reactions and alternatives and
submt themto the Board of Education by
February 1.

| f the Board chooses to request alternatives
to the superintendent's formal
recommendations, affected conmunities will be
i nformed about them pronptly.

Subsequent to these steps, the Board's
prescribed process for public hearing shal

be foll owed. (see Section E. 4e) In addition,
state requirenents for adequate notice to
parents and guardi ans of students in
attendance at all school s being consi dered
for closure by the | ocal board of education
will be followed. In addition to any regul ar
means of notification, witten notification
of all schools that are under consideration
for closing shall be advertised in at |east
two newspapers having general circulation in
t he geographic attendance area for the school
or school s proposed to be closed, and the
school or schools to which students wll be
rel ocati ng.

The newspaper notification shall include the
procedures that will be followed by the | ocal
board of education in making its final
decision. Tinme limts on the subm ssion of
oral or witten testinony and data shall be
clearly defined in the notification of the
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public neeting. The newspaper notification
shal | appear at |east two weeks in advance of
any public hearings on a proposed school
closing. The Board reserves the right to
solicit further input or to conduct further
hearings if it considers them desirable.

(9 In mking its decision, the Board shall take
into account the superintendent's
recommendations and the criteria outlined in
this policy.

(10) The final decision of the Board of Education
to close a school shall be announced at a
public session and shall be in witing. The
final decision shall include the rationale
for the school closing and address the inpact
of the proposed closing on the factors set
forth above in this policy. There shall be
notification of the final decision of the
| ocal board of education to the community in
t he geographic attendance area of the school
proposed to be closed and school or schools
to which students will be relocating. The

final decision shall include notification of
the right to appeal to the State Board of
Educati on.

(11) Except in energency circunstances, the
decision to close a school shall be announced
at |l east 90 days before the date the school
is scheduled to be closed but not |ater than
April 30 of any school year. An energency
circunstance i s one where the decision to
cl ose a school because of unforeseen
ci rcunst ances cannot be announced at | east 90
days before the date a school is scheduled to
cl ose or before April 30 of any school year.

F. Revi ew and Reporting

1

The annual June publication of the Master Plan wll
constitute the official reporting on facility planning.
This docunent will reflect all facilities actions taken
during the year by the Board of Education and approved
by the County Council, project the enrollnent and
utilization of each school, and identify schools that
may be involved in future planning activities.

This policy will be reviewed every three years in
accordance with the Board of Education's policy review
process.
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Policy Hi story: Adopted by Resol ution
Re: YEAR ROUND SCHOCLS

Dr. Vance invited Ms. Ann Briggs, director of facilities

pl anning; Dr. Mary Helen Smth, director of the Departnent of
Student, Community, and Staff Support; and Ms. Nancy King,

presi dent of MCCPTA to cone to the table. He stated that his
recomendati ons on year round education put the issue on the
table for the Board and the community. Some conmunity nenbers
had testified on this issue at the public hearings on facilities.
On Saturday about 15 Montgonery County residents attended the
governor's conference on year round schools in Catonsville. He
believed that the process he was recommendi ng would allow themto
gain the insight they needed on this subject.

M's. Fanconi thought that the conference was very good although
she had started with a negative bias because she had rel atives
who teach in the California school system The conference taught
her that there were a few issues they had to address. The first
was whet her they wanted an exploration of how this mght apply to
Mont gomery County. In order to do this, they would need to
define why they would need to do this. Secondly, they should
assure the community that even though they decided to explore
this, they would not nmandate it. There would be a process

t hrough which the conmunity would come to sone consensus as a way
of addressing shortfalls and educational chall enges.

Ms. Briggs reported that about 300 people representing all 24
jurisdictions attended the conference. There were definitions of
year round education. The first was 180 days but on a different
cycle. The 180 cycle was divided into shorter periods with
vacations interspersed. For exanple, they m ght have nine weeks
in school and then three weeks off. In the single cycle, the
popul ati on stayed together but utilized the buildings all year

Il ong. The other type of year round education consisted of the
sane nunber of days, but the enroll nent was divided into several
groups and groups of students would be in school while other
groups were on vacation. In sone cases it allowed 100 percent
utilization of a classroomrather than having that classroom
vacant for certain portions of the year. The other type of year
round school was where nore days were included in the

i nstructional year, and one of the fornmer state superintendents
had recomended a 200-day school year.

Ms. Briggs explained that people | ooked at year round education
to determ ne whether it could reduce the need to build additional
space and save noney. The other reason for considering year
round education was the feeling that it did offer opportunities
for better education. Half the schools offering year round
education used a single cycle which was done for educati onal
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reasons rather than cost savings. She stated that year round
education could reduce the need to build if they used a
multicycle. It offered better education when there were

i ncreased opportunities. The intersessions offered opportunities
for renmedial work, reinforcenent, and enrichnent.

Educators at the conference expl ained that when they were faced
with the need to reduce capital expenditures there were several
options including double sessions, half day sessions, portable

cl assroons, reopening closed schools, increase class size, new
construction, and year round nulticycle schooling. MCPS had
portabl e cl assroons, had reopened cl osed schools, and had an
active construction process. |If they were going to consider year
round schools, they had to determ ne why they wanted to nmake a
change. Wiat was it they wanted to acconplish? For exanple, did
they only want to save noney? D d they want to reduce
expenditures and al so offer nore opportunity for a better
education? They had to answer the "why" before they got into the
details.

Ms. Briggs showed the Board several charts illustrating how it
was possible to save noney through using buildings on a

mul titrack system She al so showed how three cl assroons could
serve four classes of students. She pointed out that noney saved
fromthe capital programcould be redirected for operating
purposes. In California they had |legislation that returned funds
to districts which had nechani sns for exceedi ng program capacity
by 10 to 15 percent. In Oxnard district, individual schools were
recei ving $100, 000 for operating purposes.

The task force would have to | ook at issues related to child
care, options for year round school, extra curricular activities,
student perfornmance, support services, organi zing school s,
educational facilities including air conditioning and

mai nt enance, public awareness, operating budget cost benefits,
famly, enploynent opportunities, staff devel opnent,

i ntersessions for education, curriculum and case studies. Dr.
Cheung woul d add the community use of schools to this list. M.
Briggs noted that in Florida they took two years before they

i npl enented a pilot program

M's. Fanconi indicated that she had lots of materials fromthe
conference and would share themw th staff. She had | earned
there were start up costs of about $40,000 to $60, 000 per school,
and this was without air conditioning. This includes a position
for | eadership, staff devel opnent costs, teacher storage units,
and student storage units. They needed to have conputer-assisted
regi stration, and they needed to retrofit schools wth air

condi tioning, storage cabinets, and heavy duty exhaust fans for
kitchens. The MCPS kitchens were not air conditioned, and they
woul d need additional fans. Florida started wwth a five-year
pl an on building schools, and they found they woul d not be able
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to build as many as they needed. They then |ooked at year round
school s and doubl e sessi ons.

M's. Fanconi reported that year round school would give them an
opportunity to go to an extended year calendar. Wth state
funds, Florida was able to run intersessions that were renedi al
and enrichnent activities. There was an opportunity for extended
day prograns. A school systemin Tennessee | engthened the school
day by providing activities including day care, recreation, and
instruction. The children were in the building from6 a.m to 7
p.m The system cut back on transportation by requiring parents
to bring their children to school, and they charged a fee for
parents who could not transport their children. In South O ange
County, they saved $63 million by building only three of the 12
el ementary schools they needed for capacity. They sponsored
legislation to transfer the savings into their operating budget
and bought hardware and technol ogy. They al so used the

el enentary noney to provide construction funds for secondary
schools. She commented that the purpose of school was to help
children learn, and it would be critical to evaluate the

achi evenent |evels. She said that one superintendent in
California had reported that for limted English speakers, |ow

i ncome students, students with high nobility, and at risk
students year round education was a nuch better education. He
indicated that his test scores had gone up over three years.

Dr. Vance renmarked that Orange County had a student popul ation

cl osely approxi mating the MCPS students. They had revanped their
Chapter 1 and ESOL prograns, and during the intersessions these
youngsters were in school receiving renediati on and accel erati on.

Ms. Genberling stated that she was nore famliar with the
concept of multi-track year round schooling. She had been
surprised to learn that in Orange County of the 42 schools on the
year-round education, only 12 were on the nulti-track. The other
30 schools were on the single track and were Chapter 1 schools
focusi ng on acceleration during the intersessions. During
intersessions, they ran a full six-hour day with speci al

Chapter 1 teachers. They had done attitude surveys with
students, teachers, and parents. |In three years the rate had
gone from 25 percent satisfaction to 75 percent satisfaction for
students and for teachers.

Ms. Cenberling reported that another issue was staff

devel opment. For exanple, if they had master teachers teaching
during the regul ar session, other teachers on intersession could
observe these master teachers, teach, and earn credit for
recertification. This would not be costly to the staff or the
system They al so heard sone very candid i ssues fromprincipals
about the adm nistrative logistics. For exanple, |ockers had to
be reissued at the end of every session. However, there were
sone pluses regarding job training prograns because four students
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could constitute a full-tinme enployee. They found nuch better
cooperation with business. One thing that was clear was that
year round school required a lot of planning. |In addition, there
had to be choice on the part of the famly, the comunity,
students, and the staff in ternms of what type of a schedul e was
sel ected. People had to have ownership in picking their options
which resulted in a much better success rate.

Dr. Rohr commented that he had attended sessions on |ogistics and
budgets. In regard to food services, they had to consider howto
handl e kitchens that were not air conditioned. There were
concerns about revenue bal ancing year-1long | abor costs. There
wer e concerns about 10-nonth enpl oyees who did not want to becone
12-nmont h enpl oyees. Transportation had been described as a

| ogi stical nightmare because they had to keep nei ghborhoods and
famlies on the sanme system There was an initial savings on not
havi ng as many buses, but the mai ntenance costs went up
significantly because of the extra use of the buses. For

el emrentary schools, the operating budget costs went up, but this
was offset by a reduction in capital costs. However, under
current law in Maryland, they mght find their operating costs
goi ng up but another agency would get credit for capital costs
going down. A rule of thunb that was given was that a school had
to be 15 percent above capacity before it started to pay for
itself on a multi-track system

Ms. King reported that she had attended the workshops on child
care and the famly. The day care people had before and after
school progranms, and students on intersession were taken by bus
to a recreation area to spend the day. The day care people
changed their prograns with the seasons, and it was a positive
experience. Ms. King said there were a few questions that did
not have positive answers. For exanple, what happened to the
famly wth a child in elenentary school, a child in mddle
school, and a child in high school? Al three children could be
on the sanme track, but it wasn't necessarily the sanme track as
their friends in the neighborhood. There was the issue of team
sports and what would be done with a football player whose
intersession was in the mddle of the season. Another issue was
funding day care for people who could not afford it. There was
the issue of finding day care for the intersessions. She

i ndicated that participants tal ked about how successful the
programwas in elenentary school, but when asked about high
school, it was the consensus that scheduling was a ni ght mare.
This left her with some concern about progranm ng in the high
school

Ms. CGordon asked if the all-day session had changed the
superintendent's proposal for Mntgonery County. Participants in
t he session had tal ked about the need for planning, and the
superintendent had suggested a pilot for next year. Dr. Vance
replied that he was holding fast in his recommendati on to appoi nt
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a task group to initiate that process. As a consequence of that,
he woul d bring forth a nodified tinme schedul e or reconmendati ons
to drop the idea all together

Ms. King commented that when participants tal ked about day care,
it was alnost as if the famly would be out of this because
children would be in school all of the tine. She stressed that
they had to keep in mnd that the famly was a very inportant
part of this process and that schools and day care could not fil
that need. It concerned her that they wanted to fill children's
lives wth school because children had to have sone off tinme when
they were not in a structured activity.

M. Ewing remarked that the nore he | earned about year round
schooling, the worse it sounded. He was very concerned that they
m ght forward a grant application within the next 60 days because
this would be viewed in the community as a firmcommtnment to
nove ahead with this. He could not imagine doing this w thout
public hearings, detailed estimates of savings and investnents, a
commtnent fromthe Council to nmake the initial investnents, a
full-blown plan, and an inpact analysis. It was unreasonable to
expect the Board and the conmunity to go forward with this for
just $100, 000 which would pay for at npbst a couple of schools.

It was a proposal by a | ame duck governor who didn't know nuch
about educati on.

It seened to M. Ewing that at nost the Board ought to take anple
time and make sure there would be real noney fromthe state and
county. They should not get caught up in sonething that would
cause them endl ess woe fromthe public and a vast anount of work
on the part of the staff. He could not see a payoff in either

dol lars or an educational advantage. Rising test scores did not
prove that year round education was the sole cause or even the
maj or cause. He said there were advantages to extending the
school year which would be a lot sinpler. He thought that there
were far too many questions for the Board to commt itself to
this at this juncture. Wile he would not support this, he would
support only a continuing exam nation. He pointed out that the
burden of inplementing this would fall on central office
personnel and school principals, and both were severely

over burdened. He would guess that it would take nore

adm nistrative staff to manage this, and they were already thin
in adm ni stration.

Ms. Qutierrez stated that she had an opposite view. She had
l[ived in many countries with different educational nodels, and
she had seen the benefits of these nodels. |In her mnd it was
not a problemto be |ooking at sonething other than the current
agrarian nodel of education. She thought today's presentation
had been valuable. It seenmed to her the conference was very well
organi zed and provoked a | ot of thinking. As |eaders of a
prem er school system the Board could not take a position of
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"prove it to nme and then we'll try it." There was evidence that
this was an opportunity for students to get a better education.
While there were many questions, they could not answer themif
they did not begin to |l ook for some answers. A pilot would be an
initial effort to nove forward to see how this would work in

Mont gonery County. They m ght cone to the conclusion that it was
not a workable nodel in Montgonmery County. She agreed with M.
Ew ng's warnings that they should not go into this blindly. They
shoul d recognize that it would take a lot of effort and that
commtnents were needed. The inplenentation plan would permt
themto study the issue the first year, the second year woul d be
a continuation of planning, and the third year a smal

i npl enmentation of the program She thought this was a very
prudent approach. Her point was that year round schools did have
the potential to offer opportunities for inproved educati onal

achi evenment for their students. As a Board nenber, she was
obligated to support this, to pursue the concept, and to
understand better what it could nmean for Montgonery County.

M's. Fanconi had spoken to a day care representative who thought
one of the first questions would be about day care and that MCPS
should work very closely with the child care comunity. The day
care providers had to understand the inplications of year round
school. The day care representative thought year round schools
woul d be better because the cal endar would be set for the whole
year and woul d not change every year. She thought that if the
Board went forward with the task force, they ought to talk to the
Counci | about sone extra noney for staff. R ght now, MCPS did
not have enough staff to do this.

In regard to M. Ew ng's questions about the grant, Ms. Fancon
said she was very di sappointed about the RFP. Wile it had been
stated that the grant could be used for study, it was not
apparent fromthe RFP. She was not willing to be on the
governor's tineline because it would take nore tine if MCPS
wanted to do this.

M's. Brenneman stated that the nore she read about this, the nore
concerns she had. Their main goal was to inprove education, but
this woul d take planning time on the part of principals,

teachers, and staff. She wondered how many dollars this would
cost which m ght be used to reduce class size. She wondered what
this did to existing policies because sone of them m ght be in
conflict. She would want discussions and public hearings because
the community would need to buy into this. She would be willing
to support a commttee, but she did have sone real reservations.

Ms. Gordon commented that she valued the tinme of sumrer break
because she enjoyed this as a parent. Therefore, she was com ng
at this with a negative feeling; however, she thought that this
was sonething they had to consider and study. She did not think
they had to buy into it just because they studied it. She did
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not want to rush into this; however, she knew that the state
tended to conme up with an idea and inplenent it for everyone.
Therefore, she would hope that Montgonmery County woul d | ook at
how they mght inplenent it for MCPS and rely on the state to
tell themhowto do it.

Ms. Gordon said she was skeptical about pilot that would be in
pl ace for the next school year given the information that it
woul d take a lot nore tine. It would take tinme to educate the
system parents, and the greater comunity. For exanple, how
woul d this inpact on internship progranms, summer jobs, and sumrer
activities? How would the I1CB be involved in this? She thought
they had to keep in mnd the education issue, not the noney
issue. |If they found they could save noney but educationally it
was not better, she thought they needed to stop. However, she
agreed that they had to explore all the possibilities. She did
not necessarily think the way they delivered services right now
was the best way, and she thought this was an opportunity for
themto |look at a different way of delivering services. This
woul d al so be an opportunity to | ook at delivery of services at
the secondary |evel. For exanple, an intersession mght be an
opportunity for community service and internships. However, she
did not want to see students booked into things at every

I nt ersessi on because students needed sone unstructured tine.

Ms. Baker expressed her agreenent with Ms. Gordon's renarKks.
She did support |ooking into year round school. She pointed out
that sonme students had to have sumrer jobs to pay for college,
and students travell ed abroad for educational reasons. Sone
students took sunmer courses for college credit. A lot of
students worked in sumer canps. She did agree that this was
sonething they had to | ook at.

Dr. Cheung expl ained that Board nenbers had expressed his views.
The nost inportant thing was to | ook at educational and
instructional reasons. He pointed out that construction costs
were one time, but operating costs were continuous. He agreed
that they needed to be creative and | ook at various ways to

i nprove what they were doing. They needed a plan to plan. There
wer e many unanswer ed questions, and they needed to proceed very
cautiously. He thanked the staff and Ms. King for the

i nformati on they provided the Board.

M. Ewing stated that he did not want the session to end with the
notion that those who were not pleased wth year round schooling
wer e somehow conservatives not interested in innovation. He felt
that this was not an innovative idea because it had been around
for over 30 years. There was plenty of evidence about it but not
very much proof. He cautioned the Board to keep in mnd that a
little over a year fromnow t he governor woul d be gone and the
state superintendent m ght be gone. The new governor would
probably have a totally new agenda for the Maryland State
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Depart ment of Education which m ght not include year round
school s.

Re: BQOARD/ SUPERI NTENDENT COMMENTS

1. M. Ewing comented that he was concerned a matter that cane
up earlier in the evening during Public Comments on the Board's
position on health clinics. He had checked the record, and the
Board had agreed to send a letter to the state superintendent.

It also agreed that the letter should say that the Board had not
taken an official public position on this matter. This was not
what the public was being told. He thought they needed to
correct this matter. The Board agreed to support a letter
endorsing the concept, but the Board did not take a public vote.
| f Board nenbers wanted to put the Board on record, it would take
a new business item He thought it inportant that the record of
what the Board did be reflected in what they were saying.

2. M. Ewing reported that tonorrow they would be voting in the
capi tal budget including year round schools. He urged the Board
to think carefully about the matter of what was needed versus
what it was that spending affordability would allow. He
suggested they had to figure out a way to convey to the County
Council and the county executive that spending affordability
limts did not allow for a budget that net real needs and to |i st
for them what woul d neet the needs of MCPS. He would guess it
woul d take another $120 million over the next six years to neet

t hose real needs.

3. Dr. Cheung indicated that |last week he had net with sone
school board nenbers fromthe greater netropolitan area. This
nmeeting had been called by the District of Colunbia, and its
purpose was to share informati on anong the various jurisdictions
concerni ng the budgetary process and probl ens faced by vari ous
jurisdictions. He thought it was a very worthwhile neeting and a
nice forum for exchange of information

RESOLUTI ON NO. 832-93 Re: CLOSED SESSI ONS - DECEMBER 1 AND
14, 1993

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Brenneman, the foll ow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

VWHEREAS, The Board of Education of Montgonmery County is

aut hori zed by the Education Article of the Annotated Code of
Maryland and Title 10 of the State Government Article to conduct
certain neetings or portions of its neetings in closed session;
now t herefore be it
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Resol ved, That the Board of Education of Montgonery County hereby
conduct a neeting on Decenber 1, 1993, at 7:30 p.m to discuss
contract negotiations; and be it further

Resol ved, That the Board of Education of Montgonery County hereby
conduct a portion of its neeting on Decenber 14, 1993, at 9 a.m
to discuss personnel matters, matters protected frompublic

di scl osure by law, and other issues including consultation with
counsel to obtain legal advice; and be it further

Resol ved, That the neeting on Decenber 14, 1993, continue at
noon; and be it further

Resol ved, That these neetings be conducted in Room 120 of the
Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville, Mryland, as
permtted under Section 4-106, Education Article of the Annotated
Code of Maryland and State Governnment Article 10-501; and be it
further

Resol ved, That such neetings shall continue in closed session
until the conpl etion of business.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 833-93 Re: M NUTES OF OCTOBER 12, 1993

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of M.
Qutierrez seconded by Ms. Gordon, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the m nutes of COctober 12, 1993, be approved as
corrected.

M's. Fanconi assuned the chair.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 834-93 Re: M NUTES OF OCTOBER 25, 1993
On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Dr.
Cheung seconded by Ms. Brenneman, the follow ng resolution was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the m nutes of QOctober 25, 1993, be approved.
Dr. Cheung assuned the chair

RESOLUTI ON NO. 835-93 Re: M NUTES OF NOVEMBER 11, 1993
On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of M.
Baker seconded by Ms. Gordon, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the m nutes of Novenber 11, 1993, be approved.
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Re: REPORT ON CLOSED SESSI ON - NOVEMBER
9, 1993

On Cct ober 25, 1993, by the unani nous vote of nenbers present,
t he Board of Education voted to conduct a closed session on
Novenmber 9, 1993, as permtted under Section 4-106, Education
Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland and State Government
Article 10-501.

The Montgonery County Board of Education net in closed session on
Tuesday, Novenber 9, 1993, from9 a.m to 10:10 a.m and from
1:10 to 1:35 p.m The neetings took place in room 120 of the
Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville, Mryl and.

The Board of Education nmet to discuss the personnel nonthly
report. The vote on the report was confirnmed in open session.
Dr. Vance updated the Board on a principalship situation. The
Board reviewed the | egal services report.

The Board al so di scussed the purchase of additional |and at an

el ementary school and agreed to give staff authority to negotiate
for the land. The Board al so discussed a recent informal offer
fromthe owners of potential school site. Dr. Vance reported

t hat he had appeal ed the decision not to permt the Wiitman girls
track teamto participate in the state chanpionship. The Board
di scussed construction costs and | egal fees wth counsel. The
Board al so revi ewed appeal s and voted on T-1993-29 and 1993-24.
These votes were confirnmed in open session.

In attendance at the closed session were Stephen Abrans, Mlissa
Bahr, Carrie Baker, Fran Brenneman, Al an Cheung, Blair Ew ng,
Carol Fanconi, Phinnize Fisher, Katheryn Genberling, Bea Gordon,
Zvi Greismann, Ana Sol CGutierrez, D ck Hawes, Marie Heck, Jeff
Krew, Elfreda Massie, Brian Porter, Philip Rohr, Roger Titus,
Paul Vance, WIlliam Wl der, and Mary Lou Wod.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 836-93 Re: COW TTEE COWVPGCSI Tl ON

On notion of Ms. CQutierrez seconded by M. Ew ng, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education request the superintendent
to work with Board staff and Board nenbers to revi ew and enhance
the process for identifying, recruiting, and maintaining a source
of interested candidates to our advisory conmttees in order to
ensure broader multi-cultural, multi-racial, and nulti-ethnic
representation of the many diverse cultures of our students and
our parents.
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RESOLUTI ON NO. 837-93 RE: BCE APPEAL NO 1993-24

On notion of Ms. Fanconi seconded by Ms. Gordon, the foll ow ng
resol uti on was adopted unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education adopt its Decision and
Order in BOE Appeal No. 1993-24, a tuition matter

Re: | TEM OF | NFORVATI ON

The Board received an Update on Issues Related to Serious
Enotional Di sturbance (SED) as an item of information.

RESOLUTI ON NO. 838-93 Re:  ADJOURNVENT

On recommendation of the superintendent and on notion of Ms.
Fanconi seconded by Ms. Gutierrez, the follow ng resol uti on was
adopt ed unani nously by nenbers present:

Resol ved, That the Board of Education adjourn its neeting at
11: 10 p. m

PRESI DENT
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