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Executive Summary 

British Columbia school districts are required by the Ministry of Education and Child Care 
(MECC) to maintain an up-to-date Long-Range Facilities Plan (LRFP) to demonstrate that school 
district facilities are managed effectively, economically and efficiently to meet educational 
goals.  LRFPs are guidance documents that identify facility needs and opportunities from a 
district-wide perspective.      

A LRFP includes analysis of past, current and forecasted student enrolment; facility capacity 
utilization; facility condition assessments; vision and strategic planning principles; evaluation of 
options; and recommendations.  The intent of an LRFP is to present current data, provide a 
strategic framework and direction for the management of school district assets, and to validate 
priorities in the school district’s annual Five-Year Capital Plan submissions.     

Rocky Mountain School District (the District) owns and operates schools and other support 
facilities, including three alternate schools, in the communities of Golden, Nicholson, 
Edgewater, Invermere, Windermere, Canal Flats, Marysville, and Kimberley.  The District 
consists of three distinct zones – Golden Zone, Windermere Zone, and Kimberley Zone.   

This LRFP provides an update to the District’s 2017 Long Term Facilities Plan.  It includes current 
data about the District’s enrolment and facility condition, as well as a review of the status of 
recommendations from the 2017 Plan.   

The District’s school asset inventory is quite old relative to other school districts across the 
province.  The facility condition index for the District is currently below the provincial average 
however condition assessment data shows that the District is maintaining its facilities very well, 
despite their age.  The District has not had a new or replacement school built in more than 30 
years, since David Thompson Secondary School in 1994 (note that McKim Middle School 
received a major renovation in 1999, although this was not considered a full replacement).  
New facilities help bring up the average facility condition index considerably and reduce the 
annual costs of required maintenance.  

Overall, the District’s total enrolment has been reasonably stable in recent years and is 
generally projected to remain stable or even decline slightly in the coming ten years.  With no 
significant enrolment growth projected, no net new school facilities are expected to be 
required in the next ten years.  However, school additions or replacements at a larger capacity 
may become necessary to address growth in specific local cases.  It is important to monitor 
enrolment annually and respond with capital project requests accordingly.  Importantly, no 
school closures or reductions in school capacities are recommended over the next ten years.   
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Summary of Recommendations 

1) Confirm operating and long-range facilities planning principles. 
 

2) Use the Long-Range Facilities Plan as a strategic framework and support document for the 
District’s annual five-year capital plan submissions. 
 

3) Continue to maintain a comprehensive five-year plan for minor capital projects to 
accommodate the highest priority facility maintenance needs of the District. 
 

4) Continue to request increased capital funding for the Ministry’s Replacement and Major 
Renovation capital programs, particularly for rural districts that are unable to access funding 
from the Expansion and Seismic Mitigation programs. 

 
5) Do not consider any school closures. 

 
6) Pursue opportunities for capital funding for Nicholson Elementary, Edgewater Elementary 

and Martin Morigeau Elementary under the Rural District Program.  
 

7) Conduct a comprehensive research study of catchment areas and grade configuration options 
for all three zones, including detailed costs and benefits.   

 
8) Continue to make Eileen Madson Primary School a top priority for replacement in the 

District’s annual capital plan submissions to the Ministry.  
 

9) Continue to make Selkirk Secondary School a top priority for major renovation in the 
District’s annual capital plan submissions to the Ministry.  
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I. LONG-RANGE FACILITIES PLANNING 

A. Purpose and Process 

LRFPs are meant to guide capital planning decisions, to validate annual capital plan requests to 
the Ministry, to provide high-level facilities information to students, staff, and the public, and to 
generally support a long-term vision for the management of school district buildings and land.   

Among other things, the LRFP considers: 

 High-level Educational Programming and Future Needs 
 Demographics, Facility Capacity and Utilization 
 Facility Condition and Maintenance Requirements 
 Staff Housing Requirements 
 Community Partnerships 

The last LRFP completed by the District was in 2017.  This LRFP Update has been developed to 
include up-to-date information and data about enrolment and facility condition, and other details 
required to make sound capital planning and investment decisions.  The process includes 
extensive research, discussions with District staff, meetings with municipal officials, and 
opportunities for public input and feedback. 

 

B. Guiding Principles 

The Ministry’s 2024/25 Capital Plan Instructions document requires boards of education to 
develop and maintain a comprehensive LRFP to “guide board of education decisions regarding 
capital asset management and capital plan submissions, both in terms of facility operations and 
educational programming.”  A school district LRFP most commonly uses a ten-year planning 
horizon and must account for the unique circumstances of the school district now, and into the 
future.   

Project requests in a school district’s Annual Five-Year Capital Plan submission to the Ministry 
should be supported by the recommendations and findings of an up-to-date LRFP.  Although a 
LRFP is not required to be submitted as part of the Annual Five-Year Capital Plan submission, the 
Ministry may request that a school district reference relevant sections of the LRFP to inform the 
Ministry’s capital plan review process.    

A LRFP is not meant to simply identify capital projects that are needed in the school district the 
way an Annual Five-Year Capital Plan does.  Rather, a LRFP is a comprehensive planning tool that 
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covers a longer time frame (usually ten years) which describes how the board of education plans 
to manage existing facilities and identifies any new facilities required to accommodate enrolment 
growth.  

This 2024 LRFP adheres to the Ministry’s Long-Range Facilities Plan Guidelines, and generally 
follows the principles and categories of the District’s 2017 Long Term Facilities Plan: 

• Educational Programs  
o Facility planning is driven by students needs and in the best interests of students 
o Program opportunities are provided where there is sufficient and adequate 

demand, space, equipment, and sustainability  
 

• Financial Responsibility 
o The LRFP will conform to legislative requirements and the values of the District 
o Obtain the best possible value for money 
o Strive for equality in programs and facility conditions across the District 
o Encourage minor capital projects that reduce operating costs 

 
• Capacity Utilization 

o Optimize the use of school space as much as possible 
 

• Grade Configuration and School Transitions 
o While maintaining flexibility to manage local circumstances, the desired grade 

configuration will be: 
 Elementary = K-7 
 Secondary = 8-12 

 
• Facility Renewal and Facility Reconfigurations 

o Within the funding available, continue to renew and remodel schools so that 
students, teachers, and staff have healthy, functional, and safe facilities 

 
• Community and Municipal Relationships and Partners 

o Continue mutually beneficial community partnerships, including child care 
projects 

 
• District Support Facilities 

o Continue to maintain District Administration and Operations facilities that enable 
staff to properly support schools 

  

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/education/administration/resource-management/capital-planning/long-range-facilities-plan-guidelines.pdf
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C. Rocky Mountain School District’s 2017 Long Term Facilities Plan 

This 2024 LRFP follows on the Long-Term Facilities Plan (LTFP) completed in 2017.  The 2017 LTFP 
included various recommendations, as well as an implementation schedule.  See Appendix A for 
a detailed review and status of the 2017 recommendations, which were grouped within the 
following four categories:   

 Zone and School Specific Recommendations 
 Alternate Programs and Learning Services Recommendations 
 District Support and Administrative Facility Recommendations 
 District Wide/Administrative Recommendations 

Some of the Zone and School Specific recommendations from the 2017 LRFP were focussed on 
a potential conversion of all elementary schools to K-7 in a move away from the current primary 
(K-3 & 4-7) school model.  A move to a comprehensive K-7 & 8-12 grade configuration in any of 
the three zones was not pursued, as the proposed changes were not well supported by parents.  
There were a variety of other recommendations, with several of these centred on facility 
condition and potential renewal or replacement projects. 

Alternate Programs and Learning Services recommendations dealt with international Education 
Program Administration and Learning Services Accessibility.  These have generally been 
addressed and are ongoing.    

District Support and Administrative Facility Recommendations were specific to the Golden and 
Kimberley facilities, where some items have been addressed but other work is ongoing as will 
take time.   

District Wide/Administrative recommendations from the 2017 LTFP fell into the following sub-
categories: 

• Board Governance and Policy Related to Program Development Review and Change 
• Disposal of Property 
• Facility Renewal 
• Enrolment Projections 
• Catchment Area Review 
• Catchment Area Map 
• School Capacity Review 
• Community Relationships and Partners 
• Long Term Facility Plan Update 

One of the main points of focus and attention in the 2017 LTFP was the potential for changes to 
the grade configuration and transition years in each of the three Zones.  There are many benefits 
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and cost savings from adopting a K-7 & 8-12 grade configuration model, however there are also 
many risks, costs, and disruptions from such a conversion.   

Some of the benefits of reconfiguring grades include: 

 Students remain in the same school longer with the same cohort  
 Fewer transitions to new schools throughout the students’ K-12 experience 
 Transportation costs are typically reduced 
 More students are able to walk to a neighbourhood school 
 Environmental benefits of more walking and less vehicle transportation – both parental 

transport and District school buses 

Some of the costs of reconfiguring grades include:  

 Capital costs of updating the functionality of the school (e.g., update washrooms, gym) 
 Uncertainty and timing of capital project funding from the Ministry 
 Potential for more split-grade classes, as there will be less students in each grade cohort 
 Possible need to relocate programs (e.g., French Immersion) 
 Disruption to students, parents, and staff during the transition period 

There was extensive public engagement conducted during the development of the 2017 LTFP.  
Full public hearings were held in each of the three zones in the District.  These were well 
attended, and a significant amount of feedback was received from students, parents, and the 
general public.  There was also a comprehensive consultation with trustees, principals, and senior 
management, as well as school and operational staff.   

Given the experiences and decisions of the 2017 LTFP, and the costs/benefits of making changes, 
this 2024 update does not recommend any changes to the current grade configuration.  Although 
there are potential benefits to a K-7 & 8-12 model, the costs and other risks continue to outweigh 
the potential benefits in the District.  This is something that could be reconsidered at a later date, 
possibly in conjunction with a replacement and/or expansion project (e.g., at Eileen Madson 
Primary School), and possibly in one zone at a time rather than all three at once. 
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II. SCHOOL DISTRICT OVERVIEW 

A. About the School District 

The Rocky Mountain School District (the District) serves the education needs of approximately 
3500 students in eastern BC, from Kimberley in the south to just beyond Golden in the north (see 
Figures 1 and 2).  The District runs along the Columbia River valley and into the Kootenay River 
Valley in eastern British Columbia.  The District operates a total of 18 schools including three 
alternate schools and one online school in three zones – the Golden Zone (including Nicholson), 
Windermere Zone (including Edgewater, Invermere, and Canal Flats) and Kimberley Zone 
(including Marysville).   

 

Figure 1 – Map of the District within BC 
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Figure 2 – Map of the District Boundaries  
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B. District Vision, Mission, Values 

 

Limitless potential 
 

 

To support, nurture, and empower each student 
 

 

Relationships: Connections with the land, self, and others 
develops compassion, safety, and well-being 

Equity: Support and opportunity to reach potential 

Integrity: Honesty and responsibility in respect and care for 
others 

Innovation: Courageously pursue continuous growth 

Curiosity: Seek to understand 
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C. District Programs and Achievement 

 

1) Distance and Remote Learning  
Rocky Mountain Distributed Learning (RMDL) provides a variety of online learning opportunities 
that meet the BC Ministry of Educations curricular outcomes. RMDL offers: 

• Individual online courses to support students in Grades 10 – 12 
• Full-time Kindergarten to Grade 9 Learn at Home program  
• Continuing Education studies to support adult learners 

The programs include personalized approaches to learning and regular connection with staff at 
campuses in Golden, Invermere and Kimberley.  Teachers are connected with and support 
students using a variety of tools. One of the key pieces of software used in the district is the 
Microsoft Education Suite.  All students in the District are issued an email and schools can help 
students with email addresses and passwords if you experience login issues. Another key District 
resource is a district portal and portfolio solution.  

 

2) French Programming 
The District offers three different French programming options: 

Elementary Core French 

A basic second language program intended to enable students to communicate purposefully in 
French and develop an openness to cultural diversity. The program is available in elementary 
schools at the Grade 5 – 7 level offering approximately 100 minutes of instruction per week. 

Intensive French 

An intensive French language acquisition program involving a period of intensive exposure to 
French (80% of one half of the Grade 6 year and 20% for the remaining half). The program 
continues with strong French instruction in the following years. 

The District offers Intensive French at the following schools: 

 McKim Middle School – Kimberley Zone  
 J. A. Laird Elementary School – Windermere Zone  
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French Immersion 

An intensive French language acquisition program with the goal of developing functionally 
bilingual students through teaching most of the curriculum with French as the language of 
instruction. The program is typically offered beginning in Kindergarten (Early French Immersion) 
up to Grade 6 (Late French Immersion).  The District’s French Immersion program is offered 
beginning in Grade 4 and continues through grade 12 graduation with a Bilingual Dogwood 
Certificate. 

The District offers French Immersion at the following schools: 

 Lady Grey Elementary School – Golden Zone 
 Golden Secondary School – Golden Zone   

 

3) Indigenous Education  
The District is on the lands of both the Ktunaxa and the Shuswap people and more than 750 
students in the District identify as having Indigenous or Métis ancestry. There is an Indigenous 
Support Services Program across the District and 15 Indigenous Education Support Workers 
(IESWs) who work with their Principals to develop a Service Delivery Plan each year, a plan 
which connects to the School and District Plans for Student Success, and the Indigenous 
Learning Agreements with the two Bands. The Service Delivery Plan outlines how resources will 
target identified areas of need in that school among the Indigenous student population. 

 

4) District Achievement 
Figures 3 shows Foundation Skills Assessment (FSA) results for the District for Grades 4 and 7.  
The District’s results are mostly at or above provincial averages for BC. Figure 4 shows the 
District’s high school completion rates, which are also above the provincial average. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT LONG-RANGE FACILITIES PLAN – DECEMBER 2024 17 

Figure 3 – District Foundation Skills Assessment Results – Grades 4 and 7 

 

 

 

Source: https://studentsuccess.gov.bc.ca/school-district/006  

 

 

 

 

https://studentsuccess.gov.bc.ca/school-district/006
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Figure 4 – District Completion Rates 

 

Source: https://studentsuccess.gov.bc.ca/school-district/006   

 

D. Community Demographics 

After years of declining enrolment, the overall population of the Columbia-Shuswap and East 
Kootenay Regional Districts have been growing over the past 5 to 10 years.  Census data shows 
an increase of 11% in Columbia-Shuswap Regional District and 9% in the Regional District of East 
Kootenay.   

The population density of the District as a whole is much lower than the relative density of most 
other BC public schools.  These demographics do present specific challenges for the delivery of 
education services, including a higher proportion of students requiring bus transportation than 
in most other school districts.     

Despite the recent growth in the overall population, the school age population remains relatively 
stable, and forecasts for the next 10 years are for continued stability with even a slight decline.  
As shown in Figure 5, the largest cohorts are between 40 and 79, and the highest relative 
population growth is expected in the 70+ age categories.    

Demographics are reasonably similar across each of the three zones used for school district 
organization, analysis, and operations – Golden, Windermere and Kimberley.  A common theme 
is that the proportion of the population in each zone that is school age is projected to decline 
over the ten-year LRFP planning horizon.  This means there is unlikely to be any urgent pressure 
on capacity utilization and that the mean and median age of the overall population of the District 
is increasing.  

 

https://studentsuccess.gov.bc.ca/school-district/006
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Figure 5 – Total Population Projections for the District  

 

Source: Statistics Canada 

 

1) Golden Zone 
The Golden Zone occupies the northern third of the District.  It is situated within the Columbia–
Shuswap Regional District (CSRD) which includes the regions known as the Shuswap Country 
around Shuswap Lake and north of the Okanagan region, the northern part of the Columbia 
Country, namely the "Big Bend" of the valley of the Columbia River from the Town of Golden to 
the historic City of Revelstoke, British Columbia.  The District’s Golden Zone includes the Town of 
Golden and the portion of the CSRD known as Electoral Area A, not Areas B through G that lie to 
the west of Area A. 

The Canada 2021 Census population for the CSRD was 57,021, spread over a land area of 28,929 
square km and a water area of over 2,000 square km. The regional district's offices are in Salmon 
Arm, to the northwest of the Golden Zone.  Figure 6 shows historical population change for the 
Town of Golden, Figure 7 shows total school age population projections for the Golden Local 
Health Area, and Figure 8 shows the population of the Town of Golden by ethnicity. 

 

Figure 6 – Town of Golden Historical Population 

 

Year Total 0-9 10-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 80-89 90+
2022 29,464 2559 2771 2347 3573 3936 3923 5290 3538 1286 241
2023 29,807 2556 2839 2349 3545 4057 3829 5317 3707 1351 257
2024 30,124 2520 2895 2396 3521 4135 3778 5335 3838 1444 262
2025 30,420 2500 2927 2432 3497 4197 3789 5270 4004 1519 285
2026 30,715 2484 2960 2449 3499 4243 3844 5153 4170 1605 308
2027 31,002 2479 2979 2453 3496 4315 3924 5024 4263 1718 351
2028 31,290 2471 2970 2454 3555 4359 3965 4909 4375 1851 381
2029 31,575 2465 2950 2520 3538 4413 4022 4792 4467 1995 413
2030 31,856 2451 2907 2583 3518 4457 4081 4693 4594 2130 442
2031 32,135 2461 2883 2671 3473 4472 4183 4566 4706 2242 478
2032 32,405 2460 2863 2724 3489 4448 4280 4462 4797 2373 509
2033 32,671 2446 2867 2783 3507 4390 4402 4384 4852 2500 540

Growth/Decline
2022 to 2033 3,207 -113 96 436 -66 454 479 -906 1314 1214 299

Year Pop. ±%
1981 3,476 —    
1986 3,584 3.1%
1991 3,721 3.8%
1996 3,968 6.6%
2001 4,020 1.3%
2006 3,811 −5.2%
2011 3,701 −2.9%
2016 3,708 0.2%
2021 3,986 7.5%
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Source: BC Stats 

 

Figure 7 – Population Projections for Golden Local Health Area 

 

Source: BC Stats 

 

Figure 8 – Town of Golden Historical Population Ethnicity 

 

Source: Statistics Canada 

2) Windermere Zone 
The Windermere Zone occupies the central third of the District.  It runs from Edgewater in the 
north, through Invermere and Windermere, down past Fairmont to Canal Flats in at the southern 
end of the Zone.  The Windermere Zone is fully within the Regional District of East Kootenay 
(RDEK), occupying the northern portion of that Regional District.  

Figure 9 shows population change for the communities within the Rocky Mountain School District 
that are part of the RDEK, Figure 10 shows total school age population projections for the 
Windermere Local Health Area, while Figure 11 shows the historical population of the RDEK by 
ethnicity and Figure 12 shows the historical population of the District of Invermere by ethnicity. 

Year K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Total School 

Age
Total All Ages

School Age as 
a % of Total

2023 69 81 86 82 78 66 74 68 73 70 62 58 61 928 7,915 11.7%
2024 75 72 83 83 76 70 64 75 66 69 66 62 64 925 7,993 11.6%
2025 80 77 74 81 77 69 66 62 73 65 67 66 68 925 8,067 11.5%
2026 86 83 79 72 73 70 66 65 61 70 61 68 72 926 8,139 11.4%
2027 77 88 84 77 66 67 67 64 65 59 67 64 73 918 8,211 11.2%
2028 76 78 90 82 72 59 65 66 64 61 57 67 69 906 8,282 10.9%
2029 76 80 80 89 76 65 57 63 64 61 60 57 74 902 8,352 10.8%
2030 76 80 81 79 81 68 62 56 63 63 59 61 61 890 8,422 10.6%
2031 77 80 81 80 73 75 66 60 55 60 61 59 66 893 8,490 10.5%
2032 77 80 81 80 72 66 71 64 60 52 58 61 64 886 8,557 10.4%
2033 78 80 81 78 75 66 63 69 63 58 51 59 65 886 8,622 10.3%
2034 77 81 82 79 73 66 63 62 68 61 55 52 64 883 8,686 10.2%

Pop. % Pop. % Pop. % Pop. % Pop. %
European 3,200 82.05% 2,910 80.95% 3,310 87.68% 3,405 85.66% 3,440 87.42%
Indigenous 330 8.46% 360 10.01% 160 4.24% 255 6.42% 215 5.46%
South Asian 180 4.62% 125 3.48% 200 5.30% 250 6.29% 250 6.35%
Southeast Asian 100 2.56% 40 1.11% 10 0.26% 0 0% 0 0%
East Asian 40 1.03% 140 3.89% 75 1.99% 60 1.51% 25 0.64%
Latin American 10 0.26% 10 0.28% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
African 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 10 0.25% 0 0%
Middle Eastern 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Other/Multiracial 0 0% 20 0.56% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Total responses 3,900 97.84% 3,595 96.95% 3,775 99.06% 3,975 98.88% 3,935 99.17%
Total population 3,986 100% 3,708 100% 3,811 100% 4,020 100% 3,968 100%

2016 2006 2001 1996Panethnic Group 2021
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Figure 9 – Population Change in RDEK Communities within Rocky Mountain School District 

 

 

Figure 10 – Population Projections for Windermere Local Health Area 

 

Source: BC Stats 

 

 

 

 

 

Jurisdiction / Community
2016 Census 

Population
2021 Census 

Population % Change

Canal Flats 668 802 +20.1
Invermere 3391 3917 +15.5
Radium Hot Springs 776 1339 +72.6

Unincorporated Electoral Area F 2726 3521 +29.2
   Fairmont Hot Springs 571 781 +36.8
   Panorama 134 122 -9.0
   Windermere  1092 1511 +38.4

Unincorporated Electoral Area G 1467 1654 +12.7
   Edgewater 613 720 17.5+
   Wilmer 242 242 -

Columbia Lake IR (?akisq?nuk) 140 149 +6.4
Shuswap IR 314 319 +1.6

Kimberley  7425 8115 +9.3

Unincorporated Electoral Area E 1753 1686 -3.8
   Wasa 340 365 +7.4

https://www.rdek.bc.ca/web/pdf/2021_census/PopulationChangebetween_2021and2016Census_years.pdf 

Year K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Total School 

Age
Total All Ages

School Age as 
a % of Total

2023 81 76 92 102 120 107 110 94 102 102 102 94 101 1,283 11,177 11.5%
2024 77 81 77 101 108 123 102 103 87 104 107 103 91 1,264 11,273 11.2%
2025 74 78 88 85 106 110 118 97 96 89 110 111 98 1,260 11,362 11.1%
2026 66 76 80 96 91 109 107 112 89 98 93 112 104 1,233 11,450 10.8%
2027 71 67 80 91 102 94 105 101 104 92 104 94 107 1,212 11,535 10.5%
2028 70 72 70 88 95 105 89 99 93 106 96 105 90 1,178 11,621 10.1%
2029 69 71 76 76 94 98 100 84 93 95 112 99 100 1,167 11,706 10.0%
2030 69 71 75 83 82 96 94 95 78 95 101 113 94 1,146 11,789 9.7%
2031 70 71 75 83 89 84 91 89 88 82 100 103 108 1,133 11,871 9.5%
2032 67 68 74 84 89 92 81 88 83 90 85 101 98 1,100 11,950 9.2%
2033 67 69 73 82 87 90 88 77 83 86 96 86 98 1,082 12,028 9.0%
2034 64 69 71 81 88 91 88 83 71 84 91 98 82 1,061 12,105 8.8%
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Figure 11 – Regional District of East Kootenay Historical Population Ethnicity 

 

Source: Statistics Canada 

 

Figure 12 – District of Invermere Historical Population Ethnicity 

 

Source: Statistics Canada 

 

3) Kimberley Zone 
The Kimberley Zone occupies the southern third of the District.  As with the Windermere Zone, 
the Town of Kimberley and the District’s Kimberley Zone are situated within the RDEK.  It shares 
boundaries with Electoral Area E of the RDEK and the Kimberley Local Health Area.   It includes 

Pop. % Pop. % Pop. % Pop. % Pop. %
European 55,750 86.54% 52,340 88.36% 50,385 90.50% 50,520 92.05% 51,740 92.57%
Indigenous 5,495 8.53% 4,705 7.94% 3,780 6.79% 3,425 6.24% 2,890 5.17%
Southeast Asian 840 1.30% 550 0.93% 285 0.51% 130 0.24% 275 0.49%
South Asian 825 1.28% 355 0.60% 250 0.45% 150 0.27% 300 0.54%
East Asian 780 1.21% 670 1.13% 545 0.98% 485 0.88% 420 0.75%
African 395 0.61% 305 0.51% 165 0.30% 50 0.09% 155 0.28%
Latin American 190 0.29% 145 0.24% 90 0.16% 15 0.03% 70 0.13%
Middle Eastern 25 0.04% 60 0.10% 0 0% 70 0.13% 0 0%
Other 100 0.16% 110 0.19% 145 0.26% 30 0.05% 40 0.07%
Total responses 64,420 97.76% 59,235 98.01% 55,675 98.22% 54,885 98.92% 55,890 99.29%
Total population 65,896 100% 60,439 100% 56,685 100% 55,485 100% 56,291 100%

Panethnic Group 2021 2016 2011 2006 2001

Pop. % Pop. % Pop. % Pop. % Pop. %
European 3,370 88.80% 2,815 87.42% 2,380 88.81% 2,730 94.46% 2,690 95.22%
Indigenous 245 6.46% 210 6.52% 150 5.60% 115 3.98% 120 4.25%
Southeast Asian 115 3.03% 90 2.80% 0 0% 10 0.35% 10 0.35%
South Asian 30 0.79% 25 0.78% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
East Asian 10 0.26% 30 0.93% 80 2.99% 35 1.21% 0 0%
African 10 0.26% 20 0.62% 0 0% 0 0% 10 0.35%
Middle Eastern 0 0% 10 0.31% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Latin American 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Other/Multiracial 0 0% 10 0.31% 0 0% 10 0.35% 0 0%
Total responses 3,795 96.89% 3,220 94.96% 2,680 90.69% 2,890 96.27% 2,825 98.85%
Total population 3,917 100% 3,391 100% 2,955 100% 3,002 100% 2,858 100%

Panethnic Group 2021 2016 2011 2006 2001
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the City of Kimberley, Rural Area E in the RDEK and the unincorporated communities of Premier 
Lake, Skookumchuck, Wasa, Ta Ta Creek and Marysville.   

The 2021 Census indicates a total population of 8,368 in the Kimberley Zone, however BC Stats 
estimates there were 8,398 in 2014. The numbers fell then rose again very slightly between 2011 
and 2015. BC Stats has projected that the annual average growth rate for the total population 
moving forward is estimated to be 0.2% 

The median age in the Kimberley area is 46.8. It is slightly older in the outlying rural areas of the 
zone at 52.3. This indicates a trend towards an aging population and less young families. 
However, if work is available some young families appear to be moving to Kimberley as the 
housing is more affordable than other nearby communities. 

The City of Kimberley is undertaking initiatives to revitalize the city and encourage new business 
and residents to the area through a joint Economic Development Strategy with the City of 
Cranbrook. Discussions with the Planning Department indicate that the competitive advantage 
being marketed for the area has not as yet yielded new business that would cause a spike in 
population. Some new housing development is anticipated to occur in Taylor’s Mill, Forest 
Crowne and infill areas however development and sales are relatively low at this time. 

Figure 13 shows the school age population projections for the Kimberley Local Health Area, while 
Figure 14 shows the historical population of the City of Kimberley by ethnicity. 

Figure 13 – Population Projections for Kimberley Local Health Area 

 

Source: BC Stats 

 

 

Year K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Total School 

Age
Total All Ages

School Age as 
a % of Total

2023 101 101 101 112 111 102 105 114 127 133 127 127 111 1,472 10,717 13.7%
2024 106 102 106 109 113 106 105 107 123 131 147 130 133 1,518 10,858 14.0%
2025 98 106 107 114 109 109 109 107 116 128 144 148 136 1,531 10,992 13.9%
2026 94 97 112 116 115 105 112 114 114 120 140 146 156 1,541 11,125 13.9%
2027 98 94 104 117 115 111 108 115 122 119 131 142 154 1,530 11,256 13.6%
2028 100 98 99 110 119 111 113 112 124 128 130 133 149 1,526 11,387 13.4%
2029 101 99 102 106 111 116 114 117 121 130 138 133 140 1,528 11,517 13.3%
2030 100 99 105 112 108 108 117 119 125 124 140 141 139 1,537 11,646 13.2%
2031 101 103 106 112 111 103 110 122 128 131 135 142 148 1,552 11,773 13.2%
2032 104 103 107 112 114 108 106 111 134 134 142 138 150 1,563 11,898 13.1%
2033 102 103 109 114 114 110 112 110 122 137 145 146 145 1,569 12,021 13.1%
2034 102 102 110 115 117 111 111 114 119 126 150 148 153 1,578 12,143 13.0%
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Figure 14 – City of Kimberley Historical Population Ethnicity  

 

Source: Statistics Canada 

  

  

Pop. % Pop. % Pop. % Pop. % Pop. %
European 7,230 91% 6,665 92.12% 5,930 91.58% 5,725 94.78% 6,115 95.70%
Indigenous 475 5.98% 375 5.18% 395 6.10% 225 3.73% 165 2.58%
East Asian 90 1.13% 95 1.31% 50 0.77% 60 0.99% 30 0.47%
South Asian 45 0.57% 20 0.28% 30 0.46% 10 0.17% 25 0.39%
Southeast Asian 45 0.57% 70 0.97% 0 0% 10 0.17% 15 0.23%
Latin American 40 0.50% 10 0.14% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
African 10 0.13% 10 0.14% 0 0% 10 0.17% 40 0.63%
Middle Eastern 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Other/Multiracial 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 10 0.17% 0 0%
Total responses 7,945 97.91% 7,235 97.44% 6,475 97.34% 6,040 98.39% 6,390 98.55%
Total population 8,115 100% 7,425 100% 6,652 100% 6,139 100% 6,484 100%

Panethnic Group 2021 2016 2011 2006 2001
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III. CAPITAL ASSET INVENTORY  

School districts typically have a variety of facilities in their capital asset inventories.  Boards of 
Education are the legal owners of their assets and hold the responsibility for operating and 
maintaining their facilities.  However, school districts are largely reliant on the Ministry funding 
to operate and maintain their facilities.  There are ways for school districts to raise their own 
funds to maintain or build facilities, but they are mostly one-time (e.g., property sales), or archaic 
and unrealistic (e.g., local taxation by referendum). 

The Ministry has several programs that allocate funding to school districts for facilities.  Some are 
for major projects such as new schools, and others for minor projects such as new boilers.  And 
the Annual Facility Grant (AFG) is allocated by formula which provides school districts with 
flexibility.  A description of the Ministry’s funding programs is included in Section 6.    

Clearly, school facilities are the primary responsibility for a school district, but there are other 
support facilities that are required for a functional and efficient school district.  These other 
facilities may include board offices and other administrative buildings, maintenance facilities, bus 
garages and shops, storage facilities, schools or support facilities that were closed by the school 
district and may be leased or vacant, teacherages and other staff accommodations, etc. 

Following a significant facility and enrolment review in 2001, the District made the difficult 
decision to close seven elementary schools in 2002 due to declining enrolment and low capacity 
utilization. Blarchmont Elementary was also closed in 2006 and Field Elementary was closed in 
2016, which means that a total of nine District schools were closed between 2001 and 2016.  The 
District also traded the Edelweiss Elementary School property in Golden for the old Golden RCMP 
detachment building, which has since been repurposed to accommodate the Golden Alternate 
school.   

 

A. District Schools  

The District has an inventory of 17 school facilities with various grade configurations and situated 
in the three District Zones.  Figure 15 shows the school grade configurations and transitions for 
the District schools (except alternate), by zone.   

• 11 Elementary Schools 
• 3 Secondary Schools (one in each Zone) 
• 3 Alternate Program Facilities (one in each Zone) 
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Figure 15 – District Grade Configurations and School Transitions 

 

 

The distribution of facilities in each geographic region is efficient and serves the needs of each 
zone.  Primary schools are uncommon in BC school districts however the existing grade 
configurations and transitions work well for the District’s circumstances and historical realities.  
The primary school model has some pedagogical benefits, and there are constraints related to 
facilities, funding, and other practical and operational realities that make a move away from the 
primary school model in the District extremely challenging. 

Some District schools are running at or slightly above capacity, but there is surplus space available 
in other schools, particularly in the secondary schools.  Student enrolment and capacity 
utilization is discussed in detail in Section 5.  Historical enrolment from 2006 to 2023, and 
forecasted enrolment up to 2033, is found in Appendix B.   
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ROCKY MOUNTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT LONG-RANGE FACILITIES PLAN – DECEMBER 2024 27 

1) Golden Zone   
There are four schools in the Golden Zone plus Golden Alternate School.  Figure 16 shows the 
grade configurations and school transitions for the zone.   

 

Figure 16 – Golden Zone Grade Configurations and School Transitions 

 

Since 2006 enrolment in the Golden Zone elementary enrolment has remained reasonably stable 
overall, but also at each of the elementary schools in the zone.  Secondary enrolment has 
declined somewhat overall since 2006 but has increased slightly each of the past three years.   

 

2) Windermere Zone 
There are six schools in the Windermere Zone plus Open Doors Alternate School.  Figure 17 shows 
the grade configurations and school transitions for the zone.   

 

Figure 17 – Windermere Zone Grade Configurations and School Transitions 
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3) Kimberley Zone 
There are four schools in the Kimberley Zone plus Kimberley Alternate School.  Figure 18 shows 
the grade configurations and school transitions for the zone.   

 

Figure 18 – Kimberley Zone Grade Configurations and School Transitions 

 

 

B. District Support Facilities  

The District’s Support services are currently accommodated in several locations: 

• The Golden Zone Office & Operations/Works Yard, Golden 
• The School Board Office, Invermere (former school building) 
• The Windermere Operations/Works Yard, Invermere 
• The Kimberley Zone Office & Operations/Works Yard, Kimberley 

 

1) Golden Zone 
 

Golden Zone Office & Operations/Maintenance Building and Bus Garage (Golden) 

The Golden Zone Office / Maintenance Building is located at 14th Street in Golden. It is a one-
storey building with slab on grade foundation, it was constructed in 1963 originally, and it 
currently has a total of 571 square metres of floor area.  The building is in fair condition for its 
age and functionality.  Renewal of the Zone Office & Operations / Maintenance Building can be 
expected to occur over time, as funding can be prioritized by the District.  A new bus garage and 
storage facility were built in 2020.   
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2) Windermere Zone 
 

Board Office (Invermere) 

The District’s board of education office is located at 620 4 St in Invermere.  The facility was 
constructed in 1956, it was closed as a school in 1999, and was it extensively renovated from 
2000 to 2002 to accommodate its current governance and administration services.  The facility is 
home to District administrative staff offices and a board meeting room, as well as an early 
learning program and child care.  The facility is generally in good, functional condition. 

 

Windermere Operations/Works Yard (Invermere) 

The Windermere Operations Building is located at 1302 Industrial Road #1 in Invermere. The one-
storey building with slab on grade foundation was constructed in 2014 with a total of 962 square 
metres of floor space.  The facility is quite new and remains in good condition.  

The Windermere Bus Garage is a single level facility with slab on grade foundation and was built 
in 2014. The Bus Garage contains 488 square metres of floor space.  It provides covered parking 
space for school buses with five sheltered bays and one, enclosed bay.  Also at this site, the 
Windermere Storage Shed is a one-storey building with slab on grade foundation that was 
constructed in 2014 and has a total of 149 square metres of floor space.  The Bus Garage and 
Storage Shed facilities are in excellent condition with no notable requirements.   

 

3) Kimberley Zone 
Kimberley Zone Office & Operations/Works Yard (Kimberley) 

The Kimberley Zone Office is located at 8676 Hwy 95A North in Kimberley. The two-storey 
building with a slab on grade foundation was constructed in 1967 and currently has a total of 465 
square metres of floor space. The building includes administrative offices, a board room, 
reception area, and storage rooms.  The facility is in fair condition, with a large number of 
requirements.   

Also at this site, the Kimberley Maintenance Shop and Bus Garage is a one-storey building 
constructed in 1967 and currently has a total of 2,218 square metres of floor area. It is in fair to 
poor condition.  
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C. Other District Properties 

The District does not currently operate any staff housing facilities, such as teacherages.  However, 
the District does have several facilities that are currently leased to community associations, as 
well as other vacant facilities and sites. Some sites and properties are deemed surplus and may 
have potential for disposal, while others are being held for future educational purposes or 
community use. 

Former Columbia Valley Elementary 

• Located in the south end of the Golden Zone, in the community of Parsons 
• 5 Acres / 1,006 m2 
• Originally built in 1954. Classrooms and some core space replaced in 1996. (Still original 

gym) 
• Closed in 2002 due to declining enrolment and currently vacant. Small portion used for 

district storage 
• Building in fair condition and is planned for sale or community transfer 

Former Radium Elementary 

• Located in the Invermere Zone, in the village of Radium Hot Springs 
• 2.2 acres/771 m2 
• Constructed 1956. Additions in 1958, 1981 and 1992. 
• Closed in 2002 due to declining enrolment 
• 1956 wood frame building in fair condition 
• In 2005 there was a Tenant Improvement completed - $250K interior renovation into 

offices for Parks Canada and new heating system installed. A License of Occupation is 
currently granted to Parks Canada for administration offices, and to the Village of 
Radium for use of the gym and sports field for community recreation services. 

Former Wasa Elementary 

• Located in the Kimberley Zone, near the junction of Hwy 95 & Hwy 95A 
• 5.68 acres / 1,084 m2 
• Opened in 1978. Closed in 2002 due to declining enrolment and currently vacant. 
• The facility is in very poor condition, it is a liability to the District and is in need of 

demolition, possibly under the Ministry’s Rural District Program. 
• The site is subject to a Crown land grant which restricts use of the site to “educational 

purposes,” so the property is not available for sale at market value, rather it must revert 
back to the Crown. 
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 Former Blarchmont Elementary 

• Located centrally in the City of Kimberley 
• 3.2 acres/1,927 m2 
• Opened in 1945. Additions in 1975 and 1987. Closed in 2002. 
• Building constructed in 1945; it is in fair condition 
• Currently a License of Occupation for multiple uses exists: 

o Distributed Learning office and classroom 
o College of the Rockies, Kimberley Campus; lease ending 
o Columbia Basin Alliance for Literacy, Early Learning Program and Strong Start 
o Summit Community Services, Daycare Program 
o City of Kimberley, sports field for recreational services 

J. Alfred Laird Elementary—Mount Nelson Athletic Park 

Although the J. Alfred Laird Elementary school and site is oversize for the needs of an elementary 
school, the site is in full use.  The lands adjacent to the elementary school were acquired many 
years ago for a potential future middle school, but in the interim, a License of Occupation was 
granted to the District of Invermere to develop, operate, and maintain the excess lands for 
recreation and community event purposes. The lands house soccer and baseball fields, a skate 
board park, a field house; including change rooms/washrooms and a concession and a water 
reservoir. These amenities are available for joint use by the school as well as servicing the area’s 
children, youth and families. It is not recommended the tenure of the property change at the 
current time.   

Although a new school is not forecasted to be needed in Invermere over the next ten years, it is 
important for the District to hold the land for future school needs.  With the exception of the 
Mount Nelson Athletic Park lands at J. Alfred Laird Elementary School, the District is not holding 
any other vacant greenfield lands for the purpose of student growth or future school sites.  
However, the District continues to hold several closed school sites that could be required again 
for schools, but not in the planning horizon of this LRFP. 

Properties at Canal Flats Junior Secondary in Canal Flats, Meadowbrook Elementary School in 
Kimberley, and Chapman Camp Elementary School in Kimberley were all sold by the District after 
2002.   
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IV. FACILITY CONDITION 

All public school district facilities in BC are assessed on a rolling five-year basis under a Ministry 
of Education and Child Care contract with VFA Canada Inc. (VFA).  VFA assessors visit each school 
district to conduct a visual inspection of all systems within the educational facilities.  The 
assessments are very detailed and result in a Facility Condition Index (FCI) score.  The FCI 
calculates the cost of requirements in the next five years divided by the total replacement cost 
of the components of the facility.  A score of 0.0 represents a brand new building with no 
requirements within the next five years, while a higher FCI closer to 1.00 represents a building 
that requires significant system renewal and replacement.  The average FCI for all public school 
facilities in BC is approximately 0.44. 

Much of the FCI data highlights what it will cost to replace all of the requirements of a District 
facility. In other words, the FCI reflects the full renewal/replacement cost to restore the life of 
the asset or component to zero.  Depending on the type of facility and usage, an acceptable FCI 
target may vary. An FCI target of <0.10, marked as GOOD, does not necessarily reflect the reality 
of available funding, usage, and facility maintenance issues faced by school districts, and the 
practical reality of replacing building systems even if they are still operating well. Also, aesthetic 
issues that are less than ideal may be acceptable, so efforts are usually made to extend the useful 
life of assets by focussing on items that are critical to building operations and safety. 

A. Ministry Facility Assessment Program 

The broad building systems reviewed in VFA assessments are:  

• Exterior building envelope 
• Interior construction and conveyance 
• Electrical systems 
• Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems 
• Plumbing systems 
• Structure 
• Site 

The results of the building inspections culminate in a detailed report on the condition of each 
school with the key metric being the Facility Condition Index (FCI) which quickly reflects the 
condition on a scale of 0 to 1.00.  FCI is based on the following formula:  

FCI = Cost to Remedy Maintenance Deficiencies / Replacement Value of Facility 
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While the value of the FCI does not reasonably qualify the condition of an individual school 
(such as, “good”, “fair”, “poor” or even “critical”), it does provide a reliable indication as to the 
amount of capital investment that may be required to keep a facility in an acceptable 
operational condition (see Figure 19). This information should assist a board of education in 
determining its long-term maintenance plan and deciding whether necessary building 
component upgrades or replacement – as well as changes in the BC Building Code and BC 
Energy Code requirement - can be managed using its AFG and local capital funds or that capital 
funding should be sought from the Ministry through a Minor Capital Program.  Ultimately, it 
may become more practical and fiscally prudent to request a partial or full replacement. 

The FCI of a facility can be highly dependent on the timing of when certain building systems are 
due to reach the end of their useful life.  In particular, large cost items such as roof 
replacements can cause a facility to have a very high FCI, but as soon as the roof is replaced, the 
FCI score will be reduced substantially.  So, although some entire facilities may appear to be 
reaching the end of their useful life based on their overall FCI, the replacement of a major 
building system will usually extend the useful life of the entire asset. 

 

Figure 19 – FCI Rating Scale 

Rating Condition Remarks 

0.00-0.05 Excellent Near new; meets present and foreseeable future requirements 

0.05-0.15 Good Meets all present requirements 

0.15-0.30  Average Has significant deficiencies, but meets minimum requirements; some 
significant building system components nearing end of normal life-cycle 

0.30-0.60 Poor Does not meet requirements; immediate attention required to 
significant building systems; some significant building systems at end 
of life-cycle 

0.60-1.00 Very Poor Does not meet requirements; immediate attention required to most 
significant building systems; most significant building systems at end of 
their life-cycle 

The District has good preventative maintenance programs in place and the educational facilities 
in the District have been well maintained, especially considering the relative age of the District’s 
inventory.  District staff have maintenance plans in place for the coming years, to ensure that 
they are taking advantage of opportunities for Ministry minor capital program funding.  The 
majority of planned capital investment for the next ten years will be focused on mechanical, 
boiler, electrical and technology upgrades as well as ongoing annual roofing, flooring, painting, 
and both interior and exterior building upgrades and refreshment. 



 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT LONG-RANGE FACILITIES PLAN – DECEMBER 2024 34 

B. District Facility Condition 

The District does not rely on the Ministry’s VFA program as much as some other school districts 
do.  For many years, Rocky Mountain School District has used a different facility management 
software program called Asset Planner by AMERESCO.  This program is well known by District 
staff and is meeting the needs of the District.  Asset Planner is very useful for the day-to-day 
maintenance work requests, capital projects, planning and execution, energy management, asset 
tracking, and year-to-year monitoring and maintaining District facilities.  The District utilizes VFA 
facility condition assessments and inputs facility requirements that have been identified by VFA 
into the Asset Planner project planning module.  Engineering reviews and maintenance 
assessments also populate the project planning module.  As a result, Asset Planner gives the 
District accurate data about current facility needs. 

One of the benefits of the VFA assessment program is that assessments are done across the 
province by the same group of assessors using the same methodology.  This allows for some level 
of comparative analysis between school districts and also between individual facilities.  That 
comparative analysis is particularly useful for the Ministry and the provincial government, but it 
also allows individual school districts to have a general idea of how their schools compare to a 
provincial average, or, if the Ministry makes the data available, to other school district averages 
or even specific schools in other districts.     

Appendix C shows VFA asset condition details for every district facility.  Some schools are due for 
major renovation or replacement due to their age and many building systems reaching the end 
of their lifespan.  With no new school facilities since 1994, the District’s inventory is reaching the 
point where replacement and major renewal projects will be needed.   

Section V describes the Ministry capital funding programs that are available for school districts.  
The funding programs are separated into programs that provide targeted funding for minor and 
major projects.  Minor projects are lower cost (usually less than $1 million), and this funding is 
allocated annually, either by formula or on an application basis.  Major program funding is 
allocated based on specific school district capital plan submission requests to the Ministry in 
several categories (e.g., replacement, seismic, expansion).  The Ministry is the only legitimate 
source of capital funding for school districts, and in order to receive funding for major 
renovations, school districts must have their specific requests approved by the Ministry (the 
approval process for major projects is illustrated in Figure 38).  Section VIII describes the specific 
major projects the District should be prioritizing in their annual capital plan submissions to the 
Ministry.   

Figure 20 shows FCI for District schools, measured at the time of the latest VFA assessments in 
2019.  The average FCI for Rocky Mountain School District facilities was 0.30 which is very good 
compared to the overall average of 0.44 for schools across the province.  Note that the 
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replacement value is the VFA estimate of the cost of replacing the components of the building, 
not the true cost of fully replacing the facility.     

A large proportion of the requirements that were due in 2019 were at the secondary schools, 
which are the District’s largest facilities.  But because of their lower replacement values, there 
were high FCI scores for several elementary schools – in particular Edgewater, Nicholson, Martin 
Morigeau, and Marysville.   

 

Figure 20 – 2019 FCI for District Facilities 

 

Comparing Figure 20 with Figure 21 shows how during the time period between assessments, FCI 
scores increase because over time additional requirements become due in the 5-year FCI 
calculation window (Figure 22 shows the data from Figure 21 in a bar graph).  For example, if in 
2019 a new roof is deemed to be required in 8 years, then that cost is not included in the 2019 
FCI calculation.  However, in 2022 the cost of the new roof will move into the five-year FCI 

Facility Name Facility Type VFA Replacement 
Value FCI Cost FCI

Alexander Park Elementary Elementary School $6,260,378 $1,574,866 0.25

Board Office District Resource Centre Daycare Board Office $3,172,260 $627,969 0.20

David Thompson Secondary Secondary School $17,675,855 $2,693,033 0.15

Edgewater Elementary Elementary School $3,447,011 $1,446,724 0.42

Eileen Madson Primary Elementary School $3,903,154 $1,139,548 0.29

Golden Alternate Secondary School $1,258,637 $50,629 0.04

Golden Secondary Secondary School $14,364,270 $3,507,676 0.24

Golden Zone Office/Maintenance Board Office $1,184,673 $470,560 0.40

J. Alfred Laird Elementary Elementary School $6,228,187 $1,474,703 0.24

Kimberley Alternate Secondary School $1,068,639 $281,740 0.26

Kimberley Maintenance and Bus Garage Maintenance Facility $3,157,765 $1,631,866 0.52

Kimberley Zone Office Board Office $1,023,664 $415,126 0.41

Lady Grey Elementary Elementary School $5,604,534 $942,946 0.17

Lindsay Park Elementary Elementary School $3,898,709 $1,264,431 0.32

Martin Morigeau Elementary Elementary School $2,404,205 $999,125 0.42

Marysville Elementary Elementary School $4,898,261 $2,379,661 0.49

McKim Middle Elementary School $10,458,215 $2,012,671 0.19

Nicholson Elementary Elementary School $3,195,105 $1,425,912 0.45

Open Doors Alternate Education Secondary School $936,767 $264,968 0.28

Selkirk Secondary Secondary School $18,167,321 $8,254,131 0.45

Windermere Elementary Elementary School $4,565,585 $1,650,660 0.36

Windermere Operations Maintenance Facility $2,584,174 $1,361 0.00

School District Total $119,457,369 $34,510,306 0.30
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window which will increase the FCI score substantially.  It is important to note as well that the 
assessment team could return in 2024 and determine that the roof is being well-maintained and 
still has another 8 years remaining, which would again reduce the FCI for that facility even though 
the roof was not actually replaced. 

Another reason for the steep increase could be that VFA is not aware of annual maintenance 
work being completed by the District, or if VFA has not yet updated their database with the work 
orders sent to them by the District.  Annually, District staff send VFA a list of all completed 
projects over $50,000.  If the data is not yet updated, those items will still be showing as 
requirements even though they are complete.  For instance, in the past 5 years there has been 
significant investment in roofing and electrical requirements at Selkirk Secondary School.  If VFA 
has not updated their database to reflect that this work is complete, then the FCI score will not 
have been reduced accordingly and will not be reduced until the next on-site assessments.   

 

Figure 21 –2024 FCI and Age of District Facilities 

 

 

 

 

 

FACILITY NAME FACILITY TYPE ZONE FCI YEAR BUILT RENO DATES
Marysville Elementary Elementary School Kimberley 0.90 1950
Edgewater Elementary Elementary School Windermere 0.85 1957
Eileen Madson Primary Elementary School Windermere 0.82 1982
Kimberley Zone Office Board Office Kimberley 0.79 1967
Martin Morigeau Elementary Elementary School Windermere 0.71 1974
Kimberley Maintenance and Bus Garage Maintenance Facility Kimberley 0.71 1967
Selkirk Secondary Secondary School Kimberley 0.66 1957 1973
Golden Zone Office/Maintenance Board Office Windermere 0.64 1963
Lindsay Park Elementary Elementary School Kimberley 0.64 1953 2002
David Thompson Secondary Secondary School Windermere 0.64 1994
Board Office Board Office Windermere 0.60 1979 2002
Golden Secondary Secondary School Golden 0.59 1991
J. Alfred Laird Elementary Elementary School Windermere 0.57 1964
Nicholson Elementary Elementary School Golden 0.56 1962
Kimberley Alternate Secondary School Kimberley 0.56 1997
Windermere Elementary Elementary School Windermere 0.53 1950
Lady Grey Elementary Elementary School Golden 0.53 1956
Alexander Park Elementary Elementary School Golden 0.53 1963
McKim Middle Elementary School Kimberley 0.46 1988 2002
Open Doors Alternate Education Secondary School Windermere 0.45 1967 2002
Golden Alternate Secondary School Golden 0.37 1977 2014
Windermere Operations Maintenance Facility Windermere 0.12 2014

District Average 0.60 1971
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Figure 22 – Bar Graph of 2024 VFA FCI of District Facilities 

 

 

C. Priorities for District Facilities 

The District Operations Department guides itself by its Purpose and Operating Principles (see 
Figure 23) developed by all Operations personnel in 1997. The Department also has developed 
a series of maintenance and custodial standards, these guiding manuals list the Department’s 
standards and practices for maintaining its facilities (one was also developed for 
transportation). They are used as training manuals for new employees. This vision along with 
the continued focus on it, and the supporting standards and practices, are some of the reasons 
the District’s facilities are kept in such good condition relative to their age.  
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Figure 23 – Purpose and Operating Principles of the District Operations Department  

 

The District must always work within its available budgets for capital maintenance, so it is 
typically most important to focus on immediate needs rather than on the longer-term 
requirements that make up the FCI calculation.  The District keeps an ongoing mid-range 
maintenance plan, and the most pressing requirements for the District are manageable, with 
only two requirements having a base cost estimate that exceeds $100,000.  

The District already utilizes good capital planning practices, by maintaining a mid-range project 
list in Asset Planner.  This includes a listing of projects for the next 2 to 5 years that total 
approximately $5 million to $8 million in value, matching the anticipated funding.  By using the 
mid-range list of projects, the District Operations team is able to focus on the urgent and 
important projects when they develop the current year project plan. The mid-range projects list 
is populated from life cycle required upgrades, energy upgrades, VFA reviews (high priority 
projects), engineer reviews, maintenance input, operations team reviews and changing 
educational requirements.   
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V. STUDENT ENROLMENT & CAPACITY 
UTILIZATION 

A. District-wide Enrolment Projections 

Although there has been some fluctuation, enrolment in the District has remained relatively 
consistent for the past 10 years, at roughly 3,500 K-12 students (public school aged headcount).  
Students are spread fairly evenly across each of the grades, which suggests that there is not a 
statistically significant ‘bubble’ of students currently moving through any of the K-12 grades (see 
Figure 24).   

 

Figure 24 – District Enrolment 2021/22 to 2032/33  
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B. Enrolment Projections by Zone 

Looking at all sources of potential data for population and enrolment, the key outcome is 
stability.  Over the ten-year planning period, enrolment forecasts for all three zones are within 
about +/- 15% from 2023/24 enrolment.    

The forecasts are quite consistent when analyzing across all sources of data including Statistics 
Canada, BC Stats, and District adjusted forecasts.  Looking back at Figure 5, it appears as though 
there may be some moderate growth in the middle and secondary grades, but that the 
elementary grades are stable, perhaps even some decline.  These projections should be reviewed 
by the District annually during the capital planning process and updated thoroughly with another 
LRFP update in 3 – 5 years. 

  

1) Golden Zone 
Overall, enrolment is projected to remain fairly stable in the Golden Zone for the next ten years, 
with perhaps even some decline beginning around 2030, though it is not projected to be a 
considerable decline that would warrant any facilities decisions by the District.  Figure 25 shows 
actual Golden Zone enrolment from 2021/22, with forecasts through to 2032/33 using District 
adjusted data.   

 

Figure 25 – Enrolment Forecast 2021/22 to 2032/33 – Golden Zone  

 

 

2) Windermere Zone 
In the Windermere Zone, enrolment is also expected to be quite stable for the next ten years.  
When looking at the forecasts by school, enrolment is not expected to increase substantially at 
any one of the individual schools in the Windermere Zone either.  Eileen Madson Primary School 
remains a priority because it is over its operating capacity, and the facility has some functional 
constraints due to classroom sizes and some of the other building features. Figure 26 shows 
actual Windermere Zone enrolment from 2021/22, with forecasts of District data through to 
2032/33.   

 

School 2021-2022 2022-2023 2023-2024 2024-2025 2025-2026 2026-2027 2027-2028 2028-2029 2029-2030 2030-2031 2031-2032 2032-2033
Alexander Park Elementary 219 208 190 194 176 180 185 184 181 182 183 182
Lady Grey Elementary 227 227 237 222 229 217 190 194 176 180 185 184
Nicholson Elementary 102 100 85 88 84 83 81 83 85 80 83 83
Golden Secondary 329 350 342 369 391 372 391 361 369 352 336 316
Golden Alternate 20 17 15 9 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 678 694 679 688 706 672 662 637 630 611 604 583
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Figure 26 – Enrolment Forecast 2021/22 to 2032/33 – Windermere Zone  

 

 

3) Kimberley Zone 
As with the other District Zones, overall projections for the Kimberley Zone are for relatively 
stable enrolment over the next ten years.  When looking at the forecasts by school, enrolment is 
not expected to increase substantially at any one of the individual schools in the Windermere 
Zone.  In fact, a small decline is projected for Selkirk Secondary, which may offer some relief as 
the school is operating at capacity.  Figure 27 shows actual Kimberley Zone enrolment from 
2021/22, with forecasts through to 2032/33.   

 

Figure 27 – Enrolment Forecast 2021/22 to 2032/33 – Kimberley Zone  

 

 

One consideration for the District in the Kimberley Zone is the future of the Kimberley 
Independent School (K-7).  If this school closed, it could immediately add approximately 50 
students in grades K-9 to District enrolment in Kimberley Zone.  It is important to stress that there 
is no expectation that Kimberley Independent School will be closing, it is simply the case that 
when an independent school closes, many of the students generally have to be accommodated 
in nearby public schools, especially if there are no other independent school options in the 
community.  Clearly, this can create challenges for a public school district to accommodate a large 
influx of new students, particularly in the short term.   

 

School 2021-2022 2022-2023 2023-2024 2024-2025 2025-2026 2026-2027 2027-2028 2028-2029 2029-2030 2030-2031 2031-2032 2032-2033
Edgewater Elementary 124 126 124 128 135 134 133 136 132 132 132 133
Eileen Madson Elementary 227 225 203 203 192 193 198 196 195 195 196 196
J Alfred Laird Elementary 244 247 234 233 232 217 203 203 192 193 198 196
Martin Morigeau Elementary 70 72 69 74 77 80 80 77 76 74 76 77
Windermere Elementary 150 152 164 163 161 159 160 160 160 158 160 160
David Thompson Secondary 462 496 496 510 514 538 532 520 543 544 520 512
Open Doors Alternate Ed 35 31 29 15 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 1312 1349 1319 1325 1316 1321 1306 1291 1298 1295 1282 1274

School 2021-2022 2022-2023 2023-2024 2024-2025 2025-2026 2026-2027 2027-2028 2028-2029 2029-2030 2030-2031 2031-2032 2032-2033
Lindsay Park Elementary 160 179 168 165 165 153 163 161 160 159 161 161
Marysville Elementary 175 164 184 191 186 194 189 190 190 191 190 190
McKim Middle 426 412 400 383 365 363 352 356 351 347 351 351
Selkirk Secondary 525 535 538 549 570 557 542 509 503 484 473 469
Kimberley Alternate 24 27 24 12 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 1150 1138 1146 1135 1128 1116 1083 1055 1044 1021 1014 1010
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C. Capacity Utilization 

Capacity utilization is the enrolment of a school divided by the capacity of that school.  Capacity 
can be expressed in two ways: 

Design Capacity (formerly Nominal Capacity) is a standard calculation for all school districts in 
BC, based on the number of classrooms in a school.  Ministry K-12 Design Capacities are: 

• Kindergarten = 20 students per classroom 
• Grades 1-12 = 25 students per classroom 

 

Operating Capacity is determined by adjusting the Design Capacity to reflect grade structure and 
classroom student capacity, but then also taking into account the limitations of a school district’s 
collective agreement.   Provincial K-12 Operating Capacities are:  

• Kindergarten = 19 students per classroom 
• Grades 1-3 = 21 students per classroom 
• Grades 4-12 = 25 students per classroom 

Figure 28 shows both Design Capacity and Operating capacities for District schools. 

Figure 28 – District Design and Operating Capacities by Zone 

 

 

School Grades Design Capacity Operating Capacity

Alexander Park Elementary K-3 195 166
Lady Grey Elementary 4-7 270 269
Nicholson Elementary K-7 120 112
Golden Secondary 8-12 550 550

1135 1097

Eileen Madson Primary K-3 170 145
J Alfred Laird Elementary 4-7 225 225
Edgewater Elementary K-7 145 132
Martin Morigeau Elementary K-7 120 112
Windermere Elementary K-7 145 135
David Thompson Secondary 8-12 675 675

1480 1424

Lindsay Park Elementary K-3 170 155
Marysville Elementary K-3 220 200
Mckim Middle 4-7 400 373
Selkirk Secondary 8-12 525 525

1315 1253

Golden Zone

Windermere Zone

Kimberley Zone
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As seen in Figure 29, the District’s total capacity utilization is excellent, operating at roughly 90% 
which is very efficient overall facility utilization.   

 

Figure 29 – Capacity Utilization by School Type in 2021/22 (FTE) 

 

 

Although the overall District capacity utilization is near optimal, Figure 30 shows that some 
schools are operating below capacity while others are operating at or above capacity.  As a result, 
District staff will need to monitor utilization at some schools on an annual basis.  There may be a 
requirement for a portable in the short term, and a request for expansion in the medium term if 
enrolment increases at schools that are already operating over capacity.   Figure 31 shows District 
elementary capacity utilization by zone.   
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Figure 30 – Capacity Utilization by School in 2023/24 

 

 

Figure 31 – Elementary Capacity Utilization by Zone in 2023/24 

 

  

School Grades
Design 

Capacity
Operating 
Capacity

2023/24 
Enrolment

Surplus / 
Shortage

Operating 
Capacity 

Utilization
Classrooms Portables Notes

Alexander Park Elementary K-3 195 166 190 -24 114% 9
Edgewater Elementary K-7 145 132 124 8 94% 6
Eileen Madson Primary School K-3 170 145 203 -58 140% 7 3
J Alfred Laird Elementary 4-7 225 225 234 -9 104% 9 1
Lady Grey Elementary 4-7 270 269 237 32 88% 10
Lindsay Park Elementary K-3 170 155 168 -13 108% 8 2
Martin Morigeau Elementary K-7 120 112 69 43 62% 5 1 Portable attached to school (vacant)
Marysville Elementary K-3 220 200 184 16 92% 9
McKim Middle School 4-7 400 373 400 -27 107% 16
Nicholson Elementary K-7 120 112 85 27 76% 5
Windermere Elementary K-7 145 135 164 -29 121% 6 1 Portable attached to school

TOTAL ELEMENTARY 2180 2024 2058 -34 102% 90 8

Name Grades
 Design 

Capacity
Operating 
Capacity

2023/24 
Enrolment

Surplus / 
Shortage

Operating 
Capacity 

Utilization
Classrooms Portables Notes

David Thompson Secondary 8-12 675 675 496 496 73% 27
Golden Secondary 8-12 550 550 342 342 62% 22 1 Portable for Outdoor Ed Program
Selkirk Secondary School 8-12 525 525 538 538 102% 21

TOTAL SECONDARY 1750 1750 1376 1376 79% 70 1

School Grades
Design 

Capacity
Operating 
Capacity

2023/24 
Enrolment

Surplus / 
Shortage

Operating 
Capacity 

Utilization
Alexander Park Elementary K-3 195 166 190 -24 114%
Lady Grey Elementary 4-7 270 269 237 32 88%
Nicholson Elementary K-7 120 112 85 27 76%

GOLDEN ZONE TOTAL 585 547 512 35 94%

Edgewater Elementary K-7 145 132 124 8 94%
Eileen Madson Primary School K-3 170 145 203 -58 140%
J Alfred Laird Elementary 4-7 225 225 234 -9 104%
Martin Morigeau Elementary K-7 120 112 69 43 62%
Windermere Elementary K-7 145 135 164 -29 121%

WINDERMERE ZONE TOTAL 805 749 794 -45 106%

Lindsay Park Elementary K-3 170 155 168 -13 108%
Marysville Elementary K-3 220 200 184 16 92%
McKim Middle School 4-7 400 373 400 -27 107%

KIMBERLEY ZONE TOTAL 790 728 752 -24 103%
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VI. MINISTRY CAPITAL FUNDING  

The District is responsible for managing the overall maintenance and repair of District facilities, 
as well as the supervision of all new construction activities associated with these facilities.  This 
is done using the District’s operating grant funding, but also from several capital funding grant 
programs provided by the Ministry. These include a general Annual Facility Grant, as well as a 
series of capital grant programs that are designed to address specific areas of facility 
maintenance that District staff apply for annually.   

The Ministry has processes for requesting and receiving capital funding from these various capital 
programs.  Most of them require applications annually through the school district capital plan 
submissions. 

 

A. Government and Ministry Capital Initiatives 

The Government of BC from time to time adopts statutes, regulations, policies, initiatives, and 
other directives or requirements that affect how capital projects are approved, funded, and 
implemented.  These are typically things that are required by all capital ministries (e.g., Health, 
and Education and Child Care) and their respective public sector organizations (e.g., school 
districts). 

Further, specific ministries may adopt policies and initiatives that create requirements for 
capital projects.   

 

1) Mandate Letter 
The Minister of Education and Child Care’s mandate letter from December 2022 includes several 
items that align directly with the District’s needs and priorities, including some that have 
implications for capital funding.  The Minister is directed in the letter from the Premier to 
prioritize several of the following tasks: 

• Continue to work with Boards of Education to ensure all students have the supports they 
need to be successful. 

• To help make sure students are properly fed for learning, expedite work with school 
districts to create more local school meal programs based on district data and priorities, 
and work with the Minister of Agriculture and Food to integrate Feed BC into this plan so 
that districts can include locally grown food. 
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• Deliver targeted investments to help make sure students have the classroom supplies 
they need to succeed, so parents and teachers don’t have to pay the full cost out-of-
pocket. 

• With support from the Parliamentary Secretary for Accessibility, continue providing 
supports to children and youth with disabilities and special learning needs.  

• Continue to invest in new and modernized schools, including focusing on meeting seismic 
requirements, increasing child care spaces, and achieving climate change and energy 
efficiency standards as set out in our CleanBC plan. 

• Work with staff, Boards of Education, teachers, parents, students, and other stakeholders 
to identify and address issues of racism in our education sector.  

• Support the Minister of State for Child Care by working toward universal access to before 
and after school care, continuing to build spaces on school grounds, and finalizing 
development of a capital plan for child care. 

• Work with the Minister of Children and Family Development and support the work of the 
Minister of Mental Health and Addictions to continue our government’s commitment to 
addressing mental health problems early by expanding Integrated Child and Youth Teams 
to 20 school districts. 

 

2) Child Care 
School districts and the Ministry have significant roles to play as the Province implements a 
universal child care program.  Schools will be essential in creating affordable, accessible, and 
inclusive child care spaces, including before and after school spaces. Supporting child care 
workers and educating those who would like to become childcare workers will also be key to 
meeting the needs of urban and rural communities as BC seeks to expand child care services. 

The ChildCareBC New Spaces Fund has two streams that are relevant to school districts. 

The School Age Care on School Grounds funding stream is available to BC School Boards, First 
Nation Schools, First Nation Independent Schools, and Other Eligible Independent Schools 
interested in creating or expanding access to new licensed School Age Care on School Grounds 
spaces through ground-up builds, renovations, and/or the purchase of equipment.  This stream 
was established in 2022/23 and is intended to assist in the creation of licensed school-age child 
care spaces on school grounds through a more streamlined application process.  Additionally, to 
be eligible for the School Age Care on School Grounds stream, the project must fall within the 
maximum cost-per-space threshold of $40,000. Projects above this cost per space are ineligible 
for this stream. 

School districts are also eligible to apply under the Primary Stream if creating other licensed child 
care types as well or instead of School Age Care on School Grounds spaces.   



 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT LONG-RANGE FACILITIES PLAN – DECEMBER 2024 47 

Full eligibility requirements can be found in the Funding Guidelines. 

Key changes to the New Spaces Fund in 2022-23 included:  

• An open intake for applications was implemented for the 2022/23 fiscal year. The intake 
closes when funding runs out or at the end of the funding cycle  

• Maximum provincial funding amounts were removed to support larger space creation 
projects, with prioritization for projects with a cost per space of $40,000 or less  

• Increased priority for projects creating infant toddler child care spaces  
• Increased priority on school age space creation, including a new application stream for BC 

boards of education, First Nation Schools, First Nation Independent Schools, and Other 
Eligible Independent Schools creating new School Age Care on School Grounds licence 
category type  

• Added eligibility for the funding of consulting services incurred up to 12 months prior to 
entering a funding agreement  

• New requirement for projects to include a minimum 10% contingency fund 

The Ministry’s capital funding programs for child care space have not been fully integrated with 
the Ministry’s capital funding programs for K-12 space.  Consequently, child care spaces are not 
fully integrated into this LRFP, despite the fact that the District is actively creating child care 
spaces using programs like the New Spaces Fund.  The District has received project funding under 
this program to provide more and better child care spaces, shown in Figure 32.   

 

Figure 32 – District Child Care Projects 

Name Zone Capacity Status 

Marysville Childcare Kimberley 148 Substantially Complete 

Invermere Childcare Windermere 148 Under Construction 

 

3) Apprentices on Public Projects 
This initiative requires that all new, major infrastructure projects in British Columbia, valued at 
over $15 million ensure that contractors and subcontractors demonstrate they are engaged in 
apprenticeship training and use apprentices on the work site.  Other public sector organizations 
and projects with a total provincial investment less than $15 million are also encouraged to adopt 
best practices, including engaging in apprenticeship training and reporting on the use of 
registered apprentices and trainees. 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/family-and-social-supports/child-care/running-a-daycare-or-preschool/nsf_schoolagecare_guide.pdf
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This initiative is unlikely to have a meaningful impact on the District unless approval is received 
for a new or replacement school, or for a major school renovation project.    

 

4) Wood First Act 
The Wood First Act requires “the use of wood as the primary building material in all new 
provincially funded buildings, in a manner consistent with the building regulations within the 
meaning of the Building Act.”  This only applies to new construction, so as with the apprenticeship 
policy, it would only be a consideration for the District if a large major capital project was 
approved.   

 

5) Accessible BC Act 
Public sector organizations, like school districts, need to be aware of three requirements that 
came into force on September 1, 2022: 

• Establish an accessibility committee 
• Develop an accessibility plan 
• Establish a process for receiving public feedback 

 

Accessibility Committees 

Accessibility committees are intended to help accessible organizations identify barriers to 
individuals in or interacting with the organization, and to advise the organizations on how to 
remove and prevent these barriers. To the extent possible, these committees should: 

• have at least half of their members be persons with disabilities or individuals who 
represent a disability-serving organization; 

• have a membership which reflects the diversity of persons with disabilities in British 
Columbia; and 

• have at least one member who is an Indigenous person. 

 

Accessibility Plans 

Accessibility plans must outline how accessible organizations will identify, remove and prevent 
barriers to individuals in the organization or interacting with it. An accessibility plan does not 
need to be complete or comprehensive at the start. It is intended to be a developing and evolving 
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plan. Accessible organizations must review and update these plans at least once every three 
years. 

In developing and updating an accessibility plan, accessible organizations must consult with their 
accessibility committee and consider the following principles: 

• inclusion; 
• adaptability; 
• diversity; 
• collaboration; 
• self-determination; and 
• universal design. 

The plan, and its focus, will likely be relatively unique to the organization and dependent on its 
mandate. Accessible organizations do not have to submit their accessibility plans to the provincial 
government for review or approval, but organizations should make their plans available to the 
public (i.e. by publishing it on their website). 

 

Accessibility Feedback 

Public sector organizations must establish a process for receiving public feedback to help inform 
accessibility plans and decisions. 

 

Rocky Mountain School District’s Commitment to Accessibility  

The District’s Commitment to Accessibility refers to the degree of ease with which 
people with disabilities can use and enjoy something such as a device, service, or 
place. At Rocky Mountain School District, we are committed to providing an 
environment that is accessible and practical for all members of our diverse 
community. We recognize the importance of conscious planning, design, and effort in 
ensuring that barriers are removed, and accessibility is increased. 

Our School District is committed to working collaboratively with the community to 
provide equitable treatment for people with disabilities in a way that respects their 
dignity. To achieve this goal, we have outlined the following commitments: 

• Engage with staff, community members and people with disabilities in the 
development and review of its accessibility plan. 
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• Ensure that our school board policies and procedures align with the principles 
of accessibility. 

• Improve access to facilities, policies, programs, practices, and services for 
students, staff, parents/guardians, volunteers, and community members. 

• Continually improve accessibility for people with disabilities in our school 
community. 

 

B. Ministry Capital Programs 

The Ministry allocates funding to school districts for the maintenance of assets under several 
different minor capital programs. One of the programs allocates funding to school districts by 
formula, while all others require the school district to submit an application or proposal, and 
then receive Ministry funding approval.   

 

1) Minor Capital Programs 
 

Annual Facility Grant (AFG) 

AFG funding is provided to Districts to be used at their discretion to address repair and 
maintenance priorities at schools to ensure these facilities are safe and functioning well.  The 
AFG is intended to fund the facility projects required to maintain a District’s facilities through 
their anticipated economic life and to prevent the premature deterioration. Each school district 
should have a current maintenance plan that articulates the plan to maintain or improve the 
condition of District facilities within its inventory of capital assets and to allocate AFG towards 
this strategy accordingly. 

The District has had only a small increase to its AFG allocation over the past ten years or so, as 
shown in Figure 33.  This means that as costs have increased, particularly in the past few years, 
the District’s ability to properly maintain its capital assets is seriously compromised.  This 
challenge is exacerbated by the District’s northern, rural and remote location, where the 
availability of goods and services is more expensive.   
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Figure 33 – District Annual AFG Allocations since 2011/12 

 

There are 9 main categories of eligible AFG expenditures: 

 Accessibility upgrades (improvements related to access for persons with mobility issues 
or physical disabilities); 

 Asbestos Abatement (mitigation and/or remediation of asbestos affected areas); 
 Electrical upgrades (improvements or replacements of power supply and distribution 

systems, fire protection systems, and technological infrastructure upgrades to 
accommodate computer and telecommunications networks); 

 Exterior Wall System upgrades (improvements to protect the fabric of the building, 
including exterior painting, window and door replacement, building envelope repair and 
replacement, structural and non-structural seismic mitigation); 

 HVAC upgrades (improvements, replacements or provision of heating, ventilation, and 
air conditioning systems); 

 Interior Construction upgrades (improvements of school facilities related to flooring, wall 
partitions, non-structural upgrades, and the provision of educational programming); 

 Plumbing upgrades (improvements, replacements or provision of washroom and 
plumbing systems, and safe drinking water); 

 Roofing upgrades (scheduled roof replacements and major roof repairs); 
 Site upgrades (site improvements including positive site drainage; repairs to sidewalks, 

parking lots, site access/egress, paved work areas, paved play areas, and play fields; 
repairs, upgrading or replacement of playground equipment; perimeter safety fencing; 
contaminated soil remediation; underground storage tanks removal; sewer or water 
services; underground irrigation systems; traffic safety). 
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School Enhancement Program (SEP) 

The SEP was launched in 2014 to help school districts extend the life of their facilities through a 
wide range of improvement projects, including: 

• Roofing upgrades (i.e., replacement, repair) 
• Exterior Wall System upgrades (i.e., cladding, insulation, windows, building envelope) 
• Interior Construction upgrades (i.e., interior accessibility, flooring, wall partitions) 
• HVAC upgrades (i.e., heating, ventilation, air conditioning)  
• Electrical upgrades (i.e., power supply, distribution systems, fire protection systems) 
• Plumbing upgrades (i.e., washrooms, water fountains, re-piping) 

Consideration is also given to whether the project proposals: 

• Address issues affecting safety or the effective functioning of the school 
• Are in schools with unique significant importance to the school district such as those in 

rural areas with limited alternatives 
• Where the benefits over the costs of the improvements are positive over the 

appropriate time horizon for the investment 

Successful SEP projects are chosen based on need, priority and how well they support student 
learning and safety. The SEP is designed to supplement the AFG and focusses on requirements 
that help to extend the useful life of the existing asset.  Figure 34 shows the District’s allocations 
from the SEP since 2020/21. 

 

Figure 34 – District SEP Allocations since 2020/21 

 

In addition to these projects, in 2019 David Thompson Secondary received a $868,000 interior 
renovation, including new LED lights, new wall finishes, new flooring, new T-bar ceiling tiles, 
accessibility seating upgrade tin theater, and renovation to student services.  And it is important 

Year SEP Funding Amount Projects

2020-21 $993,763
David Thompson Electrical;
Nicholson Building Envelope and Accessible Entrance

2021-22 $1,214,000
Selkirk Roofing;
Blarchmont HVAC

2022-23 $1,057,000
Invermere Open Doors Exterior Wall Systems;
Eileen Madson HVAC

2023-24 $924,000 Marysville Roofing

2024-25 $980,000 Kimberley Alternate Exterior Wall Systems
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to note that the District has completed lighting upgrades to LED at most facilities over the past 
10-12 years using various funding sources.  

Carbon Neutral Capital Program (CNCP)  

The CNCP is available to school districts to provide funding specifically for energy-efficiency 
projects and projects that lower a school district’s carbon emissions.  When selecting priorities 
for CNCP funding, the school district should consider projects that lead to significant emissions 
reductions and operational cost savings. Projects should also consider opportunities to 
coordinate with other capital funding programs, such as the AFG or SEP.  Districts should also 
demonstrate that the project is being proposed for a school that is shown to be required for 
District operations in their LRFP.    Figure 35 shows the District’s allocations from the CNCP since 
2020/21. 

 

Figure 35 – District CNCP Allocations since 2020/21 

 

 

Building Envelope Program (BEP) 

The BEP program is a specific and limited program for school facilities that were built between 
1980 and 2000 which have been assessed as having building envelope design issues that have 
resulted in water ingress.  Rocky Mountain School District does not have any schools in the BEP. 

 

Playground Equipment Program (PEP) 

The PEP began in 2018 and provides funding to school districts for the replacement of playground 
equipment that is unsafe or has reached the end of its useful life.  PEP funding is used to purchase 
and install new or replacement playground equipment that is universal in design, and in 
compliance with accessibility measures as defined through the Canadian Standards Association.  
This equipment is to be permanently fixed on a school site and include appropriate ground cover 

Year CNCP Funding Amount Projects

2020-21 $351,500
Lady Grey LED Lighting
Marysville Boiler

2021-22 $987,549
Windermere Electrical
Marysville Electrical
Alexander Park Electrical

2022-23 $325,000 Selkirk Electrical

2023-24 $282,000
Mckim Electrical
Nicholson Electrical

2024-25 $245,000 Martin Morigeau Electrical
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for fall protection, improved access, and increased mobility.  Figure 36 shows the District’s 
allocations from the PEP since 2020/21. 

Figure 36 – District PEP Allocations since 2020/21 

 

 

Rural Districts Program (RDP) 

The RDP assists school districts with school facilities in rural communities. The intention of the 
RDP is to target funding for specific types of projects that would directly benefit school facilities 
in rural communities but are typically not included under the Ministry’s Major Capital Program 
or Minor Capital Program. RDP may provide funding for the full and partial demolition of board-
owned buildings, and for capital projects associated with the consolidation of under-utilized 
schools.  RDP funding support will only be considered for schools in communities with a 
population of less than 15,000 inhabitants in those school districts located outside of the Lower 
Mainland, Greater Victoria, and Kelowna.  

The District has benefitted from the RDP with the demolition of Kimberley Education Centre (on 
south end McKim property) in 2020.  Further RDP projects could be considered as this program 
applies to all of the communities of the District. 

 

School Bus Replacement/New Program (BUS) 

The BUS program provides funding for school bus replacements and, where need can be 
demonstrated, net new buses for new routes required due to increased enrolment.  Bus 
acquisition funding is based on a capital allowance and school districts must procure their 
school buses using the annual Request for Standing Offer (RFSO) process managed by the 
Association of School Transportation Services of British Columbia (ASTSBC). Details of the RFSO 
can be found at http://www.astsbc.org/. 

Bus funding requests that are eligible for funding will consider the following: 

• School bus age and/or mileage 
• Existing buses with safety and mechanical issues (based on CVSE report) 

Year PEP Funding Amount Projects
2020-21 $125,000 Edgewater Elementary 
2021-22 $0 None
2022-23 $0 None
2023-24 $0 None

http://www.astsbc.org/
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• New school buses to support new routes due to increased district enrolments that are 
without current service 

• School district’s intention to create their own bussing services versus using third-party 
contracted services 

 

2) Major Capital Programs 
School Expansion Program (EXP) 

The EXP funds the construction of new schools and additions to existing schools in areas of the 
province that are experiencing high population growth and where the school district can 
demonstrate that existing facilities are already at or over capacity. 

The Ministry’s priority for expanding school space is to areas experiencing consistent and rapid, 
high density population growth due to economic development and where space optimization has 
been demonstrated.  The Ministry of Education requires all capital funding requests for space 
expansions to be supported by:  

• A cost-benefit analysis based on the selection of the “least cost option” over the life of 
the school; 

• Current Long-Range Facilities Plan that demonstrates the school district is working 
towards achieving optimal space utilization; 

• A verification that enrollment has increased in the area over the previous five 
consecutive years and the next 10 years; and 

• A cost share commitment by the board of education based on available capital funding. 

Optimal space utilization varies between large urban districts and small rural districts due to 
practical realities of population distribution, density, travel distances and weather extremes. An 
approach to optimizing space utilization varies between school districts due to declining 
enrolment, stable enrolment, increasing enrolment or shifting enrolment within the school 
district. For most areas, a forecast of 10 years is the standard for anticipating growth and should 
be included when assessing utilization.  

Given current capacity utilization, forecasted enrolments for the District, as well as the rapid 
enrolment growth occurring elsewhere in the province, it is unlikely that any District schools 
would be eligible for EXP, unless the expansion is combined with a replacement or major 
renovation project.  Some District schools are operating over capacity, but not at a level 
equivalent to enrolment pressures in school districts such as Sooke, Surrey, Langley, Chilliwack, 
and Central Okanagan.  For District schools operating at or slightly over capacity, the Ministry 
may look to the District to make local decisions that could help manage the pressures, such as 
grad configuration changes or catchment boundary adjustments.    
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School Replacement Program (REP)  

The REP program funds the replacement of schools that have reached the end of their useful life 
and where the further investment of capital dollars is not substantiated due to major structural 
issues, or the accumulation of maintenance needs exceeds the cost of replacement.  This is the 
program that the District ought to focus on, as the average age of schools in the District is quite 
high.  The District has not received funding from the Ministry for a new school or a replacement 
school in about 30 years.  District staff and trustees should continue to advocate for a REP project 
at the highest priority school, currently Eileen Madson Primary School.  

All REP projects, which include a full replacement school or a partial replacement of an existing 
school, must be supported by a recent building condition assessment and engineering reports 
substantiating that the school building or a portion of a school has reached or will shortly reach 
the end of its expected useful life.  

Standardized Facility Condition Assessments (FCA) of all schools in the Province are done every 
five years by the VFA Canada Inc. The FCAs for all schools in the province provide the Ministry 
with comparable data to support the Provincial capital plan for building renewal.  

The District should continue to request funding for projects under the REP, as the District’s 
inventory is old and in below average condition relative to most other school districts, according 
to the latest VFA facility condition assessment data.   

 

Seismic Mitigation Program (SMP) 

The SMP began in 2005 after the completion of an assessment of all schools in high-risk seismic 
zones across the province. The SMP funds seismic upgrading projects for schools that were 
assessed as being high risk of structural collapse in an earthquake.  None of the Rocky Mountain 
School District is located in high-risk seismic zones so no schools are eligible for assessment or 
structural mitigation projects.   

 

C. Ministry Capital Processes 

Most school district capital planning, data input, and project submissions are done in the 
Ministry’s capital planning system, MyCAPS.  All school districts have access to MyCAPS and are 
required to submit project requests into the system using the proper Ministry submission 
templates.  Typically, school districts must submit project requests each year in June (major 
projects) and September (minor projects), and requests follow an approval process that is 
dependent on the capital program with which the project is associated.  
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One-Stage Approval Process  

All minor capital requests made for projects in SEP, CNCP, BUS, PEP, and BEP undergo a one-stage 
approval process (see Figure 37). Ministry support for a qualifying project request will be based 
on the information provided by school districts in MyCAPS.  For AFG funding, the District must 
submit an annual expenditure plan that shows how the District plans to use their AFG allocation 
for the year.  AFG plans are simply reviewed by the Ministry to ensure proposed AFG projects are 
eligible projects under the AFG policy.  

 

Figure 37 – Ministry Approval Process for SEP, CNCP, BUS, PEP, FIP, and BEP 

 

 

Two and Three-Stage Approval Processes  

Requests made for projects in SMP, EXP, and REP undergo a more extensive two or three-stage 
process (see Figure 38), dependent on project risk level, complexity, and size/value. Initial 
Ministry support for project requests is based on Project Request Factsheets that are submitted 
in MyCAPS.  RDP projects are subject to a two-stage approval process, as shown in Figure 39. 

Under all major capital processes, a board of education is responsible for using its own local funds 
to cover the initial costs for any planning work and reports required to determine a proposed 
scope and preliminary cost estimates for a requested capital project.  
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Figure 38 – Ministry Approval Process for EXP, SMP and REP 

 

 

Figure 39 – Ministry Approval Process for RDP 

 

 

Board Resolutions  

In accordance with section 142 (4) of the School Act, boards of education must provide a Board 
Resolution in support of its annual Five-Year Capital Plan submission to the Ministry.  

Boards are to provide up to three separate Board Resolutions, one for the Major Capital Program 
submissions, one for Minor Capital Program submissions and one for Building Envelope Program 
submissions (if applicable).  

Completed Board Resolutions are to be uploaded in MyCAPS in conjunction with the capital plan 
submitted to the Ministry for each of the respective Call for Submissions. Notably, AFG 
expenditure plan submissions to the Ministry do not require a Board Resolution.  
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Capital Plan Response Letters  

Once the assessment of capital plan submissions from all school districts has been completed by 
the Ministry, and the provincial Budget has been released, the Ministry will notify each school 
district with a written response regarding the results of the Ministry’s review of its board’s Five-
Year Capital Plan submission, usually in March or April.  

The Capital Plan Response Letter identifies the specific capital projects from the Major Capital 
Programs that are supported for further business case development and from the Minor Capital 
Programs that are approved for procurement and capital funding.  

The Capital Plan Response Letter will also advise the school district of next steps for each of the 
supported or approved projects, which may include:  

• Proceed to acquiring a site for EXP projects; 
• Proceed to developing a business case (Concept Plan or Project Definition Report) for 

SMP, EXP and REP projects; 
• Proceed to developing a business case for RDP projects; 
• Proceed to the design, tender and construction for SEP and CNCP projects; 
• Proceed to acquiring a bus for BUS projects; 
• Proceed to the purchase and installation of playground equipment for PEP projects; and 
• Work with BC Housing, when contacted, on developing BEP projects. 

As only a portion of all proposed projects submitted in the annual Five-Year Capital Plan may be 
supported or approved for capital funding under the Ministry’s Capital Plan, ministerial approval 
is rarely granted for a board’s capital plan in its entirety. For the purposes of section 142 (5) of 
the School Act, a capital plan with modification will instead be approved, which will only include 
those capital projects that have been identified in the Capital Plan Response Letter.  

AFG projects are not identified in a Capital Plan Response Letter. School districts are notified of 
the amount of their approved AFG funding, both capital and operating portions, as part of the 
Provincial funding announcement made annually on or before March 15 by the Minister, in 
accordance with s. 106.2 of the School Act.  
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VII. LRFP ENGAGEMENT 

In 2017, public meetings were well attended, and a significant amount of feedback was 
received from students, parents, and the general public.  Given the extent of public 
engagement that was conducted during the development of the 2017 LTFP, and the clear 
messages delivered during that engagement about facilities and grade configuration, public 
engagement in the development of the 2024 LRFP update was more limited.  Meetings were 
held with trustees and senior management, site visits of all schools were conducted, and there 
were discussions with staff in the various municipalities in the District, but no public hearings 
were held for this 2024 LRFP update.  However public engagement was carried out through a 
comprehensive survey in early 2024 and then a draft of the LRFP was made available for public 
feedback in September 2024.   

 

A. Public Survey 

While no public hearings were held for this LRFP update, a comprehensive survey was 
administered.  The survey was posted on the District website in February 2024 and was 
available to the public for over a month.  There was an excellent response rate, with over 400 
individual responses received.  A detailed analysis of the survey results and resulting data is 
found in Appendix D.    

The survey posed questions about how people feel about the facility and site conditions of their 
schools.  Respondents were asked to identify which school they were responding about, and 
then asked a series of questions that fall into five main categories: 

• Site 
• Common Areas 
• Classrooms 
• Specialized Instruction 
• Other Considerations 

The survey questions were posed such that “agree” reflected a positive response while 
“disagree” reflected a negative response. The responses were generally favourable which 
indicates that for the most part the District’s facilities are functionally adequate, they are well 
maintained, and staff are generally responsive to items that need repair or attention.   

As for which schools garnered the most attention in the survey, within the Golden and 
Windermere Zones responses were quite evenly distributed across all schools in the Zone.  But 
in the Kimberley Zone, the clear majority of responses were specific to Selkirk Secondary.  
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There was no single issue that was driving the high response rate for Selkirk, rather concerns 
seemed to be focussed on a few key issues – parking, drop off/pick up, landscaping or the 
aesthetics of the site, and the overall age/condition of the facility.  The District has been making 
a concerted effort to renew and revitalize Selkirk Secondary in recent years, so responses might 
be more favourable in the next LRFP update.  

Based on the responses, there are three areas that could warrant some attention or 
improvement from District staff.  It is worth noting that these three areas are where the public 
has the most interactions with their school facilities which means opinions are likely to be 
stronger.  Also, some issues (e.g., pick up and drop off) are not specific facility management 
issues.   

The site is easy to access for drop off and pick up.  Overall, the “disagree” response was nearly 
equal to “agree” for this question.  The “disagree” response rate did outnumber “agree” for 
certain individual schools, and for the Kimberley Zone as a whole.  This is unsurprising as drop 
off and pick up is something that many parents have to do daily.  Challenges are not always due 
to anything that is within the control of District staff but there may be an opportunity to look at 
improvements, particularly at Eileen Madson, J. Alfred Laird, Marysville, and Selkirk.  
Improvements will often require collaboration with the local municipality. 

There is ample space for group and individual teaching breakout areas.   There was not a 
significant “disagree” response rate for this question, but it was higher than for most other 
questions.  However, the “neutral” response made up the majority of responses in some cases.  
Reconfiguring school spaces to accommodate this concern is often difficult and usually costly.  
There are cases where innovative and affordable solutions are possible, such as the space 
created within David Thompson Secondary, however the changes must be prioritized against 
other facility needs and available funding.    

The grade configuration of the school is appropriate.  This is such an important question for 
the District given how much attention it received during the development of the 2017 LTFP.  
Given the responses and comments in the survey, this issue is of particular interest in the 
Kimberley Zone.  The “disagree” response rate in the Windermere and Golden Zones was low, 
however in the Kimberley Zone there were more “disagree” responses than “agree”.  There 
appears to be no clear consensus about what a preferred configuration should be, as written 
responses varied considerably with no obvious grade configuration preference.   

To summarize, there appear to be two main concerns with the grade configuration in the 
Kimberley Zone: 

• Grade 8 students should not be in high school with grade 11 and 12 
• Grades 4 and 5 students should not be in a middle school with grade 7 
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Some BC school districts (for example, Greater Victoria and Coquitlam) have moved to a middle 
school model (K-5; 6-8; 9-12) over time, perhaps due to concerns like these, but surely for many 
others as well, including for pedagogical reasons.  But the transition to a middle school model 
can be quite difficult, disruptive, and costly.  And it often takes a commitment by the Board 
over many years.    

While there are good reasons for adopting a middle school model, it must be noted that many 
school districts in BC operate a full K-7 and 8-12 grade configuration, including the two biggest 
school districts in the entire province – Surrey and Vancouver.  So, for a huge number of 
students in the province, grades 4 and 5 are in the same school as grade 7, and grade 8 
students are in the same school as grades 11 and 12.   

Given the survey responses about grade configuration, as well as the feedback the District 
received from the 2017 LTFP process, it seems appropriate for the District to do further 
research into the pros and cons of making changes to grade configurations and catchment 
areas.  The research should be done by looking at options in each of the three zones, with the 
eventual possibility of implementing changes in only one, two, or all three zones, depending on 
the results and further feedback from the public.  

 

B. Public Feedback on the Draft LRFP 

In September 2024, a Final Draft of the LRFP was posted to the District website, with a feedback 
form that provided an opportunity for the public to comment on the document before it was 
finalized.  About 40 anonymous responses were received, some of which were very brief.  
Comments were mostly focused on a few general themes (e.g., grade configuration, catchment 
areas, enrolment forecasting), as well as some feedback regarding specific building issues (e.g., 
parking lots, school replacement/renovation, washrooms, HVAC).   

All of the comments received were considered and, where necessary, this final version LRFP 
was amended to reflect them.  Further, all comments were shared with the District so that staff 
can be aware of the specific concerns that were identified through this public feedback process.  
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VIII. SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Summary 

This LRFP provides an update to the District’s 2017 LTFP.  Enrolment forecasts and building 
condition data are updated with the most current available information.  The LRFP is set in the 
context of the 2017 LTFP where, for a variety of reasons, some of the recommendations were 
not pursued by the District.  Some 2017 recommendations may be revisited in the future 
depending on circumstances, but some require collaboration from other parties, primarily capital 
funding from the Ministry for functional, renewal, and even expansion projects.    

The District’s capital asset inventory is experiencing the effects of decades without any major 
capital project funding for the full replacement of any District schools.  No net new schools or full 
replacements have been approved since David Thompson Secondary was built in 1994.  In the 
late 1990s and early 2000s, several District schools across all three Zones received significant 
renovations (HVAC, interior upgrades, new exterior finishes), but it has been more than 20 years 
since the Ministry allocated specific major capital funding for a significant renovation/renewal of 
a District school.   

Except for Golden Secondary (1991), McKim Middle (1988; major renovation in 1999), and Eileen 
Madson Primary (1982), the rest of the District’s elementary and secondary schools were all built 
prior to 1982, with most having been opened in the 1950s and 1960s.  The District has a strong 
case for Ministry capital funding to renew its inventory, for replacement projects and/or major 
renovation projects.  Even though it is not quite as old as some other District schools, there is a 
strong case for Eileen Madson Primary to remain a top priority for reasons of building condition 
but also functionality and utilization, however Selkirk Secondary remains a strong consideration 
as well, though perhaps for a major renovation rather than a replacement, so as to not lose the 
school’s large shops and some other spaces that would not be as large in a replaced facility.    

Despite the age of the District’s inventory, District staff have done an excellent job of maintaining 
the current assets with the funding available for minor capital projects.  This is evidenced by the 
0.30 FCI rating for the District following the most recent VFA assessments in 2019.  But as with 
any aged inventory, it becomes more difficult and costly to maintain this level of building 
condition as the years pass, so the FCI rating increases considerably between assessments.   

The LRFP confirms that after a period of enrolment decline from the late 1990s to about 2015, 
and the closure of several District schools in the early 2000s, the District is experiencing a period 
of relative enrolment stability, which is expected to continue for the next ten years.  No 
significant growth or decline is expected in any of the three zones over the course of the ten-year 
planning horizon of this LRFP.  Several schools are experiencing capacity utilization pressures, but 
for the most part these pressures should be manageable with one or two portables, or requests 
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to the Ministry for small additions.  These pressures should be monitored closely on an annual 
basis, and an expansion project should be added to the District’s capital plan submission as 
required.   

The 2017 LTFP included significant work and several recommendations about potential grade 
configuration changes in each of the three zones.  For various reasons discussed within this 2024 
update, the District has not proceeded with these changes.  In most cases, capital project funding 
from the Ministry would be required to effectively make these changes, and the District has not 
received any major capital funding approvals from the Ministry for many years now.   

Nevertheless, because grade configuration continues to be an issue for the District and the public, 
a detailed research study would be useful.  The study should include several key pieces: 

• Establish options for potential configurations in each of the zones, including research-
based educational implications for students 

• Identify costs and risks related to finances; transportation; student learning and well 
being; parental preference; as well as the required size and functionality of District 
facilities.   

• Describe the potential benefits for students, parents, teachers, staff, the environment, 
municipalities, etc.  

• Explain what would be required to implement any recommended options.    

  

B. Major Project Priorities  

There are several obvious priorities for the District to consider in their upcoming annual capital 
plan submissions to the Ministry.  These priorities are generated by evaluating the data for all of 
the main capital planning variables, including:  

• facility condition 
• capacity utilization 
• grade configuration 
• school locations 
• building functionality 
• transportation requirements 

But the priorities also consider other less tangible considerations, such as: 

• student learning conditions and preferences 
• student well being 
• staff and parental preferences 
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• board of education input 
• past history 

Given the information and data available, the District should consider the following major project 
requests in upcoming capital plan submissions: 

 

Eileen Madson Primary School – Replacement   

This has been the District’s highest priority for replacement in recent Capital Plan submissions. 
The school is operating over its intended operating capacity, it has a high FCI of 0.82, and 
functionally the space is not flexible or suitable for non-primary grades.  Given these factors, a 
replacement at a larger capacity is warranted.   

 

Selkirk Secondary School – Major Renovation  

The District should also prioritize either a replacement or major renovation at Selkirk.  A full 
replacement would result in a modern building with lower operational costs, reduced energy 
consumption, and more functional space for 21st Century learning.  However, one of the 
drawbacks of replacing a secondary school is that current Ministry space allocations will typically 
result in a smaller school, with less overall square metres than the current school.  Specifically, 
some core areas may be dramatically smaller, such as space for industrial arts, home economics 
and fine arts, but also things such as mechanical and storage space.  Given these considerations, 
and with particular concern for the reduction in shop space, it may be preferable for the board 
to request a major renovation for Selkirk Secondary so that major building components and 
features can be updated but the current space allocations for certain key program areas are 
preserved.  There is also a greater chance of having a renovation approved for funding by the 
Ministry, because a full replacement will be far more expensive than a major renovation.   

 

Nicholson Elementary and Edgewater Elementary - Replacements 

These priorities are not as urgent however they can be viewed as upcoming needs that should 
be addressed once projects at Eileen Madson and Selkirk have been approved.  The District 
should continue to monitor the condition of these buildings closely and include them in future 
annual capital plan submissions, as needed.   
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C. Recommendations  

1) That Rocky Mountain School District reconfirms their “Quest for Quality” operating and 
long-range facilities planning principles: 

• Purpose – We: 
o enhance the learning environment by transporting students safely and 

efficiently, and by keeping buildings, grounds and equipment safe, clean and 
in good condition. 

• Operating Principles – We: 
o provide quality services in a professional manner 
o make health and safety our prime concern 
o are conscientious, willing, responsible, reliable, and flexible 
o are good models 
o treat others with courtesy, respect, fairness, and equality 
o accept accountability for our performance 
o are continuous learners 
o contribute to a positive working and learning environment 

 
2) That Rocky Mountain School District will use this Long-Range Facilities Plan as a strategic 
framework and support document for the District’s annual five-year capital plan submissions, as 
per Ministry of Education and Child Care capital planning requirements. 
 
3) That Rocky Mountain School District will continue to maintain a comprehensive five-year 
plan for minor capital projects to accommodate the highest priority facility maintenance needs 
of the District. 
 
4) That Rocky Mountain School District will continue to request increased capital funding for 
the Ministry’s Replacement and Major Renovation capital programs, particularly for rural districts 
that are unable to access funding from the Expansion and Seismic Mitigation programs, as a 
disproportionate amount of capital funding has been allocated to school districts in the Lower 
Mainland and coastal zones for the past 20 years. 

 
5) That Rocky Mountain School District recognizes that District schools are well utilized and 
there is no significant enrolment decline forecasted.  
 
6) That Rocky Mountain School District will conduct research to determine high-level cost 
estimates for updating HVAC and other building upgrades that would provide cooling in District 
schools during the warmest months of the school year; and to work with other Trustees in BC to 
ensure the MECC understands the requirement to prioritize additional capital funding for these 
upgrades. 
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7) That Rocky Mountain School District will pursue opportunities for capital funding under 
the Ministry’s Rural District Program, particularly for Nicholson Elementary, Edgewater 
Elementary, and Martin Morigeau Elementary.  
 
8) That Rocky Mountain School District will conduct a comprehensive research study of 
catchment areas and grade configuration options for all three zones, including detailed costs and 
benefits along with research-based educational implications for students, and with results 
presented to the board within the next three years.    
 
9) That Rocky Mountain School District will continue to make Eileen Madson Primary School 
a top priority for replacement in the District’s annual capital plan submissions to the Ministry.  

 
10) That Rocky Mountain School District will continue to make Selkirk Secondary School a top 
priority for major renovation in the District’s annual capital plan submissions to the Ministry. 
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Zone and School Specific Recommendations 

 

Golden Zone Recommendations 

 

1. Alexander Park and Lady Grey Elementary: Convert both schools to a K-7 grade 
configuration: 
• With all French Program students to attend Lady Grey Elementary 
• With the proposed catchment areas to be: 

o Lady Grey Elementary: Donald South to Champagne Road, west of Hwy 95 and 
north of Hwy 1 from the intersection of Golden Donald Upper Road and Barber 
Road to Donald, plus all French Program students. 

o Alexander Park Elementary: North of Champagne Road and east of Hwy 95 
and north of Hwy 1 from the intersection of Golden Donald Upper Road and 
Barber Road. 

• Amend Board Policy on existing Golden Zone catchment areas if implemented. 

NOT ADOPTED 

 

2. Nicholson Elementary: Maintain as a K-7 elementary school and complete a facility 
assessment study to determine the requirements for a major upgrade to the site, 
building services and facility or determine if replacement of the facility with a new 
building is more appropriate.   

COMPLETED 

 

3. Golden Secondary: Encourage International fee-paying student registrations at the 
secondary school to supplement student enrolments, increase the facility utilization 
and to maintain a selection of diverse elective student programs, as long as there is 
available space. 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 
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Windermere Zone Recommendations 

 

1. Eileen Madson Primary: Complete a Project Identification “Light” Report to expand the 
school and provide the rationale, scope, costs, and benefits to the Ministry of Education 
in the District’s annual Five-Year Capital Plan.  And further, Eileen Madson Primary 
continue to operate as a K-3 school with portable classrooms as may be required until 
such time as a building addition can be constructed and a K-7 grade reconfiguration can 
be implemented. 

COMPLETED 

 

2. Eileen Madson Primary and J. Alfred Laird Elementary: Convert both schools to a K-7 
grade configuration subject to: 

• An expansion at Eileen Madson Primary to accommodate Grade K-7 students 
• With the proposed catchment areas of: 

o Eileen Madson Primary: North of 13th and 14th Street 
o J. Alfred Laird Elementary: South of 13th and 14th Street 

• Further review of the most appropriate catchment areas should be conducted 
closer to the date of implementation. 

NOT ADOPTED 

 

3. Maintain Edgewater Elementary, Windermere Elementary and Martin Morigeau 
Elementary as K-7 schools. Monitor enrolments at Martin Morigeau Elementary and 
ensure a viable educational program can be sustained at the school. 

COMPLETED 

 

4. Edgewater Elementary: Complete an internal facility assessment to determine the 
requirements for a major upgrade to the building envelope and site to determine if the 
upgrades can be accomplished within the District’s AFG funding, or if the project should 
be submitted to the Ministry of Education as a School Enhancement Project or Major 
Capital Project request in the District’s Five-Year Capital Plan.   

COMPLETED 
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5. Windermere Elementary: Complete an internal facility assessment to determine the 
requirements for a major upgrade to the building envelope. Include a request in the 
District’s Five-Year Capital Plan to the Ministry of Education. 

COMPLETED 

 

6. David Thompson Secondary:  Encourage International fee-paying student registrations 
at David Thompson Secondary to increase student enrolments and to allow provision of 
student programs and diversity as long as there is room.  Explore options and partners 
to construct an auto mechanics shop at the secondary school to meet the need and 
demand for this elective option. 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 

 

Kimberley Zone Recommendations 

 

1. Convert Lindsay Park, Marysville and McKim Middle to a K to 7 grade configurations 
• With all French Program students to attend McKim Middle and 
• With the proposed catchment areas to be as described in Option A: 

o Lindsay Park Elementary: Areas A, B & C 
o McKim Middle: Areas D, E, F, G, H, I and Forest Crown 

• Marysville Elementary: Marysville and surrounding areas south of Marysville (St. 
Mary’s Lake Road, Wycliffe etc.) 

• Amend Board Policy on existing Kimberley open catchment areas to new 
catchments if implemented 

NOT ADOPTED 

 

2. Officially change the name of McKim Middle to McKim Elementary. 

NOT ADOPTED 
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3. Prepare a Capital Plan submission to the Ministry of Education to address the shortfall 
of space at Lindsay Park Elementary. 

NOT ADOPTED 

 

4. Selkirk Secondary: Maintain the current proposal and Capital Plan submission to replace 
the aging secondary school with a new facility. In the interim, plan and complete a series 
of phased life-cycle upgrades utilizing AFG or School Enhancement Program funding to 
extend the life of the facility and provide a suitable learning environment for students 
until such time as capital replacement school funding can be secured. 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 

 

 

ALTERNATE PROGRAMS AND LEARNING SERVICES RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1. International Education Program Administration 
• Consider development of a Business Plan for the International Ed Program  
• Review alternate program-sustainable facility options to house the International 

Education Program for the long term. 

COMPLETED 

 

2. Learning Services Accessibility 

Continue to evaluate and upgrade facilities and sites to meet the unique requirements of 
students with special needs, where required including: 

• Increased accessibility 
• Improved adequate toileting and personal care rooms 
• Learning Service teaching and assistance spaces. 

COMPLETED 
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ADMINISTRATION FACILITY RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Continue with the development of plans to upgrade the Golden and Kimberley Zone 
Offices and Operations/Works yards. 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 

 

DISTRICT WIDE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The strategies and recommendations are listed below in random order. 

 

1. Board Governance and Policy Related to Program Development Review and Change 

Board Policy and Regulations related to educational programs and facilities should be in 
alignment with the Guiding Principles and any approved recommendations of the Long Term 
Facility Plan. For example, Board Policies regarding catchment area identification and 
transportation routes will require alignment with the plan if implemented. 

A review of Board Policies should also occur to harmonize policy with respect to the 
following LTFP Guiding Principles: 

• Educational Programs 
• Financial Responsibility 
• Reconciliation of Student Enrolments and School Capacities 
• School Size 
• Grade Configuration and Multiple School Transition 
• Facility Renewal and Facility Reconfigurations 
• Community Relationships and Partners 
• District Support Facilities / Transportation of Students 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 

 

2. Disposal of Property 
a) After considering the existing and future enrolment and educational needs of the 

district, the Steering Committee has identified the following properties as no longer 
required for school purposes. The properties could be disposed of in accordance 
with Ministry regulations and Board Policy 3270: Acquisition and Property Disposal. 
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• Former Field Elementary (sold to Parks Canada) 
• Former Field Teacherage (sold to Parks Canada) 
• Former Columbia Valley Elementary 
• Former Wasa Elementary 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 

 
b) The former Radium Elementary and Blarchmont Elementary should be held for 

potential future school use. 

Recommendations: 

• That discussions and negotiations continue with Parks Canada toward a mutually 
beneficial agreement for the on-going tenure and/or use of the Field properties 

• That the disposal of the former Columbia Valley Elementary and the former Wasa 
Elementary be referred to the Rocky Mountain School District Capital Committee 
for discussion 

• And further, if the Board decides to proceed with the sale of the Columbia Valley 
and Wasa properties, the District obtain real estate appraisals and dispose of 
these properties through a public process to ensure that fair market value is 
obtained. Further, due to their isolation and limited use, the District may wish to 
prepare a comprehensive marketing plan for the sale of the properties. 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING OR COMPLETE 

 

3. Facility Renewal 

Rocky Mountain School District has maintained its facilities well and kept them in good 
condition. However, as the District’s inventory of schools ages, facility condition, and the 
need for facility renewal, will gain greater importance and require more planning and funding 
for the replacement, renovation and upgrades of building components of facilities that are 
reaching the end of their useful life. Updating facilities and their building systems should 
continue to be addressed in order to adequately accommodate students and provide 
suitable learning environments. Planning and implementation strategies for facility renewal 
must continue including correction of any health and safety issues, implementation of 
energy conservation initiatives and projects to upgrade mechanical, HVAC, building 
envelope, structural and seismic upgrades. 
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Further, it is recommended that the District continue to review its school facilities with 
respect to creating an upgrade plan and schedule where required, to meet the challenges 
and opportunities of new educational paradigms to: 

• Stay current with the BC Ministry of Education curriculum policies and procedures 
• Provide educational structures and programming that enable the District to best 

meet its mission of engaging students in meaningful and relevant learning 
experiences 

• Be congruent with the transformation agenda to interdisciplinary themes, inquiry and 
project-based learning with competency-based measures of student progress 

• Support learning environments to empower teachers to move from isolation to 
collaboration 

• Flexibility should be provided to educational structures and programs for current and 
future educational delivery models. Consideration should be given to how learning 
spaces are currently being transformed to better align with new concept-based and 
competency-driven curriculum (i.e.) Learning Commons and Project-Based Learning 
Spaces. 

 IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 

 

4. Enrolment Projections 

There is a need to verify and update enrolment projections for planning and budgeting 
purposes on an annual basis. It is recommended that the District: 

• Set up a referral process with the Regional Districts and Municipalities within its 
jurisdiction so that the District is informed of all current and potential residential 
development applications 

• Employ one, or a combination of the recommendations below: 
o Develop an internal methodology to create annual enrolment projections 
o Contract Baragar Demographics to develop annual enrolment projections, or 
o Contract another consultant (other than Baragar) to develop annual enrolment 

projections. 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 

 

5. Catchment Area Review 
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The Board has the responsibility to provide school facilities that address changing 
enrolment patterns and sustain high quality programs to meet educational expectations. 
One way the Board fulfills this responsibility is through the setting of school catchment 
areas. 

While the geographic area of Rocky Mountain School District is static, many factors within 
the larger community are constantly changing. The number of current students, their 
geographic distribution and demographic characteristics are all factors within the school 
district which must be considered in the formation of catchment areas. 

The current school catchment areas have evolved through many years, have largely been 
formed for the efficiency of school bus transportation routes, and have served the district 
well. However, there are a large number of out-of-catchment students attending District 
schools making it difficult to plan or budget. 

It is recommended the District conduct a District Wide catchment area review to address 
changing demographics, regulate numbers and out-of-catchment students, in concert with 
school bus transportation requirements and route rationalization. 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 

 

6. Catchment Area Map 

There is no Rocky Mountain School District Catchment Area Map currently available on-line 
or in hard copy for the public. 

It is recommended the District produce a digital catchment area map that can be posted on 
the District website to promote understanding of the school catchment areas and 
encourage in-catchment registrations. 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 

 

7. School Capacity Review 

It is recommended the District complete a capacity review to verify the nominal and 
operating capacity of each school by comparing the current use of school spaces to the 
allowable Ministry of Education Area Standards. Any revisions to the nominal and operating 
capacity of a school must be agreed to by the Ministry. 



APPENDIX A – Status of 2017 LTFP Recommendations 

9 
 

Schools identified for immediate review are Eileen Madson Primary, J. Alfred Laird 
Elementary, Lindsay Park Elementary and McKim Middle. 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 

 

8. Community Relationships and Partners 

It is recommended the District continue to explore relationships with public and private 
sector partners to broaden and augment opportunities for students. It is also recommended 
that the District seek compatible community organizations to lease or purchase surplus or 
closed school space. 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 

 

9. Long Term Facility Plan Update 

It is recommended that Rocky Mountain School District complete an update to The Long 
Term Facility Plan in no more than five years (2021), unless changes in policy and/or 
enrolment fluctuations require it earlier.  It is also recommended the District complete a 
new LTFP in no more than 10 years (2026), unless policy and/or enrolment fluctuations 
require it earlier. 

IN PROGRESS / ONGOING 
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: J. Alfred Laird Elementary
Facility: J. Alfred Laird Elementary Asset  Number: 100188

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 3,270,224 FCI: 0.57
RI Cost: 3,673,475 RI: 0.64
Total Requirements Cost: 3,673,477

Current Replacement Value: 5,704,221
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 2,289 SM
Use Elementary School Construction Type Multiple Types
Floors 1 Historical Category

Address 1 1202 13th Avenue City Invermere
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1964 Zip/Postal Code V0A 1K0
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation J. Alfred Laird Elementary School

Asset Description

J.
ALFRED
LAIRD
ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL;
ASSET
NUMBER
100188
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Lady Grey Elementary
Facility: Lady Grey Elementary Asset  Number: 100657

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 3,325,247 FCI: 0.53
RI Cost: 4,261,205 RI: 0.68
Total Requirements Cost: 4,261,206

Current Replacement Value: 6,249,573
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 2,775 SM
Use Elementary School Construction Type Multiple Types
Floors 1 Historical Category

Address 1 BOX 899 City Golden
Address 2 620 9th Street South State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1956 Zip/Postal Code V0A 1H0
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Lady Grey Elementary

Asset Description

LADY
GREY
ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL,
ASSET
NUMBER
100657
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Marysville Elementary
Facility: Marysville Elementary Asset  Number: 100139

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 4,343,574 FCI: 0.86
RI Cost: 4,895,923 RI: 0.97
Total Requirements Cost: 4,895,929

Current Replacement Value: 5,060,911
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 2,199 SM
Use Elementary School Construction Type Wood Frame
Floors 1 Historical Category

Address 1 546-309th Avenue City Marysville
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1950 Zip/Postal Code V0B 1S0
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Marysville Elementary

Asset Description

MARYSVILLE
ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL;
ASSET
NUMBER
100139
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Martin Morigeau Elementary
Facility: Martin Morigeau Elementary Asset  Number: 100195

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 1,673,335 FCI: 0.71
RI Cost: 1,870,135 RI: 0.79
Total Requirements Cost: 1,870,136

Current Replacement Value: 2,353,648
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 1,237 SM
Use Elementary School Construction Type Wood Frame
Floors 1 Historical Category

Address 1 4891 Beatty Avenue City Canal Flats
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1974 Zip/Postal Code V0B 1B0
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Martin 
Morigeau Elementary School

Asset Description

MARTIN
MORIGEAU
ELEMENTARY,
ASSET
NUMBER
100195
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: McKim Middle
Facility: McKim Middle Asset  Number: 100135

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 5,015,844 FCI: 0.42
RI Cost: 5,197,345 RI: 0.44
Total Requirements Cost: 5,197,346

Current Replacement Value: 11,848,908
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 4,143 SM
Use Senior Middle School Construction Type Multiple Types
Floors 2 Historical Category

Address 1 689 Rotary Drive City Kimberley
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1988 Zip/Postal Code V1A 1E4
Year Renovated 2002 Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation McKim Middle School

Asset Description

MCKIM
MIDDLE
SCHOOL;
ASSET
NUMBER
100135
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Nicholson Elementary
Facility: Nicholson Elementary Asset  Number: 100660

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 1,446,166 FCI: 0.49
RI Cost: 1,692,141 RI: 0.57
Total Requirements Cost: 1,692,139

Current Replacement Value: 2,955,562
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 1,282 SM
Use Elementary School Construction Type Wood Frame
Floors 1 Historical Category

Address 1 737 Nicholson Frontage Rd. City Golden
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1962 Zip/Postal Code V0A 1H0
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Nicholson Elementary

Asset Description

NICHOLSON
ELEMENTARY,
ASSET
NUMBER
100660
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Selkirk Secondary
Facility: Selkirk Secondary Asset  Number: 100147

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 13,775,710 FCI: 0.66
RI Cost: 14,689,738 RI: 0.71
Total Requirements Cost: 14,689,737

Current Replacement Value: 20,773,404
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 7,715 SM
Use Secondary School Construction Type Multiple Types
Floors 2 Historical Category

Address 1 405 Halpin Street City Kimberley
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1957 Zip/Postal Code V1A 2H1
Year Renovated 1973 Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Selkirk Secondary School

Asset Description

SELKIRK
SECONDARY
SCHOOL,
ASSET
100147
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Windermere Elementary
Facility: Windermere Elementary Asset  Number: 100175

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 2,258,268 FCI: 0.53
RI Cost: 2,560,591 RI: 0.61
Total Requirements Cost: 2,560,588

Current Replacement Value: 4,225,702
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 1,536 SM
Use Elementary School Construction Type Multiple Types
Floors 1 Historical Category

Address 1 4747 Government Street City Windermere
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1950 Zip/Postal Code V0B 2L0
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: Ian Tingley Inspection Date: 15, May 2014

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Windermere Elementary School

Asset Description

WINDERMERE
ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL;
ASSET
NUMBER
100175
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Golden Alternate
Facility: Golden Alternate Asset  Number: 120057

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 535,718 FCI: 0.37
RI Cost: 581,001 RI: 0.41
Total Requirements Cost: 581,002

Current Replacement Value: 1,431,694
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 603 SM
Use Learning Centres Construction Type Concrete Block
Floors 1 Historical Category Unknown

Address 1 902-9th Street City Golden
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1977 Zip/Postal Code V0A 1H0
Year Renovated 2014 Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Golden Alternate School

Asset Description

GOLDEN
ALTERNATE
SCHOOL-
ASSET
NUMBER:
120057
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Open Doors Alternate Education
Facility: Open Doors Alternate EducationAsset  Number: 100201

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 359,787 FCI: 0.34
RI Cost: 551,414 RI: 0.52
Total Requirements Cost: 551,414

Current Replacement Value: 1,067,781
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 472 SM
Use Learning Centres Construction Type Wood Frame
Floors 2 Historical Category Unknown

Address 1 214 7th Avenue City Invermere
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1967 Zip/Postal Code V0A 1K0
Year Renovated 2002 Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior View Open Doors Alternate Education

Asset Description

OPEN
DOORS
ALTERNATE
EDUCATION,
ASSET
NUMBER
99127
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Alternate School Kimberley
Facility: Kimberley Alternate Asset  Number: 120009

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 610,961 FCI: 0.56
RI Cost: 610,961 RI: 0.56
Total Requirements Cost: 610,961

Current Replacement Value: 1,099,902
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 465 SM
Use Learning Centres Construction Type Wood Frame
Floors 1 Historical Category

Address 1 570 Mark Street City Kimberley
Address 2 PO Box 70 State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1997 Zip/Postal Code V1A 2Y5
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Rear Exterior Elevation Alternate School Kimberley

Asset Description

ALTERNATE
SCHOOL
KIMBERLEY;
ASSET
NUMBER
120009
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Golden Zone Office/Maintenance
Facility: Golden Zone Office/MaintenanceAsset  Number: 100679

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 701,127 FCI: 0.65
RI Cost: 797,986 RI: 0.74
Total Requirements Cost: 797,986

Current Replacement Value: 1,085,273
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 571 SM
Use School Board Office Construction Type Wood Frame
Floors 1 Historical Category

Address 1 812-14th Street City Golden
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1963 Zip/Postal Code V0A 1H0
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Golden Zone Office / Maintenance 
Building Auditor Touch Photo

Asset Description

GOLDEN
ZONE
OFFICE
/
MAINTENANCE
BUILDING;
ASSET
NUMBER
100679
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Golden Zone Bus Shed
Facility: Golden Zone Office/MaintenanceAsset  Number: 100679

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 98,754 FCI: 0.57
RI Cost: 98,754 RI: 0.57
Total Requirements Cost: 98,753

Current Replacement Value: 172,295
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 180 SM
Use Bus Garage Construction Type Wood Frame
Floors 1 Historical Category No

Address 1 812 -14th Street City Golden
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1975 Zip/Postal Code V0A 1H0
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Golden Zone Bus Shed

Asset Description

GOLDEN
ZONE
BUS
SHED;
ASSET
NUMBER
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Board Office District Resource Centre Daycare
Facility: Board Office District Resource Centre DaycareAsset  Number: 100177

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 2,038,394 FCI: 0.60
RI Cost: 2,058,508 RI: 0.61
Total Requirements Cost: 2,058,511

Current Replacement Value: 3,382,117
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 1,795 SM
Use School Board Office Construction Type Wood Frame
Floors 2 Historical Category

Address 1 630 3rd Street City Invermere
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1979 Zip/Postal Code VKA 1K0
Year Renovated 1997 Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior View Board Office / PRC / Daycare

Asset Description

BOARD
OFFICE
/
PRC
/
DAYCARE;
ASSET
NUMBER
04009
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Windermere Bus Garage
Facility: Windermere Operations Asset  Number: 300722

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 0 FCI: 0.00
RI Cost: 887 RI: 0.00
Total Requirements Cost: 887

Current Replacement Value: 326,853
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 488 SM
Use Bus Garage Construction Type Wood Frame
Floors 1 Historical Category No

Address 1 1302 Industrial Road #1 City Invermere
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 2014 Zip/Postal Code V0A 1K5
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Windermere Bus Garage

Asset Description

WINDERMERE
BUS
GARAGE,
ASSET
NUMBER
300722





ARCHITECTURAL
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Windermere Operations
Facility: Windermere Operations Asset  Number: 300722

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 321,741 FCI: 0.15
RI Cost: 322,577 RI: 0.15
Total Requirements Cost: 322,575

Current Replacement Value: 2,152,067
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 962 SM
Use Maintenance Facility Construction Type Steel
Floors 1 Historical Category

Address 1 1302 Industrial Road #1 City Invermere
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 2014 Zip/Postal Code V0A 1K5
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Windermere Operations Building

Asset Description

WINDERMERE
OPERATIONS
BUILDING;
ASSET
NUMBER
300722
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Windermere Maintenance Storage Shed
Facility: Windermere Operations Asset  Number: 300722

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 0 FCI: 0.00
RI Cost: 0 RI: 0.00
Total Requirements Cost:

Current Replacement Value: 178,597
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 149 SM
Use Maintenance Facility Construction Type Wood Frame
Floors 1 Historical Category

Address 1 1302 Industrial Road #1 City Invermere
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 2014 Zip/Postal Code V0A 1K5
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Windermere Maintenance Storage 
Shed

Asset Description

WINDERMERE
MAINTENANCE
STORAGE
SHED;
ASSET
NUMBER
300722





ARCHITECTURAL
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Kimberley Maintenance and Bus Garage
Facility: Kimberley Maintenance and Bus GarageAsset  Number: 100162

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 1,929,246 FCI: 0.71
RI Cost: 2,098,606 RI: 0.77
Total Requirements Cost: 2,098,606

Current Replacement Value: 2,723,729
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 2,218 SM
Use Bus Garage Construction Type Concrete Block
Floors 1 Historical Category Unknown

Address 1 8676 Hwy. 95A N City Kimberley
Address 2 - State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1967 Zip/Postal Code V1A 2Y5
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Kimberley Maintenance Building 
and Bus Garage

Asset Description

KIMBERLEY
MAINTENANCE
SHOP
AND
BUS
GARAGE,
ASSET
NUMBER
100162
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 Asset Detail Report
By Asset Name

School District: Rocky Mountain Asset: Kimberley Zone Office
Facility: Kimberley Zone Office Asset  Number: 100158

Assets are ordered by Asset Name Currency: CAD

Statistics

FCI Cost: 879,011 FCI: 0.78
RI Cost: 1,084,211 RI: 0.96
Total Requirements Cost: 1,084,212

Current Replacement Value: 1,124,931
Date of most Recent 
Assessment:

May 30, 2019

Type Building
Area 465 SM
Use School Board Office Construction Type Wood Frame
Floors 2 Historical Category

Address 1 PO BOX 70 City Kimberley
Address 2 8676 Hwy. 95A N State/Province/Region CANADA
Year Constructed 1967 Zip/Postal Code V1A 2Y5
Year Renovated - Architect -
Ownership School District Owned Commission Date -

Decommission Date -

Architectural Inspector: David Greeley P. Eng Inspection Date: 30, May 2019

Photo

 Signature - Exterior Elevation Kimberley Zone Office

Asset Description

KIMBERLEY
ZONE
OFFICE,
ASSET
NUMBER
100158
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APPENDIX C – Historical and Forecasted Enrolment for Rocky Mountain School District Schools 
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GOLDEN ZONE 

Alexander Park Elementary School (K-3)  

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 166 
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Lady Grey Elementary School (4-7) 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 269 
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Nicholson Elementary School (K-7) 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 112 
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Golden Secondary School (8-12) 

 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 550 
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Golden Alternate School 
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WINDERMERE ZONE 

Eileen Madson Primary School (K-3) 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 145 
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J Alfred Laird Elementary School (4-7) 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 225 
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Edgewater Elementary School (K-7) 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 132 
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Martin Morigeau Elementary School (K-7) 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 112 
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Windermere Elementary School (K-7) 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 135 
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David Thompson Secondary School (8-12) 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 675 
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Open Doors Alternate Education 
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KIMBERLEY ZONE 

Lindsay Park Elementary School (K-3) 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 155 
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Marysville Elementary School (K-3) 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 200 



APPENDIX C – Historical and Forecasted Enrolment for Rocky Mountain School District Schools 

 

15 
 

McKim Middle School (4-7) 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 373 
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Selkirk Secondary School (8-12) 

 

 

 

  

Operating Capacity = 525 
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Kimberley Alternate School (8-12) 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX D – LRFP Survey Results 
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District-wide Responses 

 

 

 

 

 

SCHOOL # of RESPONSES
Alexander Park Elementary 23
Golden Secondary 36
Golden Zone Office 2
Lady Grey Elementary 29
Nicholson Elementary 11
David Thompson Secondary 45
Edgewater Elementary 17
Eileen Madson Primary 30
Invermere Board Office 6
Invermere Open Doors 1
J. Alfred Laird Elementary 26
Martin Morigeau Elementary 14
Windermere Elementary 25
Blarchmont Early Learning 4
Kimberley Alternate 2
Kimberley Board Office/RMISP 4
Kimberley Zone Office 1
Lindsay Park Elementary 20
Marysville Elementary 27
McKim Middle School 32
Selkirk Secondary 67
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Golden Zone Responses 
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Windermere Zone Responses 
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Kimberley Zone Responses 
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