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Introduction 
The Hinsdale County School District RE-1 (District), located in Lake City, Colorado, delivers education to 

students from Pre-Kindergarten (PreK) through the twelfth grade. Accredited with Distinction by the 

Colorado Department of Education, it is recognized as providing excellent results in academic 

achievement and post-secondary/workforce readiness.  

In June 2016, the Board of Education (Board) hired the consulting firm of Welborn & Associates (WELA), 

to seek community input on a proposed new gymnasium facility. While there was support for a new 

gymnasium, it was recognized there was a strong need for a long-range plan addressing all District 

facilities. With a desire to continue to improve educational opportunities and performance, the Board 

retained WELA to help the District research needs, obtain community input, and develop solution 

alternatives with a ten-year outlook for District facilities.  

This plan evaluates current facilities in several key categories, comparing current space to several similar 

districts, gathering information from key stakeholders, and projecting expected growth. This document 

provides a high-level view of facility needs with a ten-year outlook.  

Finally, this plan is not intended to be a building design document. Based on identified needs, the plan 

includes several alternatives for consideration. Next steps are outlined that will enable the District to 

evaluate the solution alternatives and determine the best course of action. 

 

 

For information on this plan contact: 

Dr. Leslie Nichols, Superintendent, Hinsdale County School District RE-1 
970-944-2314   
leslien@lakecityschool.org    
 
Phillip Virden, President, Board of Education, Hinsdale County School District RE-1 
starmanlakecity@msn.com 
 
Janice Welborn, Welborn & Associates 
(970) 596-3359 
janice.welborn@welbornassociates.net 

  

https://hangouts.google.com/?action=chat&pn=+19709442314&hl=en&authuser=0
mailto:leslien@lakecityschool.org
https://hangouts.google.com/?action=chat&pn=+19705963359&hl=en&authuser=0
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Executive Summary 
In August 2016, the Hinsdale County School District RE-1 Board of Education and Welborn & Associates 

initiated the research phase of the facilities planning project gathering historical, comparative, and 

current facility data. Input from stakeholders was obtained through surveys and public meetings. With 

this information in hand, the process included assessment of the desired state, a needs analysis, options 

development, and solution alternatives. Funding opportunities and next steps were identified. 

District needs were assessed in two primary categories: educational adequacy and 

safety/environmental. Needs were identified in four primary groups – capacity, safety and 

environmental, technology infrastructure, and space design: 

• Capacity – To achieve a capacity comparable to the average of similar districts surveyed, District 

facilities need to more than double in size. 

• Safety and Environmental – Issues include security, lack of a building public address system, lack 

of fire suppression, off-campus foot travel to other facilities, heating, ventilation, sound 

proofing, electrical, and structural concerns. 

• Technology Infrastructure – The existing infrastructure and internet access is inadequate and 

unreliable for modern educational and learning support.  

• Space Design – The combination of original building design and the result of additions result in 

significant use challenges and inefficiencies for staff and students. 

Four solution alternatives (two of which have sub-options) were considered. Based on Board preference 

and public input, alternatives that resulted in all classroom and multi-use physical education facilities 

being located on a single campus were preferred. Alternative 1, with two sub-options, will be further 

developed by the Board: 

• Alternative 1 – All Facilities in One Location 

• Alternative 1a – New School on New Site. Build a new school on a new site that 

provides sufficient space to accommodate all District facilities at one location. 

• Alternative 1b – Renovate and expand existing building and build a new multi-use 

physical education facility on the existing school site. To accommodate all facilities on 

existing site, acquire necessary additional property. 

Funding opportunities outlined include state programs and resources, federal funding, competitive 

public and private grants, private donations, creative financing, and local funding. 

To make an informed decision, next steps are outlined. These include researching options on availability 

of suitable land for a new site, identifying best practices and learnings from other districts that have 

recently completed major projects, development of a strategic curriculum plan, engagement of a design 

and build consultant specializing in education facilities, and development of a funding plan. 
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Methodology 
The methodology and process was designed and intended to consider a broad set of external and 

internal historical, comparative, and projected data, and engage the District Board in a discussion and 

evaluation of facilities that considers a ten-year view. 

 

 

 

Gathering Data 

Statistical and comparative data was collected from the following data sources:  

• School district enrollment – Colorado Department of Education (CDE) and Hinsdale County 

School District RE-1 

• Comparative – Online survey of school districts and public information from surveyed districts 

and CDE websites 

• Population and growth rates – Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) 

• Tax Information – Hinsdale County Tax Assessor 

• Economic Comparisons – County Abstracts of Assessment from peer survey participants 

• Hinsdale County School District RE-1 – Dr. Leslie Nichols, Superintendent 

• Visioning and Current Facilities Assessment – Dr. Nichols, survey of teachers and students, and 

observation 

 

A major component of the comparative data was an online survey of other school districts. Requests 

were sent to superintendents of 41 Colorado school districts, most with an enrollment of 200 students 

or less. Twenty-two responses were received. If data was incomplete or appeared inaccurate, follow-up 
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phone calls were made. Any data remaining incomplete or questionable was eliminated from reports or 

analysis. 

WELA surveyed Lake City Community School staff and students (middle and high school) gathering their 

assessment of the adequacy of the current facility to support learning and curriculum.  

A workshop was conducted to engage community members in the discussion. The group included 

parents, teachers, neighbors, property owners, leaders, and other citizens, along with Board members 

and the Superintendent. During the workshop, Dr. Nichols shared a vision of possibilities to consider in 

planning the future development of curriculum and facilities support. The participants discussed and 

prioritized ideas for three key questions on the future of non-core (Art, Music, Technology, etc.) 

programs, how large spaces should be used, and what basis should be used to define the facility size. 

Research into Colorado Department of Education (CDE) public information resources provided 

construction standards which included some standard classroom and other facility square footage 

recommendations. 

Where possible, historical data was projected into the future based on historical growth rates. 

The Board and WELA developed a series of articles in the Silver World to help the community learn 

about the facilities planning process and findings. Community input was solicited for each article via an 

on-line survey. 

Assessing the Desired State 

Using the data gathered in the above process, an assessment of the desired state for the future was 

made. The following guiding principles were key factors used to identify outcomes: 

1. Core Capacity – The capacity and flexibility of the facilities to meet the current and future core 

curriculum (Language Arts, Math, Science and Social Studies/History) needs. 

2. Non-Core Program Support – The provision of spaces that support non-core offerings such as music, 

art, physical education, sports, technology, and other programs. 

3. Innovative Learning Support – The configuration of the space size and design to support current and 

future 21st century learning and instructional needs, considering how smaller learning environments 

can be used effectively. This is especially important to support STEM (Science, Technology, 

Engineering, Math) programs. 

4. Multi-Use Capabilities – Consideration of multi-use and community usage during evaluation of large 

spaces. 

5. Technology Infrastructure – The presence of technology infrastructure within the facility to support 

the accelerating need for access and use of the internet. 

6. Security and Operations – The extent to which the facility provides a safe and secure environment 

and supports efficient building operations. 

7. Instructional Support – The presence of storage and functionality providing instructional support – 

teacher storage, student storage, audio/visual support, lab structures, and other. 

8. Environmental – The adequacy of the spaces with regard to temperature control, lighting, safety, 

and sound. 
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9. Supporting Areas Configuration – The proximity of working and learning spaces to support areas 

such as restrooms, libraries, recreational areas, administration, etc. 

 

Assessing Needs 

WELA considered the current state versus the desired state and assessed where gaps exist. 

Comparative facility size data from other school districts was “normalized” by converting absolute sizes 

to square feet per student. This enabled comparison of categories of spaces (core, non-core, assembly, 

gymnasium, library, and support) for other schools to Hinsdale County School District RE-1 without 

regard to enrollment population size. 

Superintendent Dr. Leslie Nichols conducted a tour of the current facility, allowing WELA to assess the 

current educational adequacy. 

Comparisons were made between Hinsdale County School District RE-1 and the surveyed districts for: 

• the programs supported by their multi-use facilities, e.g. music, art, dance, and physical 

education 

• sports programs supported by their facilities 

• how large spaces were used and possibly shared in the community and the use of community 

spaces for programming 

• projects with an associated cost of $50k or greater, completed in the last three years or planned 

for the next three years 

• how capital projects were funded 

 

Developing Solution Alternatives 

WELA considered the data, desired future state, and needs to develop candidate alternatives for the 

ten-year plan. Funding possibilities are also provided at a high level, recognizing even major projects are 

worth consideration and have been successfully funded in small communities similar to Lake City. 

 

Assessing Solution Alternatives 

Solution alternatives were presented to the Board for initial discussion and preliminary assessment. 

Following initial support of the Board, a second workshop was conducted for discussion and feedback. 

Participants included previous community stakeholder representatives and new stakeholders who self-

identified or were invited to participate. 

After updating, the draft plan was presented to the public in community meetings. The plan was also 

made available for download on the District website. Public comments were sought via an online survey 

and public meetings. 

The facilities plan, including next steps, was then updated where necessary, and completed with a final 

Board workshop. 
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Current Facilities 
Hinsdale County School District RE-1 was formed in January of 1876, enrolling 28 students. During the 

2016-2017 school year Lake City Community School has an enrollment of 111 students. 

The first school building was built in 1880; its second story was removed in 1949. The District used this 

building until it was replaced by a new facility in 1986 designed for grades K-5. Two wings were added in 

2003 to accommodate grades preK-12. 

A summary of the District: 

• 2.5 acres of land, of which 1.7 acres is the main campus 

• 10,209 square feet of facilities in the main campus building (Lake City Community School) 

• 824 square feet of faculty housing 

• 511 square feet of leased space used for PreK classes 

• 7,112 square feet of community buildings used for physical education, life skills, and theatre 

classes  

• Lake City Community School 

o Original building built in 1986 (31 years old) 

o South and East additions built in 2003 (14 years old) 

o Annual maintenance & operation budget of $171,753 in fiscal year 2017 

District Property 

The District owns 2.5 acres of land within the city limits of Lake City, Colorado, consisting of three 

parcels of land: 

• Main campus: located in the south end of block 26 (Hwy 149, Silver, 6th and 7th), 1.72 acres, 24 

lots 

• Soccer field: located in the north end of block 27 (Hwy 149, Henson, 6th and 7th), 0.65 acres, 9 

lots 

• Happy House: located in the north-west corner of block 27, 0.14 acres, 1 lot and 2 half lots 

See Appendix 10 for maps showing the property. 

 

District Facilities 

Main Campus: Lake City Community School 

The central portion of the Lake City Community School building was constructed in 1986 on the site of 

the original brick school house, built in 1880. The new school, intended to meet the needs of grades K-5, 

was 6,672 square feet in size. Today, the central portion (original building) hosts elementary classrooms, 

a library, administrative offices and a commons area. 

In 2003, additions were made to accommodate all grades preK-12, eliminating the need to bus students 

to Gunnison. A new 3,967 square foot wing was added on the south end which included classrooms for 

math, science, social studies, and language arts. At the same time, a 3,173 square foot wing was added 
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to the east including an art room and classroom for pre-school. The central portion was also remodeled 

to improve administrative spaces and functionality.  

In 2016, the entire facility was upgraded to use low-energy LED lighting and a parking lot was added 

north of the building to accommodate District transportation vehicles. 

The total size of the current facility is 14,323 square feet, resulting in 131 total square feet per student. 

In comparison with similar districts in Colorado, this is well below the average of 238 total square feet 

per student. 

The main campus also includes a sports court and a playground with a play structure. 

In 2015, Hinsdale County assessed the actual value of the main campus at: $2,086,150. 

See Facility Capacity in the Needs Assessment section for detail on square footage. 

 

Other Facilities 

Community Facilities 

Several community buildings are utilized by the school District: 

• Armory – used primarily for indoor sports, it is located 3½ blocks away in the downtown area at 

Bluff and 3rd. The space used in the Armory is 4,562 square feet in size; 4,233 square feet used 

for physical education and 329 square feet used for the Life Skills class kitchen. 

• Mary Stigall Theatre – used for theatre and other productions, it is located 3 blocks away, also in 

the downtown area at Silver and 3rd. The theatre is approximately 2,550 square feet in size. 

• Wee Care Child Care Center – leased for Pre-School classes, it is located 1 ½ blocks away at 

Henson and 5th. The classroom utilized is 511 square feet in size. 

Happy House 

The ‘Happy House’ is a residential house directly across Hwy 149 from the main campus. It has been 

utilized for additional classroom space, but due to the walk across Hwy 149 and resulting safety 

concerns, it is no longer used as a classroom. Today it is used for faculty housing. 

The house was built in the 1950s and is 824 square feet in size, located on .14 acres. 

In 2015, Hinsdale County assessed the actual value of the house at: $172,130. 

Soccer Field 

The District owns .65 acres of property to the east of the school, a block away across Hwy 149. It is 

currently used as a soccer and sports field. 

In 2015, Hinsdale County assessed the actual value of the soccer field at: $225,000. 
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Educating District students in Gunnison 

The history of school facilities in Lake City is largely affected by the decision to bus middle and high 

school students to Gunnison, starting in the 1967-68 school year. This continued until 2004 for a portion 

of the student body. K-5 classes have always been offered in Lake City and students were never bused 

(unless a family chose to send their children to Gunnison). In 1997 a temporary building was added to 

facilitate teaching middle school grades 6-8. The next year, Lake City Community School also offered 

classes for high school grades 9-12. Starting with the 2004-2005 school year, all students were again in 

Lake City and busing to Gunnison ceased. 
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Needs Assessment 
Facility needs were identified from a variety of sources – space comparison with similar school districts, 

input from attendees at community meetings, surveys of stakeholders and discussions with the 

superintendent and the Board.  

Facility needs are assessed in two primary areas: 

• Educational adequacy – the degree to which a school’s facilities can adequately support the 

instructional mission and vision of the District 

• Safety and environmental – the degree to which the facility provides a safe, secure, and 

reasonably comfortable learning environment 

Four primary needs were identified: 

1. Facility capacity 

2. Safety and environmental 

3. Technology infrastructure 

4. Space design 

Facility capacity 

Capacity is the ability to meet the needs of the student population within the facility.  

Based on comparisons with other similar districts surveyed on a per student basis, the overall size of the 

facility and most sub-categorized spaces are well below average. The lack of a large assembly area 

including a gymnasium was often cited as an important need and is a facility common at all other 

surveyed schools. Capacity issues were identified throughout the facility. These ranged from 

inadequately sized classroom/instructional spaces (specifically in the science lab) to lack of support 

areas including private conference space (which can also be used for small group instruction) and 

storage rooms. Other items often mentioned included lack of parking and insufficient restrooms. 

Graphs and a table detailing the square foot per student comparative analysis with similar size districts 

are included in the Appendix. 

It is notable that several off-campus facilities are currently utilized to provide instruction: PreK is located 

at the Wee Care facility, Life Skills at the kitchen in the Armory, and Physical Education in the Armory, 

the soccer field, Memorial Park, and the town park. Traveling to off-campus facilities results in 

operational inefficiencies, reducing time available for instruction, and safety concerns from students and 

staff.  

Comparative research with other districts was categorized into six primary areas: Core classrooms, non-

core classrooms, assembly, gymnasium, library, and support. Space comparisons to other districts are on 

a square foot per student basis. The following chart is a summary of the District’s current allocation of 

space compared with the average size in comparable districts (adjusted on a per/student basis): 
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Category Current District Size 
(square feet) 

Target Size (based on 
average surveyed size 
and District student 
enrollment projection) 

Variance 

Core classrooms 5,734 10,742 (5,008) 

Non-core (art, tech, music, 
etc.)  
Classrooms 

1,797 4,323 (2,526) 

Assembly 858 4,585 (3,727) 

Gymnasium 0 6,026 (6,026) 

Library 801 1,572 (771) 

Support 1,019 2,096 (1,077) 

TOTALS 14,323 30,130 (19,135) 

 

In the above chart, the Target Size is calculated by using the average square footage per student at 

comparable districts and multiplying it by the projected District student enrollment in 20 years (131 

students). Considering the Total Target Size, District facilities need to more than double in size to reach 

the average facility size of comparable districts. 

Breaking this down into the six primary areas and using the CDE’s minimum standard size of 675 sq/ft 

per classroom indicates that to reach the average of comparable districts, the District needs to add 

seven core classrooms and four non-core classrooms. In addition, again to reach the average size, the 

district needs to add: 

• A multi-use large assembly space including a gymnasium (estimated at 7,300 sq. ft.) 

• Additional library space (estimated at 800 sq. ft.) 

• Additional support space (estimated at 1000 sq. ft.) 

Final determination of the number of classrooms is a design phase issue and will be based on the 

strategic curriculum plan and needs of the district.  

Safety and environmental 

Staff and student surveys reflected a concern for various safety and environmental issues. Safety issues, 

identified multiple times by students and staff, included door security, lack of communication systems 

(public address and intercom), lack of a fire suppression system, and risk resulting from walking to off-

campus facilities. Environmental issues included cold rooms, inadequate ventilation, sound proofing, 

and inadequate electrical service for today’s needs. 

Technology infrastructure 

Stakeholders feel the existing technology infrastructure is inadequate and unreliable by today’s 

standards. Overall bandwidth was considered insufficient and Wi-Fi access throughout the building is 

not reliable.  
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Space design 

The design of the existing facility and how various spaces relate to each other presents a challenge to 

staff and students. This is somewhat the result of additions to the main building over the years that 

create inefficient spatial relationships.  

A prime example is building access and reception, which for security reasons is now through the main 

office. Use of this entrance results in insecure reception and buffering of visitors, diminished privacy for 

operations in office areas, inefficient staff work space, and overall general concerns about occupant 

safety and building security.  

Another often stated design deficiency is the lack of dedicated conference spaces to maintain privacy 

and confidentiality during meetings with students, parents, visitors, and staff. Dedicated small group 

instruction and intervention spaces do not exist. The library is often used to satisfy these needs, but is 

disruptive and limits the use of the library for its intended use. Space design issues are related to 

building capacities as many spaces are utilized for several activities. 

Categorized Needs 

The needs identified by stakeholders in each of the six categories are outlined below. 

Core Classrooms 

Core subjects include Language Arts, Math, Science and Social Studies/History. District core classroom 

space is 65% of the average square footage/student of surveyed districts. Specific needs identified by 

stakeholders: 

• space for PreK on campus 

• separate elementary and secondary classrooms (currently sharing space) 

• dedicated space for small group instruction and intervention (currently using the teacher 
workroom and the library) 

• adequate support for STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Math) curriculum, including 
necessary technology equipment and infrastructure 

• larger science lab(s) 

Non-Core Classrooms 

Non-core subjects include Art, Music, Technology, etc. District non-core classroom space is 50% of the 

average square footage/student of surveyed districts. Specific needs identified by stakeholders: 

• Foreign languages 

• Life skills kitchen 

• Music 

• Outdoor education 

• Physical education 

• Psychology 

• Theatre 

• Vocational training 

• Distance learning 
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Assembly 

Assembly areas for large groups often include an auditorium, lunch room, and other uses. District 

assembly space is 22% of the average square footage/student of surveyed districts. Specific needs 

identified by stakeholders: 

• multi-use facility that provides assembly space including a gymnasium, an auditorium with a 

stage, and a lunch room 

• a kitchen, primarily for events with meals 

Gymnasium 

District gymnasium space is 0% of the average square footage/student of surveyed districts. Having no 

gymnasium, students walk to the Armory downtown for physical education classes. The Armory is 

viewed as inadequate as regulation sports courts are unavailable, requiring teams to travel to Creede for 

sanctioned events. Other districts use their gyms as multi-use large assembly spaces and also make 

them available for public events and use. Specific needs identified: 

• dedicated gymnasium, possibly part of a multi-use assembly area 

• space for locker rooms and storage for physical education programs 

Library 

District library space is 58% of the average square footage/student of surveyed districts. Although no 

specific additional needs were identified by stakeholders, its use as a library is diminished because it is 

often used for non-library functions (meetings, classroom, etc.). 

Support 

Support spaces include conference rooms, administrative offices, counseling, teacher workspaces, and 

storage. District support space is 56% of the average square footage/student of surveyed districts. 

Specific needs identified by stakeholders: 

• dedicated teacher workroom (currently using teacher workroom for conference space) 

• dedicated conference space for private and confidential meetings including intervention, 
parent/teacher conferences, and student testing (conferences are currently held in the library, 
teacher workroom, and classrooms) 

• additional storage space (spaces originally designed as storage areas have been converted to 

special education classrooms, a server/communications room, and administrative office space) 

• additional restroom facilities 

• nurse’s station with dedicated restroom 
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Solution Alternatives 
The Needs Assessment, Current Facilities, and guiding principles in the Methodology sections combine 

to form the basis for identifying options to close the gap between the current state and the desired 

state. Addressing the primary issues of capacity, safety and environmental, technology infrastructure, 

and space design guide us to the following solution alternatives. 

Four solution alternatives (two of which have sub-options) were considered and are presented with 

descriptions and lists of pros and cons. All alternatives result in increased operational costs due to 

increased size of the facility(s).  

The alternatives are listed in priority order based on Board preference and public input. A detailed 

discussion of each alternative follows the summary. 

 

Solution Alternatives Summary 

Alternatives 1a and 1b are preferred because they result in all classroom and multi-use physical 

education facilities on one campus. Further research into alternatives 1a and 1b will be conducted as 

outlined in Next Steps. 

• Alternative 1 – All Facilities in One Location 

• Alternative 1a – New School on New Site. Build a new school on a new site that 

provides sufficient space to accommodate all District facilities at one location. 

• Alternative 1b – Renovate and expand existing building and build a new multi-use 

physical education facility on the existing school site. To accommodate all facilities on 

existing site, acquire necessary additional property. 

The following alternatives were considered and are not preferred: 

• Alternative 2 – Add a Second Story to the Existing Building. Renovate existing building to 

address needs. Build a new multi-use physical education facility on the existing school site, 

soccer field, or acquire another site. 

• This alternative is not preferred because it may result in District facilities in multiple 

locations. It is priority 2 because it may be possible to build a new multi-use physical 

education facility on the existing school site. 

• Alternative 3 – Combination Build and Renovate 

• These alternatives are not preferred because District classroom and multi-use physical 

education facilities are in multiple locations. 

• Alternative 3a – Build a combined middle & high school / multi-use physical education 

facility at the soccer field site. Renovate the current school for PreK-5. 

• Alternative 3b – Build a combined PreK-5 school / multi-use physical education facility 

at the soccer field site. Renovate the current school for middle & high school (same as 

3a except the facilities on the soccer field site are swapped with those at the current 

school site). 
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• Alternative 4 – Demolish the existing building and rebuild on the current site. Build a new 

multi-use physical education facility on the existing school site, soccer field, or acquire another 

site. 

• This alternative is the least preferred because of the expense of demolishing a building 

that can be repurposed. It also may result in District facilities in multiple locations. 

 

Solution Alternative Details 

Alternative 1a – New School at New Site. Build a new school on a new site that provides sufficient space 

to accommodate all District facilities at one location. This alternative is preferred because it results in all 

classroom and multi-use physical education District Facilities on one campus. 

1. Find and acquire (purchase, donation, or combination) approximately 2-3 acres suitable for 

construction of a new school facility that includes:  

a. classrooms and instructional spaces for PreK-12 

b. multi-purpose physical education facility that supports assembly, auditorium, stage, 

gymnasium, sporting events, and community use 

c. library, conference rooms, workspaces, offices, and other support spaces 

d. parking areas for District vehicles, student, staff and visitor / event parking  

e. track and soccer field 

f. playgrounds and age appropriate recreational areas 

g. space for other potential outdoor educational opportunities 

Enlist the local realtors to provide written proposals for site acquisition and disposal of current 

properties. Proposals that include significant financial or land donations should be given strong 

consideration. 

2. Construct a combined new school and multi-use physical education facility of sufficient size and 

function to satisfy the needs outlined in the previous section. The overall facility size is based on 

average size (on a square foot per student basis) identified in comparable district surveys. The 

projected building size to accommodate growth for the next 20 years is approximately 30,800 

square feet. A design and build consultant specializing in education facilities should be contracted 

for the design phase. 

 

3. Offset the cost by sale or disposal of current District land and building assets. Enlist the participation 

of local realtors to provide options as part of their site proposal in item 1 above. Potential future 

uses include: 

 

a. All or part of the current building may be attractive to Hinsdale County for long-needed 

county office expansion and improvements – administration, sheriff, commissioners, public 

health, building enforcement, assessor, records, treasury, and other departments. In the 

recent past, the County studied a design of new offices up to 22,500 square feet. 

b. Part of the current building may be attractive to other government and non-profit agencies 

such as the Forest Service, BLM, Chamber of Commerce, Parks and Wildlife, Post Office, etc. 
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c. Space in the current building may be attractive to local retail, professional, and other 

businesses. 

d. The land occupied by the current building, soccer field, and residence can be sold for private 

development. 

 

Pros Cons 

1. One building on one site houses all grades 
and functions. PreK-12 in one building. 

2. No crossing of Hwy 149. 
3. Meets capacity and design needs. 
4. Provides for efficient upgrades to 

environmental and technology issues. 
5. Provides an efficient design and build path. 
6. Avoids possible conflicts with historical 

structures and space. 
7. Resolves neighborhood parking issues. 
8. Sale or disposal of the current facilities and 

land will offset some of the cost. 
9. Increases opportunities for outdoor 

classrooms and other new curriculum 
options. 

10. Provides opportunities for site donation by 
generous donors and naming opportunities. 

11. Enables addition of track and field site. 
12. May improve BEST and other grant funding 

options by making it easier to meet design, 
construction, and code standards. 

13. A green building may reduce operational 
costs. 

14. Eliminates multi-site drop-off. 

1. May be more expensive than other 
alternatives. 

2. Challenge of finding suitable land of sufficient 
size. 

3. May be out of town, which increases the 
distance for student drop-off and transport. 
May result in busing of students. 
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Alternative 1b – Renovate and expand existing building and build a new multi-use physical education 

facility on the existing school site. To accommodate all facilities on existing site, acquire necessary 

additional property. This alternative is preferred because it results in all classroom and multi-use physical 

education District Facilities on one campus. 

 

Pros Cons 

1. One building on one site houses all grades 
and functions. PreK-12 in one building. 

2. Meets capacity and design needs. 
3. No crossing of Hwy 149. 
4. Maintains a walking campus. 
5. Uses existing historic school site in town. 

Historic house could be incorporated into 
design. 

6. Renovation and new building can be 
designed green, reducing operational costs. 

7. Eliminates multi-site drop-off. 
8. Maybe less expensive than alternative 1a. 

1. Difficulty in acquiring additional property 
near the present facility. 

2. Two structures to the north contribute to the 
historic district. 

3. Neighborhood parking and view-shed may 
still be an issue. 

4. Questionable cost advantage due to 
renovation cost. 

5. Renovation of a building that has already 
been remodeled and added to exacerbates 
the complexity of design and build. 

6. Track and field and outdoor classrooms 
would be off-campus (vs alternative 1a). 

7. Less efficient upgrades to environmental and 
technology issues (vs alternative 1a). 

8. Less efficient design/build path (vs 
alternative 1a). 

9. Standards required for BEST and other grants 
must be met. 
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Alternative 2 – Add a Second Story to the Existing Building. Renovate the existing building to address 

needs. Build a new multi-use physical education facility on the existing school site, soccer field, or 

acquire another site. This alternative is not preferred because it may result in District facilities in multiple 

locations. It is priority 2 because it may be possible to build a new multi-use physical education facility on 

the existing school site. 

 

Pros Cons 

1. May provide all facilities on a single site if the 
multi-use physical education facility is built 
on current school site. 

2. Uses the same footprint of current school 
and the soccer field is not affected. 

3. Maintains use of the historic site of school. 

1. Multi-use physical education building may 
need to be elsewhere resulting in 
students/staff crossing Hwy 149, additional 
land acquisition, and other complications. 

2. Harder to sell to neighbors and community 
due to obstruction of the view-shed and 
parking issues. 

3. Structural changes may be required to 
support second story. 

4. Questionable cost advantage due to 
renovation cost. 

5. Renovation of a building that has already 
been remodeled and added to exacerbates 
the complexity of design and build. 

6. Limited space on existing site. Likely to 
require acquisition of additional land. 
Restricted options for land acquisition at 
current site. 

7. Temporary facilities would be required during 
the construction phase. 

8. Standards required for BEST and other grants 
must be met. 

 

 

Alternative 3a – Build a combined middle & high school / multi-use physical education facility at the 

soccer field site. Renovate the current school for PreK-5. This alternative is not preferred because 

District classroom and multi-use physical education facilities are in multiple locations. 

1. Construct a combination middle school, high school, and multi-use physical education facility at the 

soccer field and “Happy House” site, on acquired land in close proximity to the current school, or 

some combination. Provide appropriate spaces for middle and high school students including: 

a. classroom, lab, and instructional spaces 

b. office and administrative 

c. conference rooms 

d. teacher workspace 

e. parking 
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f. multi-use physical education space (assembly, PE, gymnasium, stage, auditorium, 

regulation-size space for sporting events, and community events) 

g. other support spaces 

 

2. Renovate the existing school for PreK-5 including: 

a. classroom, lab, and instructional spaces 

b. office and administrative 

c. conference rooms 

d. teacher workspace 

e. parking 

f. smaller multi-use physical education space for PreK-5 

g. other support spaces 

  

3. Enhance street-crossing support and structures to accommodate supervised safe crossings for PreK-

5 students for occasional assemblies or events that require the larger multi-use space at the Middle 

School/High School site. 

  

4. If the soccer field is used for the new building, acquire land and construct a new track and soccer 

field at an acceptable nearby location.  

 

Pros Cons 

1. Utilizes existing property. 
2. Provides multi-use physical education facility 

on-site with adequate parking. 
3. Meets capacity and design needs. 
4. Provides for upgrades to safety, 

environmental, and technology issues. 
5. Separates grade levels, i.e. PreK-5 separated 

from older students in middle and high 
school grades. 

6. Possible lower price tag than Alternative 1. 
7. PreK is housed at the elementary campus. 

1. May create over-capacity issues due to 
duplication of some spaces, e.g. library, 
restrooms, PE classrooms, administrative, 
conference rooms, parking, etc. 

2. Technical, environmental, and safety 
upgrades may be more costly in the 
renovated building. 

3. Ongoing operational and maintenance costs 
will be higher with two facilities. 

4. PreK-5 must cross Hwy 149. Requires 
supervised crossing of Hwy 149 for some 
events and needs. 

5. May not solve parking issues at current site. 
6. Separates grade levels that might be involved 

in multi-grade instruction. 
7. May create multiple site drop-offs for some 

families. 
8. Decreased staffing efficiency with two sites. 
9. May require temporary facilities during 

renovation and transition. 
10. Requires acquisition of another site for new 

track and soccer field. 
11. PreK-12 not in one building. 
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Alternative 3b – Build a combined PreK-5 school / multi-use physical education facility at the soccer 

field site. Renovate the current school for middle & high school (same as 3a except the facilities on the 

soccer field site are swapped with those at the current school site). This alternative is not preferred 

because District facilities are in multiple locations. 

1. The description of the new facility at the soccer field (or other site) is the same as Item 1 in 

Alternative 3a except it will be PreK-5 age group and multi-use physical education facility used by all 

grades. Provides spaces listed in Alternative 3a, Item 1. 

  

2. Renovate the current school for middle and high school students. Provide spaces listed in 

Alternative 3a, Item 2 except for physical education spaces. Middle and high school students will use 

the new multi-use physical education facility at the soccer field site. 

 

3. Enhance Hwy 149 crossing support and structures to accommodate regular use by middle and high 

school students at the multi-use physical education facility located on the soccer field site. 

 

4. If the soccer field is used for the new building, acquire land and construct a new track and soccer 

field at an acceptable nearby location. Consider use of the athletic fields at Memorial Park. 

 

Pros Cons 

Same as Alternative 3a except for the following: 
1. Eliminates young children crossing Hwy 149. 

Same as Alternative 3a except for the following: 

1. Middle and high school students may use 
multi-use PE facility more than lower grades 
for theatre, sports, and other PE activities. 

2.  Separation may restrict or reduce efficiency 
of middle and high school student use. 

3. PreK-12 not in one building. 
4. Increased driving by high school students. 

 

 

Alternative 4 – Demolish the existing building and rebuild on the current site. Build a new multi-use 

physical education facility on the existing school site, soccer field, or acquire another site. This 

alternative is the least preferred because of the expense of demolishing a building that can be 

repurposed. It also may result in District facilities in multiple locations. 

 

Pros Cons 

Same as alternative 2 except: 

1. May be less expensive to demolish and start 
from scratch. 

2. Eliminates possible structural issues 
associated with adding a second story on the 
current building. 

Same as alternative 2 except: 

1. Demolition of the current building may be 
perceived by some as destruction of usable 
property. 

2. Requires a two-story design to meet capacity 
and design needs which has Cons associated 
with view-shed and neighborhood 
appearance. 
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Funding Opportunities 
While the primary funding source for school facilities is local and state tax revenue, there are some state 

and federal initiatives which are potentially available. Competitive grant funds are an ongoing and 

potential source of revenue. Grants are available from federal or state agencies or from community and 

corporate foundations. Monitoring grant opportunities to identify those that will allow capital projects 

can lead to other sources of funding for renovations, repairs and modernization improvements. A 

program to develop private donations can be a source of major funding. 

State Funding 

• Colorado Department of Education’s division of Capital Construction has developed a series of 

programs and resources for capital construction funding and technical assistance. CDE should be 

consulted to determine funding opportunities available to the District. A primary example is the 

BEST grant. Building Excellent Schools Today (BEST) is a competitive capital construction grant 

available to all Colorado public school districts. The goal of the BEST program is to provide first 

class, high performing, 21st century facilities and to help alleviate health and safety concerns. 

BEST funds can be used for construction of new schools as well as general construction and 

renovation of existing school facility systems and structures. This is a matching funds grant with 

possibility of a waiver through an application process. For fiscal year 2017-2018, CDE requires a 

local contribution of at least 59% of the project cost for the District. 

Federal Funding 

• Qualified Zone Academy Bonds (QZAB) provides interest free financing for renovation, repair 

projects and other needs.  

Grants 

• Competitive grants requiring partnerships with local entities such as Great Outdoors Colorado 

(GOCO) projects include ball fields, sports complexes, skate parks, and playgrounds. 

• Private endowment grants 

• Public grants, including the Energy/Mineral Impact Assistance Fund Grant. 

Private Donations 

• Private donations, both small and large, provide important matching funds and demonstrate a 

commitment and ownership by the community and school supporters. 

 

Creative Financing 

• Creative financing options include lease financing where the facility is privately owned, and 

public private partnerships, which can provide a combination of financing, ownership and use 

arrangements to facilitate construction.  

Local Funding 

• Bond issues 

• Tax options 
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o Mill Levy Override – property tax revenue increase for technology upgrades and safety 

improvements 

o Special Building and Technology Fund – a tax levy increase limited to three years. 

Moneys generated by this levy are available to fund the purchase of land, construction, 

purchase, and, maintenance of facilities, and the purchase and installation of building 

security, instructional, and information technologies. 

o Supplemental Capital Construction, Technology and Maintenance Fund – raise and 

expend additional local property tax revenue to provide ongoing cash funding for 

capital construction, new technology, existing technology upgrade, and maintenance 

needs. 
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Next Steps 
The solution alternatives in this plan are based on addressing the District’s facility needs at a high level. 

Further research and work is required before selecting the best alternative and considering the detailed 

design of the facility(s). Identified next steps are as follows, many of which can occur concurrently: 

• Collaboration – Partnerships with the community and other organizations should be explored. A 

coordinated collaborative effort will be of high value to the community and therefore have a 

much greater chance of success. 

• Location – Building a new PreK-12 facility depends on availability of affordable land in a suitable 

location. The District should research options with the help of local realtors and land owners.  

• Recent projects – District personnel, Board members, and other stakeholders should visit other 

comparable school districts who have recently completed major projects to identify best 

practices and learnings. Discussing successful funding options, architectural design 

considerations, land acquisition, and construction will be invaluable in planning the District’s 

project. 

• Funding – Funding options should be evaluated. At a minimum, funding options include BEST 

and other grants, private donation, disposal of unneeded property, and public financing. 

Colorado Department of Education staff should be consulted to assist with the funding process 

associated with a BEST grant. 

• Curriculum – Regardless of the solution alternative chosen, the design should be based on the 

curriculum programs the District desires to provide now and in the foreseeable future. The 

District should ensure a strategic curriculum plan is developed or updated prior to engaging in a 

new construction project. The plan should identify which existing programs should be retained 

and what new programs should be added to meet the needs of tomorrow’s students. 

• Design – A design and build consultant specializing in education facilities should be retained. The 

firm can help the District evaluate pros and cons of the solution alternatives and begin design of 

the facility(s) required to support the delivery of programs identified in the strategic plan. 

The facility needs of the District and the realities around meeting them represent a significant change 

for the District and the community. Throughout the process, it is imperative that good project and 

change management practices are followed including: continued communication and input from 

stakeholders, formal project management, and clearly defined overall goals. 
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Appendices 
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Appendix 1a: Peer District Survey Methodology 
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Appendix 1b: Peer District Survey Results 
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Appendix 1c: Peer District Survey Initial Comments and Observations 
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Appendix 1d: Peer District Survey Square Footage Comparison Graphs 
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Appendix 2a: Staff Survey Results 
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Appendix 2b: Student Survey Results 
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Appendix 2c: Staff and Student Survey Comments 
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Appendix 3: Gap Analysis 
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Appendix 4: Statistics and Projections 
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Appendix 5: Economic Analysis 
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Appendix 6: Workshop 1 Summary Report 
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Appendix 7: Workshop 2 Summary Report 
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Appendix 8: Lake City Community School Current Floorplan 
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Appendix 9: Lake City Community School Square Footages by Category 
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Appendix 10a: Map - Town of Lake City Blocks & Lots 
 

Yellow indicates District property. 
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Appendix 10b: Map - Lake City Aerial view 
 

Red lines indicate District property. 
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Appendix 10c: Map – Surveyed Colorado School Districts 
 

 

 


