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partnerships insure more value for the noney spent than do the
traditional building progvams’ln which expensive services and

‘facilities are duplicated. '

Multi-u;e occupancy projects 4}e also more economical in
terms of energy use. Energy consumption can be reduced by as .

. mucn as one-half by programf sharing facilities with cOmpie- i
mentary energy demands, as 1n'the schools whose alr epace rights
are leased to epartment complex ceveldoment,‘ae in New York
City. Vith staggered peaks in air conditionlng demands, lower
total plant capacity is permi ted and greatersoperating efrieiency
by rnnning equipment closer to capacity.

. Many people fe€l that ;oint occupancy offers non-econonic
advanteges as well as ecomomic. In 1dea1 projects, Jjoint.
occupancy creates a new\envrronment which established an_ in-
.-tegrated community witn‘aebroa@ range of commurf%y services
Poﬁtlac, Fichinan, with 1tscﬂgnan Resources Centér and Atlanta,
Georgia, with the John F. Kennedy School and Community Center,
are: prototypic of the philosophical reasons for joint occupancy.
‘Phese Rinds of centers are administered by many different service

.

agencies under unified‘and 1nterre1ated direction. This kind of.
-\

resource center, some argue. should serve as g\lgjadle to graveu

educational process serving as a catalyst for thg creation of a
stable residential neighborhood. It nas’been asserted, also,
that shared facilities result in improved voting frequency, bond
issue approval,vdccreaeed’Juvenile delinquency and vandallism as -
well as a generally improved attitude toward education. Thus), l

philoeophically, the human resource center would serve as a

qQ
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Jbint occupancy is the concept wh;ch lnvolves'éombining
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soﬁools with'apartment dwellings; commérciél spaces, Or COmM=

munity services and offices. Many people feel that joint
- I

ocgupancy, known;also as shared facilities or multiple-use ~

buildings, has both economic and philosophical advantagcs;

-

Qithough the conteptfpiesents some complex legal proklews in

nwany states, admiﬂistrat%rs generally agree that Jjoint occuparcy

is attractive because it can provide needed schools, reduvce the

3

financial.impact of school construction, provide flexzbility in

years of uncertain enrollment, and, in the public-private mix,
L 3 , . N

] L4

kp;p used land on city tax rplls. *, . .

Joint occupancy may be of several mixes; putlic-puklic,

\

x

when a school {s combinel with other public services, putlic~

prjvate, where the alr rights of the scrool are sold or leased
®

for commercial developtent, or private-private, wnhere a private

school shares facilites or sites 3}th commercial space., Lesisn

varies subs}antiélly but the facility is Jointly designel, cor-

W structed and ‘operated by the participating agencies.

% !

- /
. Joint .occupancy is a concept which has been reactivated and

extended dufing the past decade. To say that multi-use of

facilities, a torm also emplpyed to categorize shared facilities,

-~

is a new idea woﬁld be inaccu}ate. Past civilizations educated

their yoqfh in the community at large in non-specializei environ-
ments; the market, the home, farms, churches, and, later, in in-

3
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dustrial settings. Only recently, due to child labor laws,

compulsory education, and soclal affluence, has learning become

specialized and conducted away from the activities of the adult

society. ' LT . : .

The first models, referred to as first zeneration community/

,;’ school projects, came’ with the establishment of the Community

Ky

School Program in Flrnt/ Michigan withthe financial bacxing of

i

"u

7 iChar.tes Mott in 1935. At present over 700 U. S. school districbs
L. P

have programs which open schools to the oowmunity after hours,

-

%% énd on weekends. Second reneration orojects wvere characteplze@ |

"y

L . by the qharinn of recreational faciliﬁies, by n%ture the lezst

|
. “disruptive" to the purists concep} of educgtiopal activities,

Third generation ‘pro jects invoIVing joint occupancy emcrsed as '

0,‘

\result of several facdtors, a declining school~aae pobala*1oo

[} ¥

concerns over energy conservation and strained maintenance fur.de
. o v,

v oF

1ég. Pyblic interest éegan-to seek a broader Joiot—usage corcepu
' wﬁich w%uld relate the schools and otherxnon-conflicting activities.
It was #he Human Resources Céhter, later renamed the Lana P. _
‘WhitmeJ Center, of Pontiac, Michigan which firally ushered in the
third éeneration of community/schdols.' what has emerged in this:
and ot#er sinilar projects is a pattern of spaces under one roof
. which dealt with social and medical supvort services as well as

educational and recreational. Funding sources for these projectsJ
i .

incluée state and local monies as well as federal HUD and HEW

N

funding.
|
S Within this concept is found a total disintegration of rigid

t

time and usage patterns for building spaces, as well as a corres-

|
| 3
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ponding br?gdening of the’agé‘énd socio-ethnic groups using the
facilities. Various gomblnations of Joint occuﬁancy create, to
a greater or lesser degree, depending upcn the number of )

paiticipéfing agencies,.environments'that are, in éffect small
cities or towns that could almost act as independent communiéies.
Advantages fo joint occupancy seem to divide themselves into

two Broad categories. The primary 1mpgtus is ecgnomic. H;gh
cqnstruction costs, shortage of urban sités, high interest rates

., and tight credit, taxpayer reluctance zo see land removed from

tPe tax rolls are all factors. A rapidly increasing consicderation

is that of enérgy consunption and conservation, aqdin? to the

favér with which Jjoint ocbupancy is being viewed., Although cltles

ma& be ,in troutle, more.and, more urban space 18§ neeééd for more

and more things. As codbetition and costs increase, it has be-

come 1ncreasin@ly difficult to fiﬁa dity sites that can te put

aside for educational‘purposes alone., Urban schools needing

. expandingifacilities fipd space and.fundis in short supply.

Comﬁounding the sﬁortage‘of land is a dwindlineg prop%rty tax

base. 1n the city of Boston Tor example, about 503 ofe the
availablé land is already occupied by public or tax-exempt build-
ings. In order to Surv1Ve, cities must increase, oé at least
maintain, thelr tax base of revenue producing properties. The
ideal arrangement is to include on the school -slte, enough tax-
paying commercial space te carry the cost of the debt service
on the school. Properly planned, Joint occupancy can provide

-a way of créating new schools or ;eplacement schools withoﬁt”

raising the tax rate. Shared space and facilitles make for more

efficlent and| economical use of space. Public-public financing

: 4
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partnerships insdre more valde for the money spent than do the
traditional building programs in which expensive services and
- faeilities are duplicated.

Multi-use occupancy proJects are also more economical in
terns of energy use. Energy consumption can be reduced by, as
much as one-half by programf sharing facilities with comple-
nentary energy demands, as in the schools whose air space rights
are leased to apartment complex develdnment, as in New York
City. With staggered peaks in air conditioning demands, lower
total plant capacity is permi ted and rreatersoperating efficlency
by running equipnent closer to capacity.

o

Many people fe€l that Joint occupancy offers non<econouic

advantages as well as ecomomic. In ideal projects, Jjoint
\

occupancy creates a new environmeunt which estatlished an in-
- .

. tegrated community with a broad range of connunf%y services.,

Pontiac, iichlgan, with its Egman Resources Centér and Atlanta,
Georgia, with the John F. Kennedy School and Cormmunity Center,
are-prototypic of the philosophical reasons for Joint occupancy.
These Rinds of centers are administered by many different service
agencies under unified-and interrelated direction This kind of

resource center, some argue, should serve as a “cradle to grave"
\

educational process serving as a catalyst for tnk‘creation of a

stable residential neighborhood. It has been asserted, also,
that shared facilities result in lmproved voting frequency, bond
issue approval, decreased Juvenile delinquency and vandalism as
well as a generally improved attitude toward education. Thus, «

philosophically, the human resource center would serve as a

o
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clearinghouse for.human/community services of which schools are
only one paft. i
Forecasting the future of Joint occupancy.is only conjecture.

-However, it is generall& a%;eed that present ef?ortq‘at multi-
use or shared facilities afe not the final evolution of the social/
. educationél concept. Eufébe, with 1ts more tdleran} view of .
heavily soclalized government financing, is in the vanguard qf
the Jjoint occupancy movemenﬁ. ﬁowever, we in the United: States X
ﬁave’arrived at the point where isolated approaches to protlenm-
solving afe no longer economically feasible. The ﬁousing ané
"Community-Development Act of 1974 enacted federalxassistancerin
'sdbport o] commuhity development activitieg. In anotner buill, ihe
Educatihnssaeaﬁmeﬁzg of 1974, further governmental committirent
is made to th; commukity/school,conéept. its intent is cleariy
directive toward future educat1oéal/comnuﬁgzy’51ann1ng. iiopefully,

the end of education in isolation, replete with student age

- stratification, is at an end as Joint~occupahcy comeé of are.




+ ' ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY -

Baas, Alan M. Joint Occupancy. Eugene, Oregon:, ERIC Clearing- 4
i house on Educational ianagement, University of Oregon,
Decemnber, 1973.

Joint occupancy, known also as shared facilities or multiple

‘use buildings, involves combining schools with apartment dwellings,
' commercial space, or community services and offices. Recommended

as an apprOac% to a solution of both public and primate urbtan

school needs, the design is usually composed af a sinmle

structure, or a complex, Jointly designed, constructed and
,_Operated by the participating parties.

A school district can build the facility ehd lease it to
other agencigs, using, the income to offset btuilding and opera*iﬂu
expenses.« The district can ask the other agency to butld iteg
facility in conjunction with a new school. A tbird option is,
the sharing of costs on the expected pro rata usage., Joint
occupancy recieves attention in other EZFL -publications cited in
the'report. ' | .

The New.York Educational Constructior. Fund, creeted in
19(¢, was designed to carry out a program of public school
nultiple use structures. E.C.F., a self-sustaining corporation,
uses modern design and construction techniques which permits
schools to be open more hours and become focal points of com=-
munity life. P. S. 12¢, the first project to te completed, shares

'its site with a twenty~-five story apartment complex. Twenty-

three similar facilitiesy costing approximately $180 millio%=

for the schools and %380 million for the commercial spaces, are

~




planned.

-

Llebérman's 1972 report focuses on educational facility .
options and criteria for shared facility schools. Such critefqa
include educational programs based on open space concepts, a
6,000 square foot floor space minimum, séparate access.for school,
play space usable afterchoufs, and yearlround air conditioﬁing.

An early example is a Queens, New York school located on .the

ground floor of a public housiné projecf. Major-difficulties y

4muﬂzu1Lj§L_ﬁministrat&on and maintengnce services caused by the

fact that:spaces .were not originally designed for school use.
Higher education is also exploring facility sharing, in-f

‘tended to reduce duplication of effort and fa;ilitigs. Ine o

Cenver, the Auraria Higher Education Center combines three

public institutes of higher education; almost every building

w111 by shared. An unsuccessful sharing attempt in Baltizore is

cited. Bureaucratic ynertia and laws governing financing of

public buildinegs érev nted cons}ruction of the propoééd campus.

'
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cases there is no formal assoclation.

Brooks, Kenneth W. "Facility Alternatives. A Synopsis of
Ideas." C.E.F.P. Journal, vol. 10 (June, 1972), PP, 8~11.

, Some faeility a1ternativesiare (1) rededication of obsolete
and underused spades,’(Z) use of non-school fa;ilities, (3) deli- x;
very systems not requiring the use of'tmaditional schools, (4)‘
extended day schedules, (5):Bobile spaces, (6) use of abanéoneél b
facilities, (7) o*gavizationalkmodifications, (8) new ‘ways of
financing and owning (9) construction engineerirr and archi- .
ecta;al techniqués, and (10) other alternativés such as Jjoint v

.gccupancy and air rights. . L . - . /

\ Joint occuoancy indircctly enters into many of the ennpmerated

. alternatives. Also mentioned separately, joint occupancy school

\
pfograms are now operating successfully in associatipn with rec-

rbation centers, offices and apartments. In some cases the

. 6ccupancy can be disigned to complement each occupant. In other

F-
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"wBuilding Economical Alr Rights Plan Combines Apartment With
. Blementary School." American School And Un versity, vol.
_ 45 (sept.., 1972), ppe 50-52. y

¢

‘The nation's first Joint occupancy project combining an
gpa&fment house witn a public school reached completion 1n
New, York City in September of 1971. P. S. 12€, a fhree story
eleuentary school, shareélits site with a fouf_hundred family,.
twenty~five Btoryﬁépartﬁ?ﬁt‘t)ilding. The apartment complex
was bullt-on thé "ait rights¥ of ﬁpe'four million dollar
school. Twenty-three other shared. site pro jects were,\in 1972, ’
under construction or in the planning stage 1 Jew ¥York City.

Accérding to the article, a dé/elppef wals s selected who
agrced to build the’ school in order to benef} t from“the owner-
E' ‘ship of the commercial developmeat. He must fhébce the pon-
-sthool portlon 1ndependent1y but 1s relieved of ‘the financial

respongibility of.acquiring-land. The "aip rights" concept

by K . ’ ~
. includes both the alr over the buwilding and over the adjacent
. . 3 l' < $ “> ‘
grounds. E . . . .
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Clincy, Evans. Joint Occupancy: Profiles of Sigmificant
Schools. New York: . F. L}f,,1970. £0 04T 079

Righ constructioq costs, high interest rates and vo}er
reluctance to see property removed from tax rolls are compel-
ling.school administrators t '1ook at the concept known various-
"ly as Jjoint occupancy, mixed use, or rultiple-use of land aﬁd
buildings. The concept includes combining Fchools with housinyg,

|
comnmercial space and civic agencies. VarioLs combirations

create environments that are in effect 1ndé£endent communities
that are still linked to their surrounding cities. Tne Jjoint
occupancy concept may take the bﬁblic-publgz; public-private,
or private-private formats: the public-private mix still being
the less common. '

Reasons for developing and extendinv th idea ofmjoiht
occupancy are mostly relatez to economics. Lowever, whether
the reasons are economic or philosoprhical, in alvost all cases
the solution is the comblnation\ of uses, the stacking of Jif-
ferent spaces and functions, tﬁe use of air rights over small
pleces of ground space.

Joint occupancy nay take the simplest form, that of two
or more parties sharing a site. Shared sites imply separate
buildings that may or may not be related in programs but in-
variably use the income from one to help finance the other.
Such & program is the Friends Select School in Philadelphia,

Pennsylvannia where the private school leased one of its three

urban acres for commercial development. The financial income

11
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from the lease more than covers the cost of debt retirement'-
for the new school facility. L
Joint occd%ancy tan mean snared bulldings, as in the case
of proJects;designed by thé New York City Educational Conste
ruction Fund. Twenty-one projects of the. shared nature are
in planning and two ia con*Fruction. Six of these projlects
are described and pictur?d in the report. ,\ ~
Joint occupancy can also link schools with the urben en-
vironment structurally Enq functionally. The City of Pontiac;

Mléhigan has combined schppling witﬁ\other forms of cornunity

services to create a liuman Resources Center, after overcoring

seeminfgly insurmountable leval and finapcial nolicy pro‘le*<
In this significant project, Pontiac has been ztle to attempn
'a raijically different kind of enviroament. 3lifhtly differcnt
versions of the H.R.C. also appear in Loston, uassacqucetts
(Quincy School Complex) and Chicego, lllinois (Lrake-%outh

Comnons School). ,

Joint occupancy ventLﬁes ha{’ggizf?eﬂs to overcome in
e ¥

planning for collaboration, 1n detailing\;he leadtersnid role, N

\
oint occuparnicy .

and in devising legal mechanisms to mak
possible. rfowever, the concept offers ureat benefits and fckool°

that can pay for themselves.

~
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Jecker, Larry E. and Pass, Earbara H. "Community Yuman Resource
Centers." Community Zducation Journal, vol. 4 (Nov.-Dec.,

1974), pp. 20-22.. X

T . . .
This’report fuilds a philosophical case for the comnmunity
. human resource center vhich is termed a "one qtop supermarket
for a nelghborhood serving as a'clearinghouse for numerous

A . human and community services." ‘This resoutrce center, it 1is

- asserted, provides a "cradle to grave" educational process

which serves as a catalyst for the creation of a stable residen-
tial neiahborhood in which people gan find a "“good life."
Decker and Pass feel that in the consolidation of efforts and
resources of school and community that there will be reduced
competition for the sanme publih dollar for facilities. They
\ alsn state that shared facilities resulit in lmproved voting
freguency, bord issue approval, decre;seq juvenile crirfe and
‘pudblic vandalis%. There is also a generélly improvel attitude
i %owafd education.,.
The aufhors also discuss finarcial consideratiaﬁs jv. sharing

the action, governance and policy maxing and examples of cc-

* operative operation.
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Educgtional Facilities Laboraéory. The E!onomy of Energy

v

Conservation in bducational Facilities. New .York: L.F.L.,.

1573. pp. 50-52,

,

A

-

Energy conservation adds another advantag; to multi-use
b&ildings, especially for school and resldential apartments.
Incorporating a sch061 and residential épartmené complex in a
single structure affords obportunity to reduce the overall
surfage area-volume ration telow that of two separate structuares.
With~the staggered peaks in air conditioning demand, the school
and apartment have complementary ‘demands. fulti-use projects
offer an opportunity for schools to efploit the potentiék )
economy of total enersy. Xegde¢ for totaliencrgy economy 1is
complenentary uses'of énerg&, as in a school-shopping center
(Fairfax County, Virginia School :istrict study),?here the
center conplex would have two turbines -designed to.opérate on
either erosene or diecsel fuel, altered as supplies and prices

) |
vary.
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Educational Faucilities Laboratory. Guide To Alternatives For
Financing School EZuildinas. New York: m.bF.L., 1971,
ppn 11" 13.

T

~ ®

A comuon, shared facility can be built by the school and
leased to other using agencies. Lease incomes csn be used to
offset capital and operating expenses. While not.benefiting
the school district financially, it does benefit the city by
avoiding the cost of duplicate facilities.

Another sharing method is that the school district can s
ask the second agency to build its new facility irr conjunction
with a new school. This method reduces the capltal cost of &
new school district. Still another option.is L0 share flrsf
costs base: on pro rata usage. This metéod involves developing
a cost-sharing formula. First cost includes construction
cost, related fees, and if?erest paid. A second method is
for one arency to agree to finance the total facility and roent
or lease to the other agency on 2 usage tasis. A third way
is for one agency to build the facility =and simply sive the

other agency the right tc use it, avolding the cost of duplicate

facilities.




Educational Facilities Laboratory. Schools: lore Space/Less
Money. New York: E,.F.L., 1971. pp. 30-39. Eu 0€0 529,

s y

‘ '

Under conventional methods of bﬁ11ding schools, the entire
cost of a school and the interest on 1ts‘bonds nust be carfied
by local and state taxes.. In additlon, the land used is re=
moved permanently from the tax rolls. Joint occupéncy between

vfméghéoié and taxbaying commercial concérné can allow the school

QO\"pay for.itself® from thé expand ed fax‘base. Although Jjoint ’
occupancy does not necessarily reduce the cost of construction,
it can provide a way of creatiqg new schools witﬁout raising
the tax fate.
.

The new York¢C;ty Educational Construction Furd, a state

\ authority, was created in119’< for plannins and coastructinr

joint occupancy projects in Lew Xork City. The rund is’empowered
ta issue bonds, plan projects, select develpers, and pay kec',
‘debt service on bonds out of income from private space. wnen,.
bonds are retired, income from the commgrcial space will revert
to the city as normal tax-tase revenue.,

Pértnerships are not limited to private—sector ccoperation
nor to the leasing of schéol land for commercial developren-, N
as in the Friends éelect School (Philadelphia) project. Hany !
exariples of public-public Jjoint occupancy exist. A packare of /
community services may by provided; schools, libraries, day
care centers, realth facilitiles, community colleges, welfare

-and social agencies, and cultural and recreational facilities.

All tnese wake natural facility partners for schools.

16
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A new high school in Hodges Manor, a suburb of Portsmough,

Viréinia, will include a joint use school-public library, as a

*

branch library. The entiré school is to be used as a community

center for all age groups and is to include a planetarium, field

<

* house, and theater.
The report also explores the South Arsenal Heighboppood

Development’ Corporation (SANT), a community group operating

”

in a low-income black and Puerto Rican section of downtown
Hértford, Connecticut. This project and the Welfare Island

project in Mew York's East River, represents true community-

educational integration, gaining at the same tire wultiple

economies by combining building systers, ovren Space, partners,

and joint occupancy.




*The Energy Advisor. . . Planning New.Schools." Modern Schools,
September, 1974, pp. 12-13.

In a new building, with a clearly ;tated goal of energy con-
servation and life-cycle costing in the architectural progranm,
a s&hool building's.energy.consumptlon can be reduced by up to
firty per cent co%bared with a ddnvengionaliy desighed build=
ing. - lulti-use occupanéy is one of eight methods of enerfy
conservation discd&sed_in the article,

liulti-use is a\Qesign technique of increasing relevance,
Increasing land costs*coup;ed with short supply, inspired the
first nulti-use school-off&ce and school-apartment structures
* built during the mid-1966§. Multi-use offers an excellent
oépqrtunity_to recuce the overall surface area-volume ratio
below that of two separate structures. With stargered neas
in air conditioning qémand, the school and apartment have )
complementary energyfdemands, perm}tting lower total plant
capacity and great7& operating efficiency of running equipment
closer to capacitgﬂ

Also discusséd as energy conservation means are building
shape, total enq}gy, wall shading, automatic controls and

Amproved mechanical and electrical desien... . .

<N\
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Graves, Ben E. "Out Goes the Textbook For School Planning."
A.I.A. Journal, vol. €0 (Oct., 1973), pp. 18-25,

Educational facility planﬂ&ng 1s an actilve, excitang
grea which offers tremendous challenge to the design profes-
sional. Some examples of what'sihaPpeniég are: (1) comBinfng
space for an educational center with facilitieéﬁfor other com-
munity services such d4s library, recreation, health and the

elderly, (2) "mini modernizations" which allow for architecturally

supervised incremental remodeling for alternative approaches

to traditional buildings,'(j) a carcer center to offer a full-
ranée of vocational programs shared by students from more than
one program, (U4) fecreational facilities, (5) special facilities
which use no longer needed schoo} space for instituting ﬁrograms
for which there was previously nb space.

V'The article contains numerous nphotQgraphs depicting the

creative use_ of old buildings for innovative programs. There
1s also a diagram of the Tacoma, Washington multiactivity center

which néstles under an alr supported membrane, and a detailed-

t

law&?ut of the John F. Kennedy School and Community Center in

AtIahEa, Georgila., ' \
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Green, Alan C. "Look Who's Under the Same Roof Now." A.I.A.
Journal, vol. €0 (Oct., 1973), pp. 2¢=31,

This well-=illustrated article looks at the following.t}pcs
of bulldiﬁg arrangements that seem to be emerging: (1) using
excess schoBl and college space for community purposes, (2)
building extra spa~e in order to pnrovide room for oth?r services,
(3) br?vidlﬁé for education ané social services through co- ’ ¥
operative buflding ventures, (4) Joining schools and housing '
or commercial enterprises, (4) Joining wiéh educational partners;
(5) plannine for students and the comrunity.

it is felt that the greatest challenge lies in the environ-
mental design rols to bve playe@’by the architect. I% is importent
not to get so caught up in the financial ard political planning;
in the preparation of treaties and ipvolvement cf. all constitucncies
that one fails in the sensitive problems of architecture. Ove of
the principle reasons f&r snaring facilities is that it wiil
be possitle to have more effective ways fo delivéring eiiucation-
al and gpcial services, along with a melding kf age and Interest
éroups. [fuch df this advantage, accofding to the revwort, can be

lost by larsge, dpmplicated complexes insensitive to human scale,

difficult to comérehend and formidable to users.

e e e ol . - . - - i
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Kelsey, F. Lamar. "Sports Facilities: The New Ereed." Phi
Delta Kappan, vol. 5¢ (Jan., 1975), pp. 321-325.

Until ?ecently the gymnasium was little more than a barn
with a highly polished, fragile floor. Hr. Kelsey, a Colorado
Springs, Colorado architect, has divided the brief articel into
eleven sections, each accompanied by an illustration designed
to “turn on the switch of people's imagination.”" All of the
ideas are possible, and the facilities dep}cted in the .ietches .
are desdgned.and presently under construction.

It 1s sugrested that recent development of néw sets of
forces has demanded the ouster of the "bas%etball tarn" of tﬁe
paéf. Far more flexible and useful facilities must be designel
in ord;r‘to accomodate the needs of girls sports, lifetime
sports, intramural spdfts, and couwmunity use.

While the report coes not provice many speqific d;tails,
it does suggest ways for sharing fiscal responsibility for
’school/community programs. Examples given are from presently
operafing facilities and programs in the cities of Lurango and

bolorado Springs, Colorado.
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| MeCoy, William J. “The Commun¥ty/School/Center; Resources and
\

‘ Economies lHake It a Fust."  Community Education Journal,
| vol. 4 (Nowv.-Dec., 1974), pp. 6-10.

3

1 Therg is a great need for community services 1nterre1a§1on-
ships which demands adequate ‘communication and coordination.
Sharing of physical facllitles in and of itself cannot over-
come theé problems but prqﬁimityvmakes 1solét;on muéb more
difficult. Joint occupancy makes it easier to cent;alize,
control, coordinate and managé various services.

The article containé suggestions as to how communities

®

can pool available money to make sharéd‘facilixies; staffs aqd

programs happer. The combining of progrars frequently provi@es

~

opportunity for funds from programs not normally used for school
t-

construction, urban renewal, open . space planning end neighbor-

A

hood facilities. Used as a spécific example is a comprehensivE.

. community school project in Springfield, Massachusetts. Listed

are the participating local, state, andkfederal agencies for

* 3

.thg§ particular project, prbviding guidance“for others consider=

1ng;a sipilar progranm. - . S




Passantiro, Richard J.: "Community/School Facilities: The | .
Schoolhouse of.the Future."v Phi Celta Kappan, vol. 5¢ .
(Jan., 1975), pp. 30(-09. ”

>

Mr. Passantino, a Washington, D. C. architect specializing
in educational facilities, shows how the community educatlon
movement has begun to affect school héus;ng in the United States
and Europe. It is suggested thrat educétors have befFun the re- R
activation of some very old techniques, that—of educating their
youthnwithin the community at large in nonspecialized environ-
ments. ) ’ . .

School btuildings and sites Kave been used for comrunity
recreation since tﬁe first éecade of the century. However, the
early landmark in the shared facilities concept waé‘the establisn-
ment of the Community School in Flint, dichigun in 1935. At
present there are over seven hundred school districts with
programs similar to the Flint model.

The reboft cites several examples of complei facilites
. sharing and provides diagrams for two recent examples, the
Dgna P. Whitmer Center in Pontiac, iilchigan, and the John .
:Kenpedm.Schoolzand,Community Center in Atlanta, Georgia. ‘

The "total human resources network" will need a philosophical
gdjﬁstment tha? , the author feels, will be necessary to over-
come the "isolated approaches to problem éolveing." There 1is

some -mention of recent federal legislation that may be a “beacon"

for future educational planning.
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Ringers, Joe, ¥Community Schools." CEFP Journafk vol. 12
' (July"Aug_o, 19?“’?, PP. 8‘90 e

-r ) . .
Despite the fact that the school is frequently the largest

public structure and requirés the 1aréést share of taxes in a
.éo A

'communlty, (1) the school year is only one-half of the calendar,.

(2)- the school day is only one-third of the c%gck, (3) the school
pupilg are only one~fifth of the population. It is concluded
that, with careful planning and slight additional cost, a qchool
can be a community facility and deliver a composite of essential
services to a btroader range of citizens oyer a greater ti-~e
period. "

Listed are five essential elemenfs for the success of inter-
agency projects, (1) top level commigtment,‘(2) a Clear written
understanding of the goals and orPéctiveo, (3) easy channels
- for two way oral communication, (&) a "why rot" attituie inziead

ffa "why" or "who", (5) periodic *eassequert of the p*ojeot~

(o)

and its operative procedures.

o . <3
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