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ABSTRACT

U Voo -

-This study had three primary objectives.;'The first was to

> gather information about the extent and nature of community use of
school faciliti®s in Alberta The. second was to identify factors

\

whlch have elther facllltated or 1mpeded attempts to 1mplement JOlnt—

’

use schemes in schools. ' The thlrd.obgectlve was to derive from this

.

information a set of-guidelines and recommendations which might be of

f
beneflt to those plannlng or carrying out 301nt—use scFemes. !

To gather the data on patterns of use twenty—elght schools were
I

‘selected using cr1ter1a which 1dent1f1ed them as having some success

in encouraglng communlty use' of their fa0111t1es. At each school

with the assistance of the investigator, a data schedule was completed
P

by a person able to’ 1nterpret relevant school records. For the‘lnfor-

mation about factors affectlng the success of Jolht—use schemes addi-

tlonal respondents were. selected, 1nclud1ng Superintendents and thelr

staff, Principals Architects Recreation personnel, Teachers and

Caretakers, for a total of 69 resPondents An 1ntergrew‘technique was

-used for this section, using a. standardized set of questions with each
. . .5_7' - o ’ ’
respondent. . - : T ‘ ' _ o,
- The data on patterns of use revealed that schools in thls survey
S
'were used w1th some frequency by. the community, but generally not
nearly at full potentlal ) It was also found that the .highest level of

usage occurred in the evenlngs of -week-days, and that there was a -

o

iv.

’



particularly low level of usage on week-ends and’ during #acations

S With resﬁect to fac111t1es, 1t was found that only gymna#(a, and to a .

lesser extent regular classrooms, were used by the commudity at a

relativély high level, and that many other school facilit] es were

used at. g rery low level indeed. Other informationlphows Yhat recre- ’ i

. !

- ation was the most common community activity in SChOQJS' sénior

citizens did not use school facilities as much as other age groups,

~
and community users 1ncluded a wide range of' separate groups. -
With regard to factors affecting joint-use, a large numberbof
1 : . . ' ’ i ‘
implications can be drawn from the evidence, most of which relate
' Ao " I

0 . fo fwo_major aréas'of need. The first need is for adequate resources,
including finanCe, expertise, training, additional sfaff nbetter ,m“;xﬂ

“’Mggreiéking—arrangements and 1mproved school qggign ‘The second need\

- e

is to bring about more effective coordinatioﬁ and’cooperation at all

levels; for example by establishing joint—use committ?es at the local

level, or by working towards joint fnnding of equipment and caretaging. o

o R B ' o s

&
e
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. Chapter I : -
INTRODUCTION

‘GENERAL T

.

The last decade or so has been marked by a world—w1de dlslllus1on-
By

ment w1th ex1st1ng models of schoollng as ev1denced in-a great many

"

to. focus on two,maJor aspects of SChOOlS‘ pedagoglcal behavior in such

areas as curriculum and—teachlng methods, and admlnlstratlve modes '
‘adopted by pr1n01pals, school boards, and government agen01es. This
dlssatlsfactlon has led to the development of an unprecedented varlety

of alternative models alned at improving 3001ety s educatlve process,

' and a considerable body of op1n10n affirms that the country which

continues to plough its tax dollarS’into conventional schools'may

- L S Ea oo T T e _

 be unw1sely prodlgal about its resources.

Some of thexfactors which hgye contributed to thls search for T
'alternatlves could be summarized as follows 0 |

- Research findings show the overwhelmlng effect which home T
background has on what is thought to be "success at school", and \
a much closer relatlonshlp between home and school appears essential
for the improved school parformance of many students. ' |

‘= A changing emphasis in edu tion, which stresses skill acquisi-

tion and attitude‘and behavior.developnent rather than accumulation of




o
'

knowledge, p01nts to a need to broaden the K-12 experience outside

o Y
&

the schqol buildings. "

[ , : ‘ ‘
- Education systems have been slow in recognizing their respon-
N Y ) . . . ‘ ~

8ibility to do something positive to meét leisnre needs. ‘It has been .

comm//iy recognized by recreation sc1entists as well as by most
governments in the 1ndustr1alized world that urgent and important

prohlems are confronting members of our societies because[of.complem ’
. Ehanges in_soc;etvaith ;egardito leisurevand ;ecreation;'such

| changes include.increases in leisure time, greater afti;ence, ine;—~§f
eased mobility and per51stent movement of populations into Iarger L

R

.c1t1es. Accordingly, there is. little doubt that schools need to be o

'very active in teaching students leisure skllls and attitudes, and :
also active in using their resources to help provide recreation'for
their communities. ' T ;’_ T _ ' B

- The soaring cqsts of prov1d1ng schbol f30111t1es have meha—f’

' 31zed the need to plan right from the outset for use of the faC111t1es]

by those who,pay for them: the\community.
- Changes in the teaching profess1on, which now consists of

!

persons who have tralned Yonger, empha31ze a need for teachers tO'

-

have more input into educational decisions. One corollary of this 1s

. ’ l
~a growing recognition that the talents of teachers need to-&p mch-

more w1de1y used on behalf of community.members.

- Changes in levels of education in soc1ety and partignlarly in~

| [
expectatlons about democratic rights, lead more. c1tizens to W1sh‘

* v

" tq contribute,to the egnoational'process; L : _ : L

4 N . - . .
'.(‘;. ) ) ) i
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,4 The‘iipdamenfal probleé; then; appears to be théj)éqhools are
generally’out of touch with their ultimate client? the community.
Today, mo;e than three decédesalat;r,.éarr’s 1941 description of
American schools as "iiftle islands set apart'from the mainland of
life. by a dgbp moat of conventionlnnd tradition” may not be. inapprop-~
riaté in nany‘Wes;ern school systéms.

One mogél of schooling which has been devclopedvto\overcome

one aspect of this general problem:and one which has gained‘consider~

A<able acceptance in North América, is the Community-School cbncept.

Theoretiéally 4;18 has many advantages over the trgditiongl modei,

" not the 1éast being fhat\it can grow in a natural but controlled

way out of existing scheol patterns. One of the most commonly used

" definitions of Com@ity Bducation is that set out by Minzey and

LeTarte (1972, p. 19):

‘ Cgmmuhity Edusitiorn ié a phi%oséphical concept whicﬁ servés
the entire community’ by »roviding for all of ﬁhe educa-io1.:1
needs of all ite comrni-y membgrs. It uses the local sct-ol
to serve as the ¢. 1lys' for bringing community resourcci to
bear on commuriity ;-ob’ ms in an’'effort to develop a positive

'sense of community, .uprove’community living, and develop the
comnunity process towards the end of self-actualization.

This definition captures the ideals of Comﬁuni%y Education, but
appeérs to negiect three important conéiderations. First,»by*adVo—'
cating use of %he }gcal school aioﬁe as.thefcatalyst for.Sﬁch a devel-
opment it omits cpﬁsideration of the very real ?ossibilities which
.undoubtgdly exist fdr/thé ideal to be achieved in other ways; for

example, in certain circumstances it could be best for the school to

work as a partner with churches,'community groups, or other government

ageﬁcies already fifmly.established in’ various commﬁnity service roles.

.

—



Second, the definition seems to emphasize community development
. Qithout”épéQificully'aiming‘at-prdﬁiaing opportunities for individuals

to develop: and yet it seems that both are important. Third,Lgnd

N

most important, the definition makes only oblique reference to the\\‘\\\;\

(

crucial need to provide improvement in the K-12 program.
Mddifying that definition accordingly, the Community Bducation
concept might more appropriately be expressed as having two major

thrusts:

-

1. To improve K-12 programs through more extensive use of all
» ( . o
”appropriate-eommunity resources,ﬁy taking students into the community

<

v

' for_community—oriénted'learning and by involving commuhity members in
the planning process as well ag in the educational proces§ itself .
. 2. To produce a more livable community with increased oppor-

tunities for individuals to grow in a more satisfying way by, -

i .
-

a. ,usihg the school, where appropriate, as the centre '
| of a community's educationéi,,recreataénal, and cultgral
activities; and
b. rendering the school a central force in identifying cémm-
funify needs and assistiné téjdevelo? a .process for

resolvihg them.

THE PROBLEM

Community Education is emerging in Alberta in a variety of

forms, but there has been little or nothing done in a systematic way

»

to investigate the degree to which the concept has been introduced

1)



into Alberta or to evaluate the degree of success aghié&ed, although

there are two exceptions.
In Alberta, Card (1975), had made an important start by providing

_ ; ~ /
‘basic information about one ma jor aspect of community education:

~his étudy reviewed the work O0f Community Education 6;;;ainators,
persons émployed specifipally to promote the community education concept .
in a school. Card's study frovides evidence about;tﬁe extent of their
‘employment, their successes a’nd failures, and in pa;ticulgr about sﬁch
role factors as sgatus, community and self—expéctations, gnd role
development. Using this evidence, Card is able to draw certain
'conclusioﬂs about the.need for.the introduction of training programs
and additional resources to enhance the effectiveness ofFCOOrdinators.’
Community Education, however, embraces a variety of’disciplines,
organizations, indiyidﬁals and facilitieS,.and éhe range of factors
needing study is correspondingly wide. A few major areas which appear
to need'investigation are::.

- the aims of those introducing“Community Education

- the major characteristics of Community Schools

the extent and nature Of government support
= the degree to which communities:are involved in planning for

'CommunityCEducation

the extent and nature of commnity use of school facilities.
A currenffProvince—wide inéestigation being Spénsored by the
. Provincial Departmehts'afﬁéucation, Advanced Education; Advanced
Education and Manpower, Culturé;and Recreation, Parks ‘and Wildlife,

&

will provide information on sOme of the areas menfioned, and the



present study was initiated as part of this investigétion, However,
| ‘ K .
only & limited amount of information from other sections of the

investigation was available at the time of writing.

In blmost all the literature reviewed there was a strong emphasis

on community usé of school facilities as an early step in the Communify

Education concept. It is seen both as an important service, providing
~recreational and educational opportunities, and as an essential base

from which to work itowards longér range objectives such as developiﬁg.
' problem-solving: processes in the community. It seems important, then,
e een
" .to provide information about aépects.of schools in Alberta, and the

: L] f

support of the Provincial government tends to confirm this view.
However,'syétematic information on community use of school facilities

in Alberta appears to have been lacking. More specificaily; no- infor-

mation ‘has been available on the extent to which school facilities are

- used, when they are usea,-or by whom. ‘Nor has there been any indica-
tion as to the success of attempts to increase community-use, let

aléne about the factors which may facilitate or hinder such attempts.’

- Accordingly, the present study was designed to provide data
that would help to reduce this lack of informétion.
,. b .
OBJECTIVES
The ma jor objectives of this study were t&ofold: _
; i
1. To study the uée that communities are making of school faéilities;
in terms of: '

- existing patterns of use,

- problems encountered in implementing joint-use schemes,

.
H

N
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- potential remedies for such problems, and -
’ .

- kéy facilitating factors o T |

‘ 2.7 /égﬁérate some administrative and p€dagogical guidelines which

i . . : .
might be of assistance to anyone who sets out fo encourage and/or

i , “ ' .
facilitate community use of school facilitiek.

The research questions that were addfess are outlined in,
v LI " !

detail below.

With regard to patﬁerns of use, four questions were asked,
« ‘i .

|

as follows:

. : N N X N
(1) Which school facilities are most commonly used by the

community? h
The literature suggests that recreation facilities, parficularly
. . \ : N : . { .

gymasia, are-the ébhool facilities most commonlf‘used by the comm-
) N )

L ’ . 5 . . . > .
unity. However, there are many other school facilitieé\ﬁhigp appear

to have considerable but untapped potential for community use. Some
P T . \\

of these are Home Economic Rooms, Industrial'Arts Rooms, Typing

'Rooms, and Libraries. This study expldred the extent to whick Gymnasia

L

- are used in selected %lberta!schoois, and relates this to patterns

" of use of the other fésiiities_mentioned.

(2)_ When andf%or how long are they used by the community?
“A sécond objective in this aspecf of&the'study was to-assess the .
extent to which school facilities in this sample were available for .

v

use by the community, and to whéf\extgnt they were actually used by

i
the community. A review of the literature and preliminary discussions

-

with educators suggeéted that 'the overall usage of school facilities

would be very low indeed at certain times, such as Saturdays, Sundays

f
*

\u\
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i
N
a

and vacation periods, even for facilitiqs which are commonly used

¥

: ( : |
by the community at other times. The overriding objective, then, -

was to determine rhether and to,wha@ extent school facilities ‘tend

to be: under-utilized. ‘
(3) For what purpose are,they'ﬁséd?
A third objective was to identify the purposes for which
S N v

facilities are used by the commuhity. Historically, in both
. ' ' [ _
Canada and the United States, the moat‘prevalent~community acti-
vities in schools have probably been the educational courses .
, .

of fered byfFurther'Edﬁcation'Departments of School Boards and by
4 ] &

B !

Provincial Governménts; however, it would appear that‘in recent

[

‘'years recreational use of school facilities has increased, due

3 O | i

in part to significant increases in-activity on the part of Recre-

ation Departments in municipal governments. An attempt was' there-
fore made to determine to what extent school facilities are&used'
by: those taking credit courses, those taking non-credit courses,

those participating'in recreation, and those attending meetings.
/ ; i . .

(4) Who uses school facilities? ©

With regard to this concern, three generalvquestions were

addressed:

- (a) "Which age groups are the most frequent users of school
facilities?" o - ‘, .

t N . ) . ‘~, " ‘@
Relatively broad distinctions were made between users of schodl

facilitiqs"in terms of their age,'in order to -shed some light on

the following more specific questions:

- Are Senior Citizens making use of school facilities which;

‘



»

. in many ways, have much to offer them? It’appea s that for many

N

‘reasons they tend not to do this. . |
4 ; ) . \
i B . ¢ . \\

~ Are adults, the largeést sector of consumers of educational

|
-

-and recreational programs, as one might expect? D ~

!

- Has the heavy emphasis given in' the' literaturie and mgdia of
¢

. the past. two or three 'decades to the sp601al social. and recreational

N ;, needs of youth resulted in extensive use of school fac111t1es by

this group? o ‘ : |
. . e .l :

. >\\ ‘—‘Are ehildren, the e§eryday users, also catered for in
after-SEhoel.uée ‘of school faciiitiee? o
Although it was anticipated that many’activities would‘provide

for more than one of these‘age'groups, it seemed:unlikely that
this factor would confound the evidence. . :

/.
" (b) Do user groups tend to be spo§§ored by themselves or by

.

larger, umbrella groups?

L

It apﬁears that in Alberta join%—use agreements, which provide

!

a formal basis for shared ﬁee;of schools and dtheileommunity

-

facilities, very oft=—rrefer to:only three parties: the Recredtion

Board and the two Schor -cards. Thz combined resources of such
‘ a cooperati&e group sho:. - esult in bringing more peeple into
. ‘sehool fa0111t1es, but couis poncelvably also have the effect of
reducing, the initiative of c¢xher potential'aponsors.

' : ‘ ‘ . L ; ‘
(c) How many separate user groups are involvcd in use of school

» . facilities?

In obtaining 1nformatlon about the hours of use for each facility

1t would be p0881ble to overlook the situation in which some facil-



ities are used extensively by F_smalllnumber of people in a few -

groups, to the‘exclusion of others in'%he commuﬂi%y. While theré is

no evidence to suggest that this may be occurring, it ‘may be useful

1

to confirm that those facilities which give evidence of a relatively

high level.of community use in terms of time are also being used by

a ‘large number of groups.
' The second mdjof thrust of this investigation relied on the

experience of those involved in Jjoint-use of school facilities

to idéntify what they perceived to be the problems, remedies, and

1 » 1 .
key faqilitating fabtors"in‘preparing for and implementing joint-use.

I,
In the literature the problems most commonly méntioned are

'

as follows: ) : ;

o (1) .Lack of funds to meet additional costs caused by
| Jjoint-use . . | ; ‘ ,
(2) Difficulties wiéh bookﬁngs and access R
(3) L;cklof cooperation and coordination
(4) Use of eduipment

(5) Caretaking
"(6) Location of school

* (7) Diglike of school facilities as potential recreation
o -
areas.

(8) Design factors:
} /

(9) Lack of clear policies_ih joint-use agreemeﬁts;

This stﬁdy attempted to ascertain to what extent these problems -

had been encountered in Alberta schools. Moreover, because written
., Joint-use agréements are in use in a largernumbér of Alberta schools,

!

10.
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'

N
it was considered particularly important that deficiencies in existing

/e

joint-use agréements which were causing problems or were believed to
have the potential to cause problems be jdentified. Two broad areas
of difficulty'suggested by the literature are (1v) lack of definition

. , ' LA
of responsibilities and (2) lack of provision for additional costs

and duties. ) ‘ \ ‘ : , if<

) With regard to remedies, fhe survey attenpted to garner a range e
.of.opinionsvdbout ways and means perceived to be appropriate for J

Alberta schools to solve joint—uSe problems. No limits were placed

“upon the respondentssconcerning tne‘feasibili#y of their suggestions,

nor was 1t necessary for their suggeéfions tq have been proven

effective.

In light of the problemé suggested nreviously it was expected
. . : :
"that respondents mighF raise the follow;ng points:

(1) Provioion of,addi{ional funds to provide for addiﬁional
oosts (for'e#ample, for employment of a Community Education
Coordinator) .

(2) Formation of a Community Edncation Council (in order to
facilita%e remedies for those problems which need ; greater
-degree of cobpération or coordination, for exnmple diffi-
cultioé with bookings or lack of clear polioies).

(3) Cla?ification of policy on custodialyarrangements.

A ; ) :
(4) A more appropriate provision for joint-use of'équipmenf-
,(5) Improved school.design. o
. Prelininary.diécussions with key Community Bersonnel in Alberta

suggested that improved school design is a fundamental aspect of

1



planning for future Communify Schools and & recurring source of problems

in existing ones. Therefore a secoﬁdary objective in this section
' was to identify specific aspects of school design which could be

. improved in order to make schools more appropriate for ‘use by the
/
. . . ! ! ¢
. community.- :‘Although architects were naturally consulted, opinions

were also solicited from a wide crogs-section of informed persons,

particularly those in key relevant positions such as principals and

. cggtodians.

‘A review of the literature indicateﬁ that the fo}ipwiﬁg design '

chéﬁges would be Suggestgd most frequently:

(1) Design for easier access

.(2) Design for ease of supervision.

(3) Locating of social facilitaﬁs,'suc;‘as cafetefias,
immediately adjacent to aréas_in the school that are
50s£'frequént1y used by the community.

(4) More apprOpriafé énd convenient provision of shower

 facilities.

| The investigation of. Key Facilitating Factors differs from the

section on Remedies, 'in that it was the intention heré to identify
the key factors actually exicting in the sample schools which had

helpeddsignificaptly in the implementation of Jjoint-use programs.

As will be noted later in the Review of Literature,.thehliferature

e ' ' . .
concerning the development of the Community Education concept

strongly advocates the introduction of ispecific facilitating factors,

such as the appointment of a Coordinator, and the early formation of

avCommunity.Council to provide the opportunity for representatives

{ v !
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of the coméqpity'fotparticipate in planning. Where these steps had

-

\

not been.takeﬁ~gne might expect to finduthe omission cited as a
problem. Howeve;,‘it seemed mdre likely that these factors wouldgnot.
be -recognized by users éven fhough "second-order" factors, such.as
1a¢k of;coordination,'booking difficulties, and problems caused by : € e
.differing'expectatidns, might be recognized. Similarly, lack of‘funds

might nof be seen‘(or ;rticulated)\as an antecedent factor ih such

matters as caretaking difficultieé;é{_inggfficiént equipment. The

study, theiefo:e,'also attempted to determiﬁe if the problems which

appear to be associated with community usé of écﬁool facilities tend o .
fo fééult froﬁ a failure to‘provide‘certain conditipns which may Ee

termed essential fagilitating factors. AT o

| Acknowledging "such potehfial problems as are inherent in the . \

differing perceptions of respondents, it sgeﬁed nevertheless réasonable

v

to expecf that in the méin'certain factors would recur with greater-
- ' ) i

frequency than'othefszas essential to joint-use, and some .of them

appeared to be: |

(1) Existence of a Community Education Coordinator

! : :
(2) Existence of a Community BEducation Council

(3) Provision of adequate additional funds C .

) (4) Acceptance of the Community Education concept (or a local
variation of it) by the community as well as by the school .

and major agencies concerned.
SOURCES OF INFORMATION - - o . ,

i

In essence this study attemptéd to gather informat:i-n of fwo diff-

!
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erent but closely related kinds. The first of these twogobjectives

involved gathering facts ‘about the extent -and nature of -community

evaluations from,those closely 1nvolved w1th such schemes " ot

. s

\

It was considered necessary to study schools! which’ were achieving

T
e
I

' . . . . !
some degree of success in encouraging community use, in order to expose//ﬂ////’”

positive facilitating factors as well as identifying”prcblems and

deficiencies. Selection of schools was therefore mangQSthat basis.

"It should be however, that this stratagem.had significant

1mplications for the generalisability of findings in this study,

and these implications are detailed in the section on Limitations P

(p. 42).

school, and these were

<

sometimes non—schoolipersonnel. Usually, however, it was only

: necessary to interView a key school administrator, such as the
)
Pr1nc1pal or a Vice—PrinCipal. As was anticipated after preliminary

discu351ons with local schools, data of the kind needed were available

t .
. o

in all the school selected

For the second objective, dealing with ‘opinions and evaluations;
it was considered that as mény persons as possible with direct.involve-
[ o
ment in community education should be consulted accordingly the range ‘ o/

of. reSpondents was expanded to include representatives of ma jor

1

organizations such as School Boards, Recreation Departments,and ‘School

!

staffs, as well as other individuals, such as a- lay member of a Recre-

o . -

_—ie

R
ation Board who were directly associated” w1th community education
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CommunitxfEducation_

For the purpoees of this stmdy'the term Community Education is’

used to refer to the philosoph’y and activities which see‘l.( to:

1. Improve K—12 programs through more extensivé all appfo—

////i)hﬂfréheﬂ;;:;unlty for | 1‘/
/EzgiﬁVGI§1ng communlty members in the S
ii/fi/ﬂgll/g§/;;/£he educatlonal process itself. .

« prlate communlty resources, by taking st

commun1ty-or1ented~l

oduce & more livable communlty w1th increased Opportunltles
' fer ipdividyals‘to grow in & qoreisatmsfying way by, ,

ai usih% the,scheoi, where‘epﬁropriete, aé the centre - -
of a- communltw s eéducational, recreatlonal, and cultural

f y : act1v1t1es, and

b. rendering the school a central force in identifying : S
community needs and assisting to develop a process for . .

3

_ resolving them. o . )

T ! . { . N

Communiixfﬁdueafion Coordinator \\\\P//;\\ : - / - ¥,,“ -

Throughout this ﬁtudy the term Community‘Education Coerdinator is

used for any. person employed spe01flcally to promote Commupity

4§ducat10n in a school or group of schools. -8 : -

e

-Joint Use Agreement : - ‘ - f L .

In this study the term Joint Use Agreement refers to wrltten

: agreements drawn up to prov1de a legal biils for communlty use of
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‘school facilities. - e o o ; S oo SR

Community Bducation Council ~~ — —————

,‘This term is used in this study for-a commitfee which allows

““’S-.--N
. to Community Education. , .

Such & committee 'is sometimes referred to as é!Jbint Use

~
T

Commi t tee. - . ‘ e 7



Chapter IY

' } ‘ REVIEW OF L RATURE

"I

- G’ENERAL,

o

Philosophically, the community education concept appears to
rest upon the notions of opponents of "the. traditional school, beginning
with, figurés such as Rousscau, Pestalozzi and Déwey, all of whom

’ .
have had a’ profound influence on educational practices in recent

years. In:tﬁe tkirties and forties and‘fifties,.such pioneers as
Everett, Seay, and Olsen,spelledAout the philosophy, procedures and
f problemévof ;ommuhity eduqatioh but it was néf until the sixties that
the concept.gainod'wide abceptance. As one example, the notion gf
lifelong~ppporfunities in QQucation for all members of the commnity

@ .

. . has,been acted upon through the Adult Education movement in mosf

Western countries sirfce the late 19th Century. If" some cases schools

have played - an importéntzrole‘in this process, although in others it

has been seen as a separate development, needing separate'facilities
: J .

. and a separate administrative organization., In more recent years the

1)
|

community educati¥n céncept has added certain dimensions to this
. ‘o ¢ - \ N .

sometimes narrow ideal. ‘It now emphasizes school initiatives and- by

dding S0 ehéourages close;‘SChool/commdnity links.: It also advo-

cates greater inVolvement of community members in planning and,

A

<

‘fﬁfther, it sees adult éducation as only one part of the program

-
. !
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of recreational, cultural and social activities to be provided by
and through the school.

In i%s most ambitioﬁs form, the, community education concept
emerges as a lofty‘ideal, cbmprehehsive in scope,;and inclusive of
a number of mﬂjor'objectives.’ I Have already outlined briéfly

(p. 3 ),the major thrusts of the concept, ay Wummarized by Mingey -and
. B 1/\ N
A

LeTarte, andbhave attemptea—to provide a dgfiﬁ?tion which emphasizes
the bénefits to be géined for the K;f2 educational process rather
ﬁorg than the Minzey définition does, as follows:

1. tTo i@pro&e 3312 brég}ams through more extensive use 6f all
appropriate community ;ésoupces, by taking studénté into th€ community
for gommunity—oriehted learning and by involvfné éommunity membsrs in
the plamning process as well aé in the educational process itself. M

- To produce a more livable commuﬁity with inéreased opportuni-
ties for individuals‘%o grow in a more‘satisfying way by

a. using the school, where .appropriate, as thé centre of
commnity's eduéational, rgcreational, and cultural-
activities; and

b. rendering thé.schoolua central force in ideﬁtifying commun-—
ity ﬁeeds‘and assisting to develop é process for fesolVing
them. |

Many people have broken down the community education ideal
into its essential;compoﬁents. A coﬁprehensive_liéf of community
education geals prOducea_by Ee’Largy“(j974) following a nafional
gtudy, includes sixteen objectives which, if implemented in fuil,

would give the school a central role in a great variety of

Y



aimf. The goais.are as follows:
| * Make maximum use of community resburces to pro&ide a ,
. comprehensive educational program for the entire community.

* Establish cqordination and cooperétion amé%g individuals;.‘
groups and organizations‘to avoid unnecessary duplication: |

* ngelop a prograh or process for identifying existing and
future individual and community needs énd wants; and marshal community
_resources capable of effecfing appropriaﬁe'ch&pge.

‘ o i
*‘Encouraée citizen involvement and participation in public ‘'school

"and community affairs. O: )

* f;ovide and deveidp increased opportunitiés for lay and
professional people to assumelleadership-roles.

* Provide.and prombte‘alternétive activities which could combat
vandaliém, juveﬁile'delinquency, crime and other school-community
problems. |

* Promote sociai intergction and improved human relationships’
among ?eople with'differing cultural backgrounds. | |

*’O¥fer supplementaryland alternative educational opboftunities
for gdults and children fo extend their skills and interests.

* Provide heaith programs to improve the extent and availébility
of cqmmunity heaith services. ' :

* Providg or develop employment and vogational opportunities for
meeting the individualus and the community's émployment needs.

* Provide or assist residents in securing needed social’ services

from an'appropriaté agency.

19.



|
* Offer programs designed to increase understanding of political
procedures, processes and issues.

* Provide, develop orn use available community resources to meet

. |
the people's recreational and leisure time interests.
. . f

* Encourage processes and programs for community development

and environmental improvement.

j
* Provide activities relating to cultural enrichment and

_domestic arts and sciences. . ‘ L

* Develop means of assessing and evaluating the exteﬁt to which

‘the goals of community education are being met by the programs and

processes. !

This list provides a good indication of the scope of the concept,
.partiéulayly as it has becn articulated in the U.S.A. in recent
years, and can'servg as a kind pf smorgasbord from which oﬁé éould
selectgobje;fives appropriate to one's local needs. |

A_more condensed aﬁalysis is prOVided by Minzey (1974) who -
jsuggests that community education comprehends:. |

1, @n eduéational,program_for School Age Childfen;.

2. pse of community facilities (ihéluding schools) .

3. ‘Additional prograﬁs for School,Age Childpen énd Yéuth.

4. Programs for Adults. L
~ A - ~

5. Delivery and coordination of Community Services. “ |

6. Community Invelvement'. ' ' j

It has been pointed out, for example by Thrasher‘(1974), that

many of these objectiVes and components have existed in schools for

20.
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a long time. However, it 'is clear that the emefgence of a widely

“accepted model embracing all these factors and the application of

substantial resources to its develepyent a}e relatively recent

-deveIOpments. The succéss of the Flint community(schools in MiChigen

- was well ¥nown for decades, but only since ‘the 51xt1es have the model

{
and the Mott Foundatlon 1nf1uence Spread WLdely across North America.
f .

Examination of the dates of s1gn1ng of Albertan agreements (Beach,

!

1976:° 21) emphasizes that Community Edqeatien_ie”also'e recent

-
phenoménon in Alberta, as over forty of the seventy—four agreements

© A

ex1st1ng in 1976 were signed after 1970.

Ly

One major factor influencing the development of the Community

Education concept has beer the rapid rise of leisure and recreation
. ’ . . . B
as a major issue in modern” society. This has brought a variety of

problems relevant to schools and the education process, and it looms
v ] i . :

large in many recent statements, from educators and governments as

B

well as from recreatienists. Berger (1967,.p. 263)ecelled the Age

of Leisure "one of the three great dangers faced.by our civiliéation,

and tﬁeeone our education system has leasé prepared us for." The
Alberta Comm1331on on Educatlonal Plannlng (1972, p. 47) gave sﬁe01a1
emph331s to the re3pon51b111t1es of the school in lelsure, and
asserted both the need to educate thildren to make wise use of
leisure and alsq.the need for_schobls to'blay a pert in providing
leisure activities. Similarly, the Ontario Select Committee on the

] :
Utilization of School Fécilities (1975) made a number of recommeﬁda—

tions specifically providing for greater use bf’qchool facilities‘for

3
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N |
_community recreatlon (for example recommendatlons 1, 2, 4, 10, 20),
as well as for greater prev151on for .leisure educatlon 1n the cyrri-
culum (recommendations 4 ahd 34), and more tratning.of teachérs in R J
this area.(recemmendation 34) . ' o ‘. ( |

One measure of the movement towards Community Education in Alberta

;, can be seen in the reports resulting from two major]investigations
{ ' + °
~ into Education in the Province, the first in 1959 and the second

R

n1972 S ‘ .o o _ -

"~ The 1959 report of the Royal Comm1351on on Educatlon 1n Alberta
‘emphasized’the importance of development of the individual atudent
over a'wide iange of skills, including_eultuiai aspects. However,
there was no mention of aﬁy kind of expanded role for schoolsi nef

any suggestloﬁ of w1der use of school facilities. Recreation and
’lelsure received SCant attentlon, but the report did recommend that
.a‘prgvineial'"Office of Adult Educat;on"'be establlshed. Similarly,
‘the 1972 repert of the Commiaaioh}ea Educational Planning stresses
the development of "broad leisure and recreatlonal 1nterests and
skllls" (p 47), but in addltlon encourages provision for llfeloag
learnlng and expresses faith in partlclpatory plannlng . ‘Moreover,
it goes farther than this, Spec1flca11y commendlng the idea of ‘
community schools and making a series of‘assertions about poteatial'
benefits. In tﬁe cou:se:of doing so; this repett also advocatesl
the "melding" of municipal recreation funds with those,of the school.
In Alberta one of the first signs of recognizing the impottance

. ’ l . . B
" of joint-use was the recent.publication (1975) of the booklet "Share



Y

suﬁport (p. 3):

positive encouragement to schools.

It" by three Alberta Government Departments, aiming to provide
encouragement and guidelines to-municipalities that wish tb‘increase

joint-use of school and municipal facilities. In particular it gives

.

advice.about drawing uﬂ written'j&int—use agreemehts. This.booklet

;7

follbwed the passing by.the Alberta Legislétive'Assembly of a School
Act (T97d) which, among other thihgs, authorizestcheol Boards 'to make
agreements with other boafds, pe}séns or municipalifies for the joint

. ' . o ‘L
construction, ownership, maintenance, operation and-use of schools.

The booklet includes the following positive expression of government

L . .

¢

The high cost, of providing adequate educational and recreational

facilities inm each community, and the mounting tax burden assoc-
iated with those fa0111t1es, is a matter of concern to all.

One way of minihizing these costs is for education and recre-
ation' to share facilities. Existing educational and nrecreational
'facilities can be jointly used,, and new: facilities can be jointly
planned, in ways which will benefit the community at large.

We commend those local authorities who have successfully
‘completed agreements which implement the joint use of such
facilities; we encourage those municipal and educational author-
ities who have not, to consider carefully the beneflts to be

. gained through the principle of sharing.

We stand ready to assist, in every way p0351ble, local author—

- ities and agenc¢ies wishing to plan and’ develop school/communlty

facilities and programs. )
. . / ’ . ° .
Beachﬂs study (1976, pl. 18)‘indicates, moreover, that as of the

1975-76 school year, 36% of jurisdictioﬁe had one or more written
o ' i . )
joint-use agreements, while 96% had supportive agreéements or policies

of some kind or another. This appears also to provide substantial

The avallablllty of funds from Progect Cooperatlon in Alberta

i

appears to have been a 81gn1f1cant factor in ass1st1ng the deve10p—
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ment of the Commur Sducation concept.  Project d00peration,

bsponsored‘by the A: , Départment of Recreation, Parks and‘Wildlife,
lprovides funds for = wrariety-of purpases (seeprpendik A).

4in a cétegdry listed by tﬁe Départmeht as a "Commuhity Schoolﬂlnqenj

tive Grénf" funas may be provided to Municipalities with a.populafiénf“
of more than 15, OOOifor various -expenses necesséry to increase use

of school fac111t1es by the comanlty._ Several of the schools of !

tﬁe present sample were employlng Community Educatlon ‘Coordinators

V%ylth funds from this scheme. Funds from this source have also

'
i

‘assisted in the development of pilot schemes of Community Education

at three Alberta schools in the period 1972-1975.

i
i

/There is other evidehce thétfthe concépt is_being-implemented
" in various ways in.some Aiberta Schools. The fadt that some schools
are now schifgcally calied "community schoolé" does mean in many
céSes th;t at least a start is béing made.

Cgrd ?1975) hasjétudied twenty'Albertavschoéls in an attempt
to clarify the emerging'roievof the Community Education Coordinétor4
JAlthouéh he conclﬁdes‘thaf the role is emerging and, generally:
.épeaking,.is "g faifly fragile inﬂovatién" (p.+203), it appears that
in somezschoois'%he éommunity school concept is well entrenched gnd
 41ikely t6 survive even if the Cémmunity Edgcatioﬁ!Coordinator<were.
to be iost fhrough loss of'go§efnmént sponéor;hip. H;s repqrt also
emphgsizes thé importance .of having such a ﬁerson available to deveiOp
the condept} in this study the Coordinétor emerges asAa pérceived

' 4 .
"facilitating factor" of major importance, or a "remedy" for problems

i
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encountered.

|

The proceedings of the "Southern Alberta Community Education

i

Conference" (1975) also produce some evidence about current activ-
ities. The emph351s here tends to be upon the work of the Matthew

Halton High School, but other Alberta experlences emerge throug

the talks of : :

i

"~ Card, who estimates there are twentﬁ—eight schools which,

had "what might be called a Community Educatiom approach" (p. 20);

U . .
- Beach, who refers to twenty schools with Community Education

Coordlnators (p. /23)
- Lamothe, who refers to an Edmonton Separate School pilot
project (p. 30);

- Baker, who outlines a Community Education projedt at M.E.

.

Lagerte in Edmonton (p. 31);
- Mlllar, who refers to joint;use of .school facilities, and : )
education for“repreation,vat Giibert Paterson‘échooi in Lethbridge
(p. 34). P |
Some of these lattervaocounts, though, are very brief indeed and do
very little to expose(problems, ideotify key facilitating factors, or
even describe the projééts in any systematic way.
I‘hgve'pointed;out earlier (p. 6).the_ipp0rtance of Jjoint-use
of school facilities to the Community School Concept, and how little
is ‘documented about thlS fundamental aspect Mlnzey (1974, p.
suggests that the ingredients of a Communlty Education program tend

to develop in a predictable pattern at most schools, w1th greater , ;

1
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joint use of facilities occﬁfring ét an carly stage.

Viewed és an end in itself (providing greater educational an%ﬁ
recreational Opportunities) or as a means to other ends (greaéer-iﬁvol—
. yement of the éommunity in educational planning, or establishment 6f
ways and means of meeting a wide range of community needs)gjoint—
use of school faéilities is a key ingredient in the Community Educa-
tion concept.. Thére is, too, the importaﬁﬁ commonsense aim of seeking
fo maximize use of the commgnity‘s investment in the existing facilities
- of schools. ft is relevant to note that The Ontario Legislative
Asseémbly Select éommittee on Utilization of School Facilities quite
quickly found thaf.it neededqtobbrpaden its chartér, to consider
'(a)> greater commuﬁity involvement in "the pfocess of éeCiding how
local resources were to be used"-(p. VI) and (b) méans of dévelOping
"openness in education in On£arioﬁ (p. VII); in apparent recognition
. of the far—reaching poteﬁtial of‘joint-use in terms of long-range
benefits for the community.

The remainder of fhis chapter'is dévbted to discussion of the
literatﬁre as it relatés.specifically to ‘the t#o'major thrusts of
fhé invegtigation:' pattérns of community use of schools; and

factors affecting the effectiyeness of joint-use schemes.

-~

'
i

EXPECTATIONS

After reviewing the 1iterature; it was concluded that the evidence
provided was not sgbstantiai enough to enable specific hypotheses to

be constructed about all areas under investigation. Nevértheless, the

26.

i



literature .does lead quite naturally to the formation of ‘sets of
expectations about the outcome in each section of the study. Accor-
!

dingly, the review of literature is structured to include one or more

expectation in each section, an#f these expectations are considered

S

-later in the lighf of the data proﬁided in the investigatibn.

PATTERNS OF USE

i

Seaton, in his 1971 study of utilization.‘éf Alberta school
facilities, found that'80,3% of.the schools studied were being used
by the commmity (p. 61>. However he élso found that mo:é thén 80%
of all use was at a felative;y low level (on the average only 1 - 50
hours'péf month), and that the ma jority of facilities were completely
idle af certain periods sﬁchias vacations (p. 67). -His study was
' undertaken nbt long a%ter the passing of supportiveviégislation by

the Alberta législature (i970) and before the publica;ioh of the |
brochure "Share It." The inteé&enihg period has seen increasing
emphasis onlCommunity Education in Alberta, and today the sifuation
may be quife différenﬁ; the-contemporary‘stfesg on the need for-
-leisuré_acﬁivities, togéther with’sevére fiscal restraints may have
resulted in an increaséd use of previously uﬁexﬁloited school
facilitieé.

Bach of the four questiqns to be‘asked in the invéstigation of
Patterns of Use ié discu§sed below in relation to.the li?efature.

1. Which facilities used most

Seaton's study showed clearly that gymnasia were by far the

most frequently used school facilities (p. 65). 'Similarly, evidence



from Hutchins (1950) and McClain (1968) indicates that in the U.S.A.
also the community uses school gymnasia the ;ost. It is clear that
school gymnasia are often very desirable recreation facilities.
However, when a Community Education program is well developed along
thevlines of the model set out, earlier it cpuld be expected thst
all useful school facilities would be used to a far grester exfbnt.
Libraries; Home Econom}cs rooms, Industrial Arts rooms and Typiné !
rooms, for example, are well equipped and have gfeat uotential for

'éaamuﬁifywaééi““ﬁawévé} there 1s ‘no evidence to s suggest that such a

dramatlc increase has in fact occurred even in the most active schools

~

2. When end for how long?
' Emerging from earlier studies is eyiaence\that usage of even the
‘ most popular school facilities nas been at a verykidu\level indeed,
partlcularly at certaln tlmes Fon example Seaton's study showed

that more than 707 of all fa0111t1es, excepting playgrounds, were not

N
N

used at all durlng vacations (p. 67). Discussion with pr1nc1pals .
in some Alberta schools suggested that at certain other perlods, 1ncl—

) udlng Saturdays and Sundays, school facilities tend to have little or

.no communlty use elther

3. "For what purpose are the facilitiesrused? |

The trend for Western countries to attend to thé recreational

needs of citizens through Community Education reflecﬁs the importance

of the school's role in this area (Minzey and LeTarte, p. 123). This

is not to ignore the strong movement towards increased recognition of

the right ard need of community members to undertake educational

-



programs, whether for credit or not, during their whole life-time;

the latter is also seen as a key ingredient of the Community Education

.

concept.

However, the little evidence available and noted earlier (p. 27)

shows that gymnasiumsvare easily the.most.commonly used school facili—

ties. Seaton also concludes (p; iid):that two recreationally | ﬁ/
oriented groups, youth club‘groupS'ang adult recreation groups, uere

_tbe two groups making most frequent use of school facilities. ... = 0

[
- This study will attempt to dlscover whether this treqd towards

1ncréased recreatlohal use continues in Alberta schools

4. Who uses school facilities®? o

.a. Little'or no evidence appears to be available about usage
of schools by different age gg ups This study will attempt to make
a start by comparlng the usage patterns of the various age groups. |
Taklng into account Seaton's findings about types-of users as
noted above, one would expect this study to show that adults use d;
school facilities more than any other age group. R o ‘ L

b. Wlth regard to range of sponsors there is-little ev1dence

avallable, except that Seaton s study (1971, p 102 ) could be inter-

. { ‘

preted as 1ndlcat1ng a wide range of Sponsors. However, most joint- --

use agreements in Alberta have‘been signed since that date, and they

usually prov1de for substantlal control by the Recreatlon and School v
{

.Boards. There is no evidence that this factor has reduced the .
g Lo .
1n1t1at1ve of other sponsors, and the expectatlon in this section is o "X

-~

that the number of sponsors does not decrease as communlty use f,

o



increases. ‘ ‘ ' R S

s C. Agaln, the only ev1dence concerning the number of. separate

groups using school fa0111t1es is in Seaton's study, and.this data
y _
suggests (1971 : p- 102) that ;schools tend to be used by a variety

of seperate groups. Our expectations are that whefe community use

increases, the overall number of user groups will increase accordingly.
.. . !
-4

PROBLEMS, REMEDIES AND KEY FACILITATING FACTORS , '

- In this section each of the three areas to be stndied is ‘ v-{

" discussed in relation to the relevant 1iterdture.

i

. / -
1. Problems

+ It is argued by some (for example, Hood, 1975, p. SO)Ithat:the

nature of school facilities and management cf them will - frequently

dlspourage maniicommnglty members from using them, bec&use the quallty: }f
of the experlence is likely to be low. More spe01f1ca11y, the follo- !
w1ng mey mitigate against full use of school fa0111t1e3'
a. Design factorsy-llncludlng inadequate shower arrangements and
-lack of soc1al f30111t1es such- a; facilities to gather over
| a coffee or a beef \ . S ) -
b. Schools are sometimes located pcorly for community activi-
ties having'a.smali’catchment area. One presumes the problem,;
1f 1tjex1sts, would be partlcularly relevant to lanﬁe ) 7< -
secondary schools w1th extensive catchment areas. S S

. C. Some communlty members may still view the school envl/onmeftj////i
with mixcd feellngs, and even hate it. ’

e



&; The“difficulty of introduting casual participation.

e. ‘The need, often nof met, fd; day-to-day maﬁaécment of the
JOlnt—uuc to be in the hands of recreation op001alflts,
rather than educators. | |

f. The problem:of allowing commﬁnity use during.”sehool—time."

Another poﬁential‘difficulty which is related to Hood's points
is,_ae Beach points out (1976: p. 25), that only 12% of joint—use
ag?eements_muke provision for Fonsumption of alcohol w;%hin the
facilities. )

In his study Seéton.(1971) did no% look at problems specifically,
but did incidentally identify twe such factors, both:felated to
libraries. He found that 41% of Erincipals reported that tHe size
of their libraries was not edequate for eommunity use (p. 155). He
balso found”that a- mlnorlty (20”) of principals believea %he Iecation
of ihelr llbrarxlmadehlt unsuitable for Lommunlty use, (p. 155). "

" For other indications of potent1a1 problem areas 1t has been

ah.e

_necessary to refer to mater1a1 originating out51de Alberta Lorenzen

(1967: p. 48 ), in reviewing policies related to community use of
-school facilities in British Columbia, cites several "obetacles"

existingAin that Province. At that time he cited lack‘of enabling

»

leglsﬂatlon as a maJor problem, but as poirted: out earller, legls—
lation passed in 1970 has paved the way for JOlnt—uue agreements in

Alberta. His other points seem llkely ~-to apply anywhere, and they

~ e

“a. Lack’of finance. J .

[

reiate to:

-
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b. Difficulties in arranging adequate supervision.

c. Custodial problems. ) ‘ \

d. Conflicting -philosophies of officials.

McClain, in a 1968 Tennessee study, lisfs similar probléms (p. 107)
and additionally notesvthai difficulties cén occur when school board
policies Tovering sﬁch a poncept are 1ack§ng and/Or.émbiguoué.

Kraus (1962: pp. 35-36), in considering the American s;ene;
adds to these the problems that may result from: .

r ) ‘
-a overprotectiveness on the part of school officials;

b. iack of communication betweenbthe mény”gfoubs céncerned; and
' ¢. difficulties over bookings, sgch as caﬁcellations, obtaining
use, ;nd excessive fees. ’ | | ’

A specific objééf?ve of this in&estigatiop %f problems is to
gather information about difficulties which arise because of defic-
iencies in existing written joint-use égreements. The most common
suggestion made about joint-use»agréements is that a cléar and Qetailod
definition of reSpdﬁsibilities is of prime importance. D;nford (1975,
PP- 58—595 points out some of the important questions of joint-use
which are sometimes neglected iﬁ joint-use agreements: ° i
a. who is to own the land?

b. who is to make_Various_decisioné?

-~

¢c. who is to be responsible for maintenance and custodial aspects?

.

d. what time period does it cover?
e. what are to be the guidelinbsvfor decisions about priority

N

for use of facilities? Lo ' j



f. what provisibn ig to be made for use oflequipment?

g. whaf fees are to be charged?
2. Remcdiés

It was expected tﬁgt remedies would emerge logically‘from )
vconsideratioﬂ of problems reported, and should includejsﬁggest;d ways
and means of deaiing with those of the problems which éeeP capable
. of being resolved. Some of!the majorfproblém‘areasﬁwhich may be
considered éépabfe §f improvement ate (1) 1lac. of funds, (2) inade-
quate.provisién for community participation, (3) caretaking
difficulties and (4) laék of a clear policy on jéint—usg of
equipmeht. |

A specific'objective in the Remedies section was tq gafher
inf§rmation abouf chénges in schobl design which were believed

"to be desirable to facilitate community use. Both Ho&d;(1975:

p- 30) and Seaton (1971 : p.‘155) assert that.better design for

easy community access i1s a key change needed. A ﬁery-élosely related :

3 ! - . . - ' ‘
recommendation, for design for ease of supervision, is advocated

by Lorenzen (1967: p. 102). Other factors mentioned include
more convenient shower facilities and provision of a lounge or -

!

. . ]
-cafeteria.

3. Key Facilitating Factors o e

For the most part it was expected that respondents would make
similar reports in this category to those made under thé heading

"Remedies." However, in some instances ingredients seen as facili—
. I ~ ' . ..
tating factors arenot likely to be cited as remedies, for various

, I .
reasons. For example, Community Education Coordinators are regarded

v
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as key factors by most writers, ano Card's study (1971) emphasrzed

that the Coord&nator role is of major importance to Community Education
’in Alberta's schools. However, they could be seen as key fac111tat1ng
factors only in the small number of schools actually employlng such
persons, and even in these schools it seemed'l%kely that third order
factors such as‘attitudes,sor first order factors such as funds might

i

appear more significant to those in schools.

Similarly,.it was'exoected tmat the existence of a Commmmity
Council, as advocated extensiveiy‘inAthe literature (for example,
Minzey and LeTarte, 1972: p. 56) woulo;be less likely to appear
as a Key Fa0111tat1ng Factor than the cooperatlve‘attltudes which may
have been engenkmed prlmarlly through the efforts of the Coun01l
and in many schools there is no such Coun01l

Considering areas -of difficulty commonl&'discussed in the .
literature,-it was‘expected that severil facilitatihg .factors would
emerge where schools had successfully overcome such problems, for
-example, by maklng adequate caretaklng arrangements, arranglmg
satlsfactory booklng proceoures, coplng "with equipment questlons,

drawing up a mutually satlsfactory JOlnt—use agreemerit, adaptlng

negative design factors, and making morxe civilized arrangements
' . ! ’

! [y

for social aspects of recreation in.schools.
SUMMARY

The review suggests that there are ma jor considerations to be
! .

taken into account when Community Education is contemplated: common '

sources of problems, existing arrangements known to be of assistance,

34.



! &\ .

and additional factors believed tobbe‘worth dntroducing.

With regard to problems in establishing joint-use of school
facilities, the literature indicates there may be difficulties in
the areas of;‘funds, booking.procedures, lack‘of coordination, use
,of eQuipment, caretaklng, school locatlon and de81gn, lack of clearA
and agreed policies 1n the JOlnt—use agreement and mlstrust of the
school env1ronment as a place to enjoy recreation. The problems in
joint-use agreements could be expected to relate to lack of deflnltdon

; 1
of responsibilities and lack of prdvision for additional costs and

vduties.

The llterature, furthermore, indicates ‘that suggestlons for
1mprovements (or remedles) to JOlntJuse programs could include
' prov1s1on of addltlonal funds, greater part1c1pat10n in plannlng on
~the part of the community, more appropriate caretaking arnangements,
and afclear'policy on Jjoint-use of equipment It is also suggested . ﬁ!i:
that 1mproved school de51gn could be another common suggestlon, with
particular regard to ease of access and superv1sion, inclusion of

too
social amenities, and‘more approprlate ‘shower fa0111t1es

/

~

Finally, 11terature related'to ex1st1ng arrangement in schools
|suggest,s thatlthe factors likely to be most frequently reported as
facilitating current joint—use programs in Alberta schools may be;
adequate funds, full acceptance of the Community Educatlon concept
acceptable arrangements for booklng,‘caretaklng and use of equipment;
a comprehensive Jjoint-use agreement; a workable school design; and'an‘

acceptable attitude to social functlons, 1nclud1ng use of alcohol.
} .



Chapter III
o

"METHODOLOG Y
SAMPLE

First, a populatibn of Alberta schqois was identified on tﬂe
basis' that all'have joint—usé agreeménts, either written or verbal,
"which provide Specified conditions for- the use of sqhooi;facilifies
'for ofher than school purposes. Frpm this grbﬁp a selection was made
-+ of twent&—gight‘schools}whicﬁ were éroceeding relatiVely‘acfively to
implement the agreements. Thas the samplF is representative ra%her

. than random.

The selection process relied upon evidenée from a number of

. i - | . .

sources. While making telephone calls to schools iﬂ order to identify
: , 3 , .

tthe with joint-use agreements the opportunit&rﬁas takeri to discuss

i - 0 ) . . ’ I ‘ .
the extent and nature of community use of school facilities. Further,

schbois fgrhing the sample for."The‘Emergiﬁg‘Role bf‘the Cgmmunixy '
Education Coordinator in Alberta" (Caré,_1375) wepevdiséussed Qith
the author. Finally, Professors of Education and‘Recréation Adminis-
:tration;agd administrat?rs from releﬁant Provincial aﬁd Mﬁnicipél
agencies were also consulted, as'were reports of pilot projects where

i
available.

36.
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[
PROCéDURES
A. Pstterns of Use
To answer the.questlons posed earller 1t was necessary to obtain
data systematlcally, and the llterature revealed no 1nstruments
previously used for this/purpose;.therefore an inStrument was const-
ructed'(Appendix C).: Because the data required Woulo consist of :

facts rather than opinions and because, more impartantly, these facts

Pl

1

" needed to be gathered in a consistent manner across sample accor-

\/
)J..‘t

dlng to conS1stent crlterla a wrltten questionnaire was cons1dered to

be the most apprOprlate-method. ro ) f\

c

The questlonnalre was submitted to several persons directly invol-
ved W1th communlty use of schools, for evaluatlon of 1nternal validity.

It was then rev1sed in ‘the light of their suggestlons and plloted at
]

|
a school where communlty use was part of school bolicy. Furtd:% amenp-=

ments were made before the Questionnaire was used across the full

.
& . )
: - B

sample of schools
]

Using the questlonnalre sheets at each school the researchers
interviewed persons who not only ‘had access to the appropriate records .
but.were also capable of interpreting them. Most often this task was
- carried -out by & Principal, Vice—Pr1nc1pal or Communlty‘Educatlon

Coordlnator, but occa51onally it was done by a Recreatlon Department

-
- employee or by the comblned efforts of two or three 1nd1v1duals &

'Although some schools experlcnced difficulty in prov1d1ng all the

1nformat10n requcsted this appeared to be more often a product of
|

lack of tlme or badly—organlzed records than lack of relevant records.

; . Lo



More specifically, the data required was of thé followiﬁg kinds:

(1) "ﬁhich school facilities are @oét cqmmonly used 'by ;he community?"
To make a’'comparison of this kind it was ﬁecessary first to make
| ‘ o
an inventory of facilities at gach school. It was then decided that a
' 'sound-bage frém,which to tackle this and other questiqnéywould be |
'informafgoﬁ about community use in.téfms of hours_per t;pical school -
' week .. Frdm.thié data an averqgé fiéure was computed for eﬁch facility
Kié. clas§room; or workshop, or gymnasium) showing mean community
-use-of that facility per-week. These quantities wereléhén used to
generéte iﬁdices which exPressrthe amount of use (h;s./wk.) as a‘
percentage of thé time that each facil;ty was pogentially available

i
for use by the community.

It was discovered in preliminary discussions with school personnel
that such data would be obtainable, and reliable; for usage during ;he

school. year, but might be difficult to obtéin for school vacation"

, . / .
periods because ?f the sporadic nature of use at that time. Therefore

data on use in vacations was confined to a YES/NO response, which

‘Iindicated the facility was or was not available @uriﬁg that period.

el

It shouid be noted that additional data relevant to this question
was also providéd in another section (Appendix C) where reépondents |
were asked to nominate the facilities predominantly uséd‘by each
- group, thus.pro;iding information about density of usage in tgrmé of
number of user‘groupé. Unless spmefunusualifactors were prese%t, the

results of that sectioh in terms of user groups should ﬁarallel the

results provided!in terms of hours of use.

38.



'(2). "When,;nd for how long are school facilities used by the community?"
To answer this question more dctailed information was sought about

the extent‘to which fabilities were used at'aifferentlfﬁmes of the

day, that is to say befo;e school time, during schqol hours?'betwéen

4 p.m.-énd 6 p.m., and after 6 p.m.. Satufdays and Sunéqys were

treated differently'becquse there is normally no schoolItime—table

operating at that tiﬁé,‘ahd responses were required only in overall

hours of use each d#y. As gefore, indices Were calgulated for each

of the périods Specified:which (1) show mean hours of community use

ﬁer week for.those facilities, and (2) expreés usage as a pérccntage

éf the time the facilities were available. Iﬁfdrmatipn-reléted to

" vacation periods remaiﬁed as a YES/NO response. All responses were

 aiv?ded'into two sectiogs: School Use and Cbmmuni%y Use.;v

‘ | | N '
(3) "For what purpose are school facilities used by the community?" -

To provide this informatibh, respondedts were asked to: list all

users of their facilities and, in add%tion, to state,the type of .
/ :

activity carried out by each group. [Types of activity were categorized

as Credit, Non—Credit, Recreation or Meetings.

1]

(4) "Who uses school facilities?"
This question wgs’divided into three parts:l N
(a) "Which age gréups are the most frequeﬁt users of scho§1
facilities?" |
Respondents were asked to state the age group or groups catered for
by each usér identified at the school, according.to fhe foliowing
categories: T

39.!



(i) Children (O _ 2 y«’ears) , | [
(ii) Youths (13 - 19 years)
|(iii) Adults (20 - 65 years)
l(iv) Senior Citizens (66 yeafs and over) T
(b5 "Do gser groups tend to be‘sponsored by themselves or by
larger, umbrella groups?" |
To obtain this information, reépoédonts were aéked to state the
. sponsorihg adéncy for each user gfoup: the spoﬁsér}pg-agency wﬁs
 fdcfined~operational1y as the person or opganizatiogymaking a booking-
for the group.

(c) "How many separate user groups are involved in use of school

facilities?" y

Suffibient informafion was already available from the_questionn&ire
to answer this question. : . : , ' ’ X
The remainder of the information-gathéring was aimed at identifying

factors perceived as influencing the effectiveness of joint-use

40.

' o ' -
schemes, and covers the areas of (a) Problens, (b) Suggested-Remedies,

and (c) Key Facilitating Factors,

| .For sevérai reasonsvthis'sectiop;demanded a different apprqach
from the questionnaire me%hod:adobted in dealing with Usage Pafterns.
Bécause jdint—use‘schemés,inyolve a large variety of. individuals and
organizd%ions, it was expected that the range of factdfw which could
be‘éited wou;d be considerable; a written format could well have
restricted the range of reéponse; and Caused signific:n! émissions. It
may also*havé'ledvto difficulties in’interﬁreting 5 set of responses

i | . :
couched in language reflecting a multitude of individual differences.



On the other hand, a questionnqire'wﬁich‘attempted'to 6utlige all
possible fesboéses for check-off by thé!respondent would incur the
possible dangers of Qmissions o;; worse, of 'leading the responses.
Therefore thcﬁintervﬁew technique was chosen as the moéf appropriate
method. | /
Pk .. . - . :
Once this decision had been mide, a dilempa then arose in making
a choice‘between the structured and unstructured form of interview.
AThe dilemma was’ thlt in an unutructufcd interview res pondonts mlght
omit referencé ‘to certain problems simply because they did not' recall
them as problems during the interview; with a structured interview
there existed the bossibility that fOSpondent\ could bc led to cite

as significant factors aspects whlch they might not have raised unlebs
prompted. After discuséion with a ﬁumber of mrincipals, it was
concluded that the dahger of omission of significant problems Was‘ndt
.as likely to occur as the danger of leading the respondent. Therefore
the unstructured intefviqw approach wds adopfcd.

-Another change in procedure was fhat the range of respondents
was expanded to inglude dther persons with a direcf(intérest in Jjoint-~

use of school facilities, some of whom;were not located in the schools.

An attempt was made to include, in addition to Principals and Teaching

{

Staff such others as Custodlano, Superlntendents, Secretary-Treasurers -

and other admlnlstratlve personnel, officers of Municipal Eccreation

1

Departments, architects, and trustees. In all, 69 people were inter-
vieﬁed for this section.
i

Further, it was felt that the 1nformat10n obtained in this way .

might be 1nf1uenced by the nature of the experlenceo, and perhaps

41,
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loyalties, of the respondonts. For example, if.resbondents-assert that !
lack of cooperation frpn‘Scheol Board officidls is a serious nroblem,
it may assist in.evaluuttng thelaCéuracy of such a perception to know
whether the respondents_are all Rectcation‘D partment personnel or
persons from a variety of backgfounds. For thls reason respondent
affiliationé were recorded as follows: superintendents——inc1uding

S ) Y

headquarters staff, principals--including viee principals and teachers,
" f : : ;
]

recreation directors——-including other recreation staff, caretakers, and
. | e

‘others. Such affiliations were then used as control variables.
. ! i .

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

Assugﬁtions

It was assunmed that the qustionnaire whlch gought information on

4

patterns of use of school fncllntles was valld and rollable It was
also assumed that, to the best of their ability, the respondents

provided accurate and reliable information in interviews.
4 ] )

Limitations
The study was conflned to a se¢lect group of sch0015, all of which
had a commltment to Jjoint. use of school f80111t1es, and the results,

therefore, will not ref patterns of use in all Alberta schools nor,

‘the views of pérsons nnected with all schools in Alberta.
The findings aye also confined to patterns of use of schooll
'facilities an rceptions of respondents recorded during.the period

from-January'to May, 1976.

e



Chapter IV

t

* ANALYSIS OF DATA AND PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

a. PATTERNS OF USE

In tﬁis'section the first question asked was: "Which school
‘facilities are most eommonly'used by the community?" :
N ?‘l ‘/ . )
Table 1 shows mean hours of use per week of school facilities by

the community ‘and by the school. Table 2 shows the same means qxpreésed-

o

as a!percentage of the total time the. facilities were available; for

this purpose the “maximum available time was set at fifteen hours daily,..
: .. i . ) )
or the equivalent of the period from 8 a.m. to 11 p.m. The:weekend <>

maximum was set at fourteen hours per day.
S . .

\\ﬁﬁ}éxpected, the ~“~=n usage rate of gymnasia in this sample,

3]

at 41.7% of the available time (Table 2), was considerably higher than
that for any other single-fécility. ‘Libraries, which appeer to habe
great potential for c0mmun1ty use, were used very llttle, at 10. 9% of
thelr potentlal However, even.thls level is high compared to all other
- facilities, where the maximum is 5.2% (Industrlal Arts). Ail of these
percenteges would be iower still if weekends were ‘to be included: for-
example, the figure for Libraries would be 4.7% rather than 10. 9%

The relatlvely hlgh level of communlty use of gymna51a is an

"encouraglng sign. However, the data_also indicate that,raperf from

gymasia, community use of many«schodl facilities is a4t a relatively"

b

A
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low level in relation to their potential.
=g
The second question posed in this section was: "When and for

how long are school facilities used by the community?" A number of

aspects of this question merit discussion.

Qverall Communify Ize . i |

Inithe overall perspective, total commuqity use of school facil-

ities averages'out at 2u9 hours per school week for each facility, or
3.6 hours per seven-day week.. Expressed-as a percentage of{evailable
.fime these figeres reveal that, on. the average, school facilities are

. , .
used by the community for 5.6% of the available time in school weeks,

and only 4 .5% of the total availab]e time including weekends.’ When it

is reallzed that the sample contains many of the more active joint-use

<

schools in’ the Prov1nce, this could be considered a‘rema}kably low usage

level in terms of their apparent potential.

A dirvect comparison with Seaton's'1971 findings is not possible,

but the mean weekly total of 3.6 hours of community use for each faci-

lity which was observed in thls study does not appear to exceed the
level of use 1mp11ed in Seaton s broad statement that "more_than four-

‘W';iffh” of use of all.facilities is in the 1-50 average houxs per month

cztep 0 p. 65). "+ is difficult to avoid the conclusion that usage

has uvl lncrenr~c  ~mas bly in spite of considerable success in some

schools (four school rorted aggregetes of more than 200 hours of

community use yer week). o : ‘

3 . -
Some factors contributing to such a low level of community:

usage in relatlon to available hours can be 1dent1fled by ana1y31s of

o

usage patterns at varlous flmes

46.
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Saturdays and Sundays . ‘ ;

A

It can readily be seen, fof example, that usage on Saturdays-and =
Sundays is particulary low (Téble 1). Pooling all fécilities; usage
on Saturdays averages only Q.42 hours a day apd the figure on Sundays
is even lower, at O.27‘hoursi' In'other wbrds, schools of*this_sumple
did not have a mean community use of facilities of even half—an hour

’ ' Lol
a day on week-ends. For example, expressed as a percentage of avail-

" able hours, Sunday community use represents 1.9% of the potential’ time

A8

available, compared to an overall community usage rate of 5.6%. This

“low level of usage is not surprising in view of the active discourage-

ment of week-end community use encountered frequently by interviewers.

'y

It is also notable that on Saturdays and Sundays schools theméelves
make even less use of their facilities than their communities;,fof
example Onvsundays schools use their facilities for an average of 0.03

1

hours, or less than 2 minutes, per Sunday. v T -

Week Days_Before School Commencement\Timé

Not_ugexpectedly, this time—slot;showed’an extremely low rate of
commghity usage, at tée level of 0.0& Houfs Bgr week,_29,0.9% of the
potential. This is a reflection of the fact that in’a fgﬂischools
gymnasia are used quite regularly during this time'bybthe Qommunityi

In all schools, most other facilities were found to have no usage at

all in this. period; as with week-ends, this period is largely peglected.'

During "School-Hours"

Again, this period 'shows a very low usage rate: on the average

only 2.1% of the available time. The figures include an hour at

- « B -

(3
LX)
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:
lunch~time, during which many facilities are available for communitf
use. Apart from the lunch—hour, some facil%ties are typically used by

#the sthool for a high proportion of the time (gymnasia 100%,‘regu1ar
cldssrooms and specialist nooms 66% ~ 76%). It must be recoénized,
too, that tQOre is frequently less time available for commﬁnigy use
%han is‘shown_in these étatiétics. For exam?le, although regular

. classrébms appea} to be availégle fof commﬁnity usé in "school fime"
for an avefage of about eight hours a wegk, and in addition for a

further five hours a week atvluncﬁ—time, many principaié expressed the

view that communi ty use of most classrqomg was simply too diffécult to

arrange in school time because of the heed§ of the regular users.’

’
1

Thié ﬁay be a r§asonable.approach; which gives due regard to the:
needs‘of students, particularly wh;re "home " roomé are concerned; |
howevery it'does nothing to'explain the fact that althoﬁgh many well-
equipped speciél purpose faé%litiqs are frequeét&y”empty and avgiiable
during school hours,-commhhity use of thém ranges from a mean usage
of zero féf Typing rooms to-a "high" of 0}29‘hours per week.(3.5 mins
per day) for Industrial Arts rooms. This'occurs curing - period when
" the recreational and eduéation&l’needs of many people,wpul& seem to be

high: @any housewives and ?etired“persops haye unpoimittedltime.in
this-feribd.and in many.communifies shift ﬁdrkér; and others working
.flexible hours m%gﬁt be induced,éo fakepup such opportunitieé ifjghey

3 |

- Wwere provided. ~ /

School-days: after school hours

‘This time slot was divided into two periods: the two hdurs

between 4 p.m. and 6 o, and the period after 6 p.g‘f.'



/
A 2 |
The perlod 4 - 6 p-m. showed a moderate level of usage for all
facilities, with a mean of 0. 43 hours per week which is second to only

. the evening period in extent»of usage. However; this cannot; be

‘consldered a hlgh 1evel of utilization as it amounts to only twenty-

five minutes of uee a week, out of a potential of nearly nine hours - -

|

"4.8% of the available time. .
. . -l N ‘ ) .
The evenirng period after 6 p.m. is by far the most frequently

used and the mean weekly usage rate 1s 2. 15 hours, " or about two hourev

J,

. . /
and n1ne'm1nutes a week. This finding 1s not uneXpected, and is :

similar to the few results' available from previous studies. Hutchins

(1950: '. 301),for example, poinﬁed out that "weekday evenings &nd

.weekdays after school are the most popular times" and McClain (1968)

3
i

re%%rtedla similar finding Indeed, the usage of gymnasia.at thlS.‘
tlme reflects considerable communlty 1nvolvement - more than 12 hours
per week, or 55.6% of the time avallable. However, assumlng that all
fa0111t1es pooled are avallable for a max1mum of 25 hours a weeklln
this evening session, the mean communlty usage of a llttle over two

'houre a week represents only 8.7% of the potential. By any standards,

then, there is considerable room for improvement.

1

School Holidays

The reSults in this secticn indicate to what extent school

facilities were available for community use during specific holiday!
! : . '

perlods..
v

For school hollday perlods other than the July/August vacatlon,

!

. school facilities were reported avallable for community use in 26.6%

v

49.



of schools. For fhe July/Auéust v&éatiog the figuré is lower,at
?9.5% of' schools. This is a vefy low figure wben it is taken into
account that the schools concerhea all have pOSitiVG policies of
encouraging joint—ﬁse, aﬁd all have agreements to support the policy.
Althoughfdetails of hours of use were not 8qught for this period,
discussions with principals revealed that many school facilities listed
as available in this period. were not used at all. - o
In this study, then, holidayé and weekends‘emqrge aé the periods.of'
gréateét wagted potential; Furthermore, there appears to have been
little Or}no impfovemeht in fhiSHaSpeCt of communityuuse of school
faciiities in recent years, since Seaton (1971, p. 67) similarﬁy found

that more than 70% of facilitieés in Albérta schools were not used at
. . . . r

i

.all in vacation times.

The third question in this section was: "For wHat purpose are
. . 7 . _ e
. IR
school facilities used by the community?"

Table 4 shows distribufion of community actiwvities in sthool
facilities by type of activity (Credit, Ndn—Credit, Recfeation,‘Meét—

_ings)_as‘well as by hu?ber of schools catering for each type of

. activity. | ‘

The greatest number of user groups were involved in activities

’ ; .v . - - .
;Ciassifged as Recreational; the total number of groups in this cate-

gory (228) is higher than those of any other category, although Non-

Credit activities were carried out by a substantial number of groups

~(181). This refiects a consistently high level of’Recreational

" activity in most schools, and closer study of data from each school

. ] . o '
reveals that seventeen of twenty seven respondent schools showed

L4

l”



‘Table 3
. . TYPES OF COMMUNITY USE
. . / . |
| Type of =~ . . NumberMof _v Meag No. | Distribution,
Activity | User G;Pups per Schbol by tSchools
1 / : : . . -
~ Credit - o 46 ( 8%)* 2 10 schools (37%)**
Non-Credit et (31%) . g 17 schools (63%)
Recreation - | 228 (39%) ! 8. ) 26 schooWn (96%}
Mgetings o 130 (22%) : 5 21 schools (78%)

Total user groups 585 - o ,

!

* ‘Expressed as a percentage of the total numbervof'useq

groups (585) : I '
** Expressed as a percentage of the total number of schools (27)

0y



similar pattern

The finding that Recreation act1v1t1es were the most w1de1y
dlstrlbuted (found it 96% of the schools surveyed), and that Credit
act1v1tles were found in only 377 of schools, tends to conflrm the

expectations that were held for this section of the investigation.

It is worth noting for Jater discussion thst community act1v1t1es

. c1a331f1ed as meetlngs occurred with greater frequency than credit act—

ivities and approached the level of ﬁon—credlt activities. This type
of act;vity occurred with greater frequency than was expected.
The fourth question asked in this section was: "Who uses school

facilities?" This question had/ three objectives, of which the first’

was to ascertain which age-groups are the most frequent users of school

-facilities.
Table 5 shows community user groups classified according to four
age-categories, and the.humber of schools catering for eachzage—gfoup.
"As had been‘expected the age group making greatest use of school
fscilities in this sample was the Adu. category (20’_,65 years)d
which was involved in 306 activities, or 43% of all sctivities.

1

The Youth category was clearly the next most frequent with 226
‘gToups. All schools reported caterlng to Adult and Youth categorles
In contrast, the Senior Citizens and Children groups used school
facilities at A considerably lower level, with Senior Citizens' groups
.cohpnising 15% and Children's groups 12% of the_totalinumoer of groups.
"Jt was also found that 26% of schoo}s had ho:activities catering‘to
Sehior Citizens, and 14.8% of schools had no activities for children.

i

"A second specif&c aspect of the question’"Who uses school

52.
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facilitiesf" was whether user groups tend to sponsor themselves or
to be_sponsored by loréer, Umbrella:groups.’“Tabﬂe 5 relates the |
number of user groﬁps to the number of sponsors, in an attempt to
clarify thls questlon ‘Since the total number of user groups far
exceeds the total number of soonsors, it is clear that a substaotiaf
number -of groups ?ake bookings‘for themselves. However, the mean
number of groups oer,sponsor wast1.8, and at the schools with very
high ukage levels (and a correspondlngly ‘high number of user groups)

there was a tendency for more activities to be booked by each sponsor,

in fact, on the average, four to five groups were associated with ecach

-

sponsor at these schools:"Nevertheless, analysis of individual sohool
patterns indioatbs that even at such_schgols.there was typically a
-substantial number of self—spoﬁsored groups. It appears that even
where’the sdvance of the Community Education concept has brought
powertul groups such as Provincial and‘Municipal Becroation'and
Eurther.Education Departments'intoicooperstion with schools, the
activities of these "umbrella" organizations does not inhibit indepen-
dent groups from using scboolvfacilities on their own initiative. !
The-third sspect of the general question of who uses the facilities
was the question of hoﬁ many separate user groups are involved in school.
use. In this regatd Table 5 and Figure 1 are‘also relevant. From
Taole 5-it'can be7seen:that téere is wide variation in tHe numbef of
groupsi;s{ng school facilities (3 - 116 groups) A re?iew of patterns
at each school shows that 1n each case the number of groupo is roughly

in prOportion to.the number of hours of community use reported, with

schools which report the highest hours of use also reportihg the



B3

Table 4
. . | |
'AGES CATERED FOR BY COMMUNITY. USER GROUPS

Number of Mean .per Number of

; User Groups School Schools Involved
Children’ . , . . _ .
(less than 12 yrs.) ' 83 (12%)* 3 , a3 (85%)xx
Youth : ,  _ ‘ _ ' '
(13 - 19 yrs.) 226 (31%) . 8 27 (100%)
Adult | ‘ o
(20 - 65 yrs.) 306 (43%) " .27 (100%)
- Senior Cifizcn R : : ; ‘
(over 65 yrs.) 105 (14%) 4 20 (74%)

.

* Expreésed as a percentage of the total number of groups (720)
*¥% Expressed as a percentuge of the total number of schools (27

/
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. Lo T e
Total number of user

Total number of separate sponsors {all achools)

Teox

groups

* W

Mean number of user groups per school .

L]

-

Mean number of sponsors per school . .

Mean number of groups per sponsor:

1 .

2.

Overall . .. ... ...

]

At the school with the highest

number of user groups . .. . .

1

ég}l'séhoolé) .o

521

29

4.6

= 27 schools:
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* found to be 30 (2.9%); waever, it'is curious’ that usage reﬁorted'im

these would occur only once, twice, or perhaps three'times; whereas

{
|

//greafest number of separate user groups. There is no indica'tion that

< user groups needing large blocks of time are excluding smaller groups.

However, this is not to say that in some areas certain facilities

are not under pressure. Figure ! indicates that gymnasia (205 users).

and fegulur classrooms (159 users) are by far the most popular facil-
i
. . o |
ities for community use. This finding supports the earlier finding that

\

of all school facilities gymnasia are used for the greatest amount of
| .
time. "On the other hahd the large number of uSer groups reported for

regular'classrdoms does not appear to be a direct reflection of tHe

results conﬁeyed eé}liéf in reéﬂrd to total number of dommunity use,

where it was found theyfwere’used onbfge average for only abbut 1.5
. . 1’ - " : e

hours per school weck. Because of the vevry 1arge§numbér of ‘classrooms

in each school compared to, say, the number of librarieq'(a'ratio

,which ranges up to 34:12, the total hours of ysage réflq&ted as a

~percentage 'of available time could be expected to be~16w,~and‘?§:§§§F;>"

B4

absolute hours of use is low' on the average (1.67 hours pér wéek) even

when frequency’ of use is high. o T

Some reflectioif on thiﬁ question suggests’bne possible contributiné

factor. It 'seems most likely that a high proportion of the uée

.reported for regular classrooms is of a short-ferm nature, result§35§h-;

in a much lower total usige time for each group. Such usés would -
include meétings,‘sémigggié lectures, and short courses; and many of °
4

gymnasie% in contrast, are frequently used by various. groups for a
! ’ b : 6
seagon or & whole year.

a
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b. PROBLEMS .  {~

~ specific problems in each area. - ' 3

This evidence underlines again the relﬁtihely'low use that

.weli—equibpod facilities like Home Economics, Industrial’Arts,

¥

b

Typihg and Libraries,appear to receive at the hands of their |

A . N 1

communities.- All have a mean number of user groups bétween 7. and

22, compared to a mean of 205 groups for gymnasiums-and 1,59 for regular
3 . ,

classrooms. T : . S . -*
The remainder of this chapter will outline the results emerging
from the interv}ews aimed at identifying Problems, Suggested Remedies °

and Key Facilitating Factors related to community -use of school

P . . ), . . K
facilities. R ) ' . o
*

AR
AR CI

. Table 6 summarizes the findings by listing“tbe'major'prqbfqm

s
L

areas in order of ffequéncy of response. Thé‘table also pp%tfdes“
a breakdOwn;of ;gspohséé by subjects' status: 'Superinténdenférand .

x , : .

' thqir‘staff,.Pfiﬁcipais and staff, Recreation Directors and other .
Q X X ) , . K .

) ‘ N

Recreation personnoi Caretakers and Others. .

P

Appenle D prdv1des a full list of . problemS’reported arnanged

e ~

4n rank order accordlng to the frequency w1th whlch they.were mentloned

.-

It 1§'a long list, reflectlng the large variety of problems ctted

’ Fr\

Even-when responses 4are groupedQ1nto maJor ptoblem areas a total of
- h * : . i i - ., N

o . « 3 . N Y ¢ -
38 problem areas emerges. npnder'each ma jor prbgkem area are listed

LY :

descriptofs which paraphrase the words of respondents and identify

Bécause of the wide range of problems cited’it is not onable

o

J o

E_J
5 g
4
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TABLE 6 o
. . : . A . '»,
PROBLEMS: -~ RANK ORDER BY FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE, - bl
AND DISTRIBUTION B¥ ROLE OF' RESPONDENTS . o
1
O . Number of respondents, by role
F‘requexgcy . .
Problem : of - . Rec.  Care- .
Fo.  Category .- - Response  Super. Irinc. Dir.  taker Otherg
1. Caretaking 3% © 10 5 7 6 7
“2, Provision of ‘ 5 , '
g funds 26 8 6 5 0 6
3" Supervision 23 5 9 "3 % 3
4. Coordinantion - 19 o 9 K‘ 7 o . ., 2.,
5. Inadequacies of - .
. 'agreoments _ 18 3 3 1 2 3
6. Equipment - . 7 ’16 4 4 6 0 :
. 'Inderstanding : e : o :
of goals _ 12 1 6 4 0 L AP N
[ tt. Restrictions o ' Ta
on use . & L 3 6 0 1
9. Lack of cooperi- . ¢ R
tion T 0 '3 1 0 4 -
10. "Loss" of o : : ’
Education Funds 7 3 2 0 0 2
: Fees for usé * 5, 1 1 3 o) 0
Lack of space - § 2 3 0 0 0
. I'ounulutlon of .0 . R . , i
agreement .5 o 2. 2 L0 0
. Stor: agy- problems 4 ) 0 1 ' 2 »?:\*}4 0
5. Lack of le: tdership - : i » T ‘
from government <4 3 1 0 0 -0
6. Mq;ntumnce ad o E s
T landscuplng ’ 4 R .0 NP O 1 =
A 1T Ownetrshipe - - 4 2, . 0 50 0 . 0. 2
-~ 18+ ‘Socr}11 functions: 3 2 0 ENEN 0 o 7 B
.ﬁ\’@g{' 197 Prpv1'<1on for ~, = _ - Gy L RO
g Tewiew o 3 ' t 00 o - 1
© " -20. Indurance’ 3 0 - e i1 1 0 1
‘421 Confllct° Rec./ : ' ) ‘
o <~ Further Ed. 3 1 0 1 0 2
PR 2P .;Damage - o 2 1 -0 0 0 1
. 23, Separate/Public 2 B o 0 - 0 0 ;
‘ 24. Legal -aspects N 0 0 0 1
25. The "€ore School" = 2 . St 0 0 -0 1
26. Joint committees .. 2 R R 0 i 0 S
\ ;;g Itemo 27 36 1ncl Qccurred once only (%ee Appendlx D)

R
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to present details of all of them here. Instead, the nigh

~

‘most frequently oeomfringmare preeeﬂfed.ln defail, togdther with

n

problems:

some others,whigh;ark copéédbrﬁﬂ importunt for“ﬁther reasons.

/)d-" q ' ,‘,
The . elght most c¢hmon problems are as follows
oA
e m T »f,g?;\ L a
N 9' I
kin i ‘v“ .
‘ ‘ »( a s
LE e ThlS wss by far ‘the most commbn category of probloms, W

thlrtyvf1VQ rosponmeu,_compared~to twenty;six responses»for
WU
B L _ﬁ .
most ﬂmequent. The thzrty flve rPSponSES were made up of ei

spe01flc problems, which are lleted below ;

(1) Caretakers reluctant to work overtime.

o
v

(2) Ceretakere_not drnivihg‘t0xo§en up facilities.

ith *
the next

ght

k]

(3) Cegetakefs4u; ¢ when program supervisors are "under-age".

o

‘04) Abeence of caretakere during programe,‘after opening up

o

facilities.

R (5) Conflicts with usef groubs eonnegted with cleaning up after

L S g s
community use. fa 7 ﬁ;%%l o

..

(6).LRole difﬁfbultles@ caretekers expected to act as! coordina~

R /
: . -, | o -
tors or supeiwisors. ’

(7) Difficulties”@m arranging cleaning-schedule§ after increased
oo ! Y ! 3 . -

» "

-

¥ use. o o - N,

N

L

(8) Problems 1nvolv1ng the attltude of the Canadlan Unlon of

l

Publlc Employﬂes

®

v

¥ Thf problemsdgrelated to Cdretaklng are so ublqultous and S0 evenly‘ T

60¢ -

distributed by TeSPODd%nt category as to leave no doubt that they are = ¢

v

of significance to anyone plannlng JOlnt-use Certalnly there_ls no

vee

3 ':.'ﬁ
¢ sl



' : 61,
; ' . &,
| | | 37
‘question of them having ari vn u- . result of the prejudices of oflé»"‘-:é*.’zg}‘
. # ) ) ’ . ' - . Ay o~ -
group of respondents, such as . .. - takers or their principals. In'%f
. M - .‘ PR

case "Superintendents" and "Recreation Directors" expressed similar

concerns, and with almost equal frequency.

2. Provision of Funds : » : S .

The frequency'of problems in Yhis category was very hlgh (26

responses) . Furthermore, if the roblems listed seﬂhrately under . v

category 1 as "Loss of Educational Funds" were to be included in YL?Q V”'i

this category, the é@&al responses for the category would then be - | ‘9'w 9‘/
r. £/

hlgher than the total for the caretaklng category. Fundlng can there- "
fore be cons1dered a maJor problem area in this sample.
The responses herp cover nine separate problem types}

(1) Lack of funds for additional caretakify® duties.
! ) ' . ’ ’~.:§: ' . \ » AN
(<) " Lack of funds for repair and replacement of Jjointgyise 5 - :

N~

-

equipment. . . v . 'QSQ;
(3) . Lack of funds for leadership trainiag.

(4) Lack of funds for additional administrative costs (for”example, *

bookings). J ‘ |
(5) The' short term nature of funds avallable, partlcularly for
employment of Communlty Educatlon Coordlnators 1 .
(6) The" dlverse nature of sources of funds for 1mp1ementat10n
: of Communuty Educatlon schenes. ;
(7) AddltIOnal costs 1ncurred by School Boards as a dlrect

reéult of 1ncreased use of school facilities.

(8) Lack of fUnds for operational costs of recreatfv 1 facilit;es.

. ‘\".



(9) Additionai costs incurred in remote.Aareas.

As with the Caretaking category, problems related to lack of
funds occurred very frequently, and were cited by a wide rahge of ' .
respondents. The only group not'citing probfﬁms of . this kind is. »

Caretakers. There does not appear to be any"pdrticular significance

1

in this gap, except perha@q that caretakers tended to express V1ews _ j?l‘ﬂ, R

about a very small nufmber of problem areas, all of which vcry dlreﬁt;y

y

affected their dally work. They apparently ‘did not regard funding aﬁxf4“:j

‘a maJor problem from their point of view, but they did ngt see prd%lems e

in twenty —-two of the other categories cited by other respondents

- 1

&

& tajor

either. ; . .
Financial problems, then, must also be regarded ‘as

stumbiing block for those sédeking to implement joint-use oﬂ.school

facilities, and one which needs to be looked to at all levels. 1In
. | .

partigular, the problems causeo‘by the short term nature of funds
. , N
available from such sources as Project Cooperation appear to have
. 1 .
had a serious effect on developmént. of the concept in several schools
] —_— :

of the sample.

3. SuperVision and éccuriiy» .

This category is 6Bé which might be eipectedfto bring problems;
for a small group only, such as caretakers and prlnclpals ' However,
it emerged in this sample as a maJor problem areg in terms 5} freq—
, uency of occurrence (éé responses), and alsq as an issue Whlch v /

concerned persons in all categorles. !

Although ghe category is oited as a problem area by twent&-thr*
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N / h
respondents, the sub-problems are -relatively few in‘number,,as'shown
) !

below:
|

" (1). Access problems, allied to difficulties in control of flow

of participants outside school hours.
! : sk oy ) :
(2)v The tendency for a largé”'umbgy of groups to have keys to
. ¢ R

3 B " buildings prev1ous1y access1ble to school. staff onl3 .

(1) The perceptlon that adults dmsregard rules,

(4) leflcultles arising\fmom non-userg' ability to enter.the o
school; fear of vandalism. - ' ‘ ' R

T (5) Difficulties of'supervisiop at'week—ends because of shortage

R ~

of staff. ' o X

(é) f%ck of agreement about responsibility for supervision
q

It was found that problems associated with access and superv151§p

were related to de31gn factors, and are dlscussed more fully in a

.
\ -

later section.
- It is dlfflcult to aV01d ‘the feellng that one or two sub-problems

,_ralsed may be potentlal rather than actUal and perhaps reflect the'!
Py

: anx%etaes Of caretakers and school staff at hav1ng to share "their" g3~'
facllatles w1th "outs1ders" for the- flrst time. , In this'category .
R ! .
are problems conce?ulﬁg keyb and the presence of non-users However, : .
N4 .
as they arégpercelved a%.problems by & cons1derab1e number of respon-
.4’,11.
'dents they warrant dlscuss1on, buﬁ thls is best left till later,
; ﬁ‘_t/’t
eSpe01ally in the llght of’ Reﬂ%dles suggested later.

-

" ‘The other sub—problems are substaqtial andynot unexpected,

AL
- e

ey

except” for adult dlsregard for rules. However, further analysis of

the data shoWs that th1s sub—problem;was=cited bj only one respondent

A"v LI
-t

.



and cannot be considered a common problem.

|
4. Coordination of Groups Involved ’ ‘ ;

This type of problem was cited by a total of nineteen respon-

dents, a relatively high frequency in .this sample. Moreover, it

was raised almdét\excluéively by Principals and Recreati%n Directors;-.

S \

who comprised sixteen of the nineteen regponses.

i

The specific problems listed are as follows:
(1) fDifficulties ;ith bookings - for example red fgpe; errors,
COmplgx‘procedufe‘for aufﬁqrizgtion. "”J
',(2)  Ineffective coﬁmunication - for example problems for

'schools when not notified qf'jegfcllations by central

booking agency. .. 7 ;;?ﬁ" _
' R ’ I ¥ , . e
(3) Schools "bumping” community users. , K

- :
! v

- (4) DifficultieSJCreated for users when schoois require nofibe
byf,users in order to allocate staff from school.

(5) "Difficulties with baoth centralized and decentralized

i

booking systems: each can cause problems for different
i .

i ‘groups. ’ : .
: The emergence of this cgtégory of problem as &\substantial one

in this sample Qas not unexpected, and it was a problem drea found on

/ /

T n A - X N .
several occasions in the literature, particularly "lack of coordina-
. | - B ’ " :

-tion .and coogeration";énd "gifficulties with bookings and access."
Althoﬁgh this categqry is basically about coordination and -
communication pfoblems, the ma jor focus of these in'joint—use schemes

\is apparently the booking prbcess; which is a contentious issue in

64.
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iome jurisdictions and a source of some concern in others.

‘ .
5. Inadequacies in Agrecments |
N . - o .
‘This category emerged as an area of mujor concern, with eighteen

responses made spontaneously as part of the 1nvestigation of Problems.

However, because of the widespread use of j01nt-u,e agreements in

Aiperta this aspect of JOlnt—use had been §elected for investigation
\

as a potential problem aren, and each respondcnt was thelefore asked

to 1dent1ﬁﬁ any problems relatedqto 1nadequaCies in agreements.

T T ey s -« i

‘ Seven reSpondents reported tﬁéﬁithey believed their agreements wore

HAI

~satisfactory and that no 1nadequ301es had comc ‘to their attention. (

v

Table‘7‘shows all the perceiVed inadeQuacies cited by two or - .
. _

éﬁre respondents, in -rank order by frequency of response and by

categories of respondents. Since no category or group of categories
was cleariy separnted from the other categoxies because of particu—

Larly high response rates, it was difficult to select n‘group for
: : v
' discqssion. Set out in more dtt&ll below are the foui most frequently

)

mentioned deflClenClLo showing the spec1fic uSpectsxof each categopy
) referred to by respondents; further detail on all responses is‘

-
.

provided in Appendix D.. ' =
(a) Janitorial (31t responses) B

L. (1) Prov1s10n for ab§Ence of janitor through 51ckness

(2) Definition of the Janitor s roie.
(3) Cost-shar1n6 for Janitorial services.

! !

Slnce this category had already emergcd as a m&JO problem
b
area, and latervwas seen as a o~ jor focus for suggested remedies, it
N i .

T
/1

’

/
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TABLE 7'

INADEQUACIES IN JOINT-USE AGREENENTS IN RANK ORDER BY FREQUENCY OoF
lﬂSPONSES RESPONSES DISTRIBUTED ALSO BY ROLE OF RESPONDENT S

I3
!
-
-~y
v

fﬁk : . -/ ' - Number pf respondents, by role"

o . Frequency -

Category of -of _ Rec.  Care- .

Inadequgcy _ Response', Super. Princ. Dir. tﬁSer:_ Others
. : \\'

No inadequacies
Janitorial
Joint committee
. Equipment: .
Development' costs
. Summer use
Reciprocity
Rec. Dep. -
booking
9. Operational costs
10. Liability
1. Supervision
12. Private facilities
13. Scope
14. Definitions
15. Flexibility
116. Booking - . - o
procedures
17. Priorities a2
18. Security e
19. Comm. use areas
. 20. Further Ed.
21. Role of Princ.
22. Fees
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\

was not surprising to find deficiencies in agreements perceived in

|

this area.; However, the problems cited in relation to absences of

Janitors had not been mentioned before cxcopt in a general way and

in view of the key role for Janltors and csretakerq which emerges from

the responses of‘this study, those drawing up agreements would do well

K

to make specific provision to cover this as well as other more widely
recognised problens in this area. Some indication of the importance
of this sector had been galned from the llterature but the apparent
severlty of the problom was not entlroly anticipated. e
(b?. Joint CommlttOei(slx responses)
(1) Definition of role.
(2) Sspecified meeting times?
‘(?) Definition of membership.
(4) Specific provision for‘reviews of agreement.
(5) Provision for committee to exercise specific duthorit&.
", Al1l the re;;onseslin this cstegory came from Education ani a4
: ‘

Recreation personnel, .und in almost equal numbers. These respondents

apparently agreed upon'the need for such & committee but perceived

" a lack of 3pec1f1c1ty in their agqeemonts whlch hlndored progress.

.The last Spe01f1c def1c1ency (5), relating to lack of authorlty for
Joint Commlttees, prov1des relnforcement for a separate flndlng that
a lack of authorlty for such committees was percelved as a problem

(no. 26 in. Table 6).

(c) Proﬁgsion For USe of Equipment (five responses)
Since. the f1ve reSpondents include persons from each category .
/
except Caretakers there does’ not appear to be any loyalty bias affectlng '

67'
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these perceptions. In view of expectations gained from the litera-
X o ' ) \
ture this im not a surprising category of deficiencies; however the
A !

- importance of this factor is further underlined by the number of
respéndents in this sample who perceived problems in various aspects

s .
i 4 '

of joint-use of equipment.
No specific sub-problems were identified by these respondents,

but further §B§ights are provided by the responses which are discussed

next. - » N

. P _ .

(d) Development Costs (fivevresponsos)
Included among the five respondents were both Education and

Recreation personnel. The specific deficiencievs gited were lack.of-
. L .
. e N ) . / \ . ' !
provision for: , IS . '

\
(1) Cost-sharing in gengral,
(2) Development of “sclicol grounds,

>(3) Snow4clearance, and

v ?,,; ‘

<Gy

. (4) Developmeit’ of parking f‘acilitiési\d

This set of deficiencies was exp- *d, in view ot the refercnces in

the literature to problems associated with allocation of various,
. i : . .
responsibilities - including responsibility for additional costs such C

as those for maintenance and develo%gent.
' . . "’ - /

:

6. Use of Equipment ( ' o

3 . ‘ . ' .
The appe&rance‘\f this category of problems was expected from the

o

review of literad *~.Problems in this area were raised by 16 ’ . ,

respondents, and’were made up of fourVSpecifié'suﬁiprqglems.' Responses

3 .
were fairly evenly distribute® among the various catéﬁgries,of respon- .,

/
3

) »
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dents, excépt for the Caretaker group which provided no responses

of this kind in spite of the apparent relevance of cequipment to them,

However in view of the apparent reticence of caretakers in this sample.

(see p.62) this does not appear to bc.h aignitficant.anomaly.

Specific problems were cited in this sample as follows:
. . ' i

/
(1) Non-availability of certain equipment - for example,
kilns, chairs. - = ' } -
. \

 3§) Shortened life of ecquipment used by community.

(3) Difficulties finding adequate supoé*isc"y personnel to

ensurqgcnro of equipment.’

(4) Difficulties in arriving at dcceptable agreement for cost-
+ [ . . : .
sharing related to purchasc and replacemernt of

-

equipment

v,
v

Although theise are prablems which arise frequently, and st the cutting

edge of the Joint-use operation, they #re also problems which appear

to reflect tho.Qns1¢ coordination and communication difficulties which

were ideéntified as major problem areas in this study. It is clear that
careful ‘attention needs %o be given to ways and means of dealing with
. . -\.. M Oy
the use of equipment in any joint-use scheme. However the nature of
. Py R . R .
the problems raised here suggests that solutions will be expedited-
" primarily by action aimed at producing botter coordination and
communication at the loeal, municipnl, and provincial levels. In
many cases cooperative funding for purchase and replacement of stich

equipment seems-'to be a - solution often considero% but rarely carried
. 'y : -

.

out.



v
7. Underatanding of Gouﬂn .
]

Problems in this category were raised on twelve occasions by

, \
subjects in this sample. The problems were of concern mainly to
t . )

) S . - | - ‘ v N
Principals uand Recreation Directors, with only two responses coming

. : a

. H - »

from tho other three categories of respondents, and were made up of
threc separate sub—problems aa follows: 7

(1) hlck:of]public nwgrenbss.of the goals of .arties naking
joint-ugreomentsf

(2) Lack of underétnndingfon the part of.fhoso closely coqcérﬁed
sf the implications of public uée;.fql eiample, a cnretakcr

who cannot see the need for him to make major changes to his

. - - B
atiitude and -his caretaking arrangements may cause serious
. : o
problems.
(3} "Lack of systemtic effort ‘to achieve public awareness.
No particular expectation was held for this problem area to emerge,

qbutiin view of its mention as a likely facilitating factor in the R

literature, its absence is logicully of potential concern.
- gy -

+8. Restrictions on Community Use of Schools
- A ;
et ‘

3‘-.

“ . This group of problems-#ns raised with about the same frequency

as the previous group (eleven responses) and is similarly made up, of*

three sub-problems. - Not uncxpectedly, these problems tended.to be of
| -

\

‘concern mainly to Recreation personnel, asithey all arise from poli-

‘cies or attitudes of school personnel. iTh¢ problems are:

*

Y

* (1) Restrictions on weekend and summer use.
L, _ Lo oW i o
(2) Restrictions on use during school hours.

>

3 v
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¥

v

| .
(3) Réstrictions on possession of keys by Recreatibn personnel.

Although these problems were not predicted per se in th
literature, they’WOre suggested in a more genernlvpréblem: "oy ffi-
culties with bookings and access." However, the str. gsth of the access

, aspect is rutheq_gnexpdcted. This category, moreover, is related very

closely to another category, "Lack of Cooperntioﬁ”, which will not be
l ; o b . '
dealt with here in detail because it is low in firequency but which

Nea!

also consists partly of problems arising from attitudes or'pol%cies

-

o:é}ho part of séhool{persénnel. Taken together these two c&tegqriés
"c

sfitute a mujor.problem area, with a total of eighteen references.
’ PO ‘.
" REMEDIES

© In addition to‘being asked to suggest ways and means of improving -
joint—use'échemes;reépopdents were dlso*asked to identify changes in

,schgzi?design whicﬁ~théy believed would facilitate joint-use.

In view of the large number of problems cited earlier it is- not

-

. | ' A :
surprising that a-large variety of remedies were suggested, with a

>totai'of.36 categories, eleﬁen of.which were cited.bf more than one "
respondent; Table 8 lists, in order of frequency of .response, those
lspggeéted remedies which were pﬁf fdrwnrd.Py more than ono'rGSpbnﬁent.
Appendix D,-hpwevor; pfovidés a fuli 1ist*3f all remedies suggesped,
arrangéd in fank/bfder accbrding to the frequency Qi;h which they’
were mentié%éd byifespondenfs. | - ' :y |

Presented in detail below are those suggestions which were made

. ' 2
by at least three respondents. \ S -
\ N ! \ ‘ ‘ .
. o : ' . N . Q‘ﬂ,
0 L . - § N - _‘* \§
Ve : . hseg
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[\
v .
)
"y TABLE 8 . S
SUGGESTED REMEDIES: .IN ORDER OF‘FREQUENCY'OF‘RESPONSEf
AND DISTRIBUTION BY ROLE OF RESPONDENTS™
5 y
\ B
| SN 1
A Number ofnrespondents,‘g} roje -
Frequency R _ - —~
Problem : © of - Rec. ~ Care- o ’
Category Response Su?er. Prine. Dir. taker . Others’
TR ' g ‘ N
1. Booking 9. 3 5 1 - -
' . , ‘ N
2. Caretaking 7 o 2 3 UL I
3. Discussion of ! : L
joint-use. = .4 - - 4 - - ,
4. Steering ) I #
" Committees 3 1 - 1 - 1 ,
. R - . A
5. Free Recip?. o - 3
l.Use - 3 - 2 | - -
6. BEquipment , - 3 g 1 2 - . -
! - ’ %
‘3 . . 3
7. Full use 2 1 - - - Zawé 1.
8. Comm.“Edy. - , v,
Coordinhtor 2 - - 1, = e
9. Joint employmént 2 1 1 L ;_57.'. -
| Bk o RN T
~ O

v

* Other~resbonse categories; suggested‘léss ﬁrequentIy, are listed

in Appendix D.

1

“er . - ]
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o 3 3.
. v oy . .
L4
i ) * - 53.?
o ) LS . Coe :"
. L & S
- . ‘___ P ) . . } . . . .‘,' '; . . .‘ %
! &' Bookingr (num*frespon:w_sv).. o o w ,
, u (1) Recreation Departments ‘%hou]d be- the tboo}(lng and -»
: : : . -coordinating agencies for .achools. o uw
. . ' . Y : R i3 P
7;’; ' * Ty 2 - . o .
e (2) - Improve booking procedures,
Y « . (3) Give more power and \tatus to persons 1‘osponsiblo for
.. booking. . . -
. g . ' - ) RN \JW ) B . ' . ' :
, ' (4) Allocutp ]A:.xr{:o blocks of time to certain groups jsuch das-
- , - . . -
N E Recrentlon I)Cpartmonto, s i ) ..
o 1 X . ) ¢ ‘ . o
- lt is of 1nterost to note ‘%hut these suggest ~ 'it'h tvhe\eir
. . ’ . R
‘ ‘ N ‘ v‘ L, ) . a # * B A
i - emphas:i_S"on cent,rnli::od boo}ung proccdﬁmm,‘ were ‘made’ 2 Jmo"t cxclu— Il
. . ’ &£ gt .
K | ‘§1VC‘1% by oduultlon per ,ormol"w}uch nllnys any fear®thit +{ly. might be o
. partiga uu*o M‘on‘ . 'I‘ho uno&pobfwd aspect of" ghese responses iS; Yo :
8 <D U ‘ , o w : N
h v -9 R . ! -
. ‘that, in npito of the' UL T ‘,m,lggos'_tions thatcentral | bdékin servicea
: : N 3 ki 4 . .j : e . .-
) ' tause proMomu for hoolw tho i Was no suggestion here that boo}pnw
/.f T T I o oo
be Ifiec'e_nt‘ru.lixzod . ' @ o : q:,.' IE o
i . . » { P 9 . . <
- . . - \
S . . . : N
2. Carctaking and Clvnm"npp(:;vven I‘CSbonses) - - N
: . . . ’ . . P Lo N
(1) Clearly define tn ‘expanded role of carectakers. . oL
(2) Insert in the regulations,or other written. expressions of ¢
. - o poli'cys statements about’ the role of. caretakérs.
L . 1 R * ' i ‘ . - ’ ‘ | . . - h
- i . (j) Provide a fair wngo for curett@kors. 4 \55;
. ﬂvy‘:: . . i h .
&(4) Give care tqker a h}‘ ther st: ltus, in view of their 1ncreased
) . ‘I‘esponulbllltle“h v ' ‘ L L
[0} o 9 . ) . IR
(5) Involve curetakers_,in decision-making.. s
-(6) "Establish clear schedules for,.cleaning. - - . .
. N .. o H . . - ‘. = . . . hl
-~ _ (7) . Establish a centralized cleaning service. . .
. : . R [ . : . : ‘ _ a
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B 5

v g\ "
)

v'nsuch.dlscu381on‘1n the community. Taken tégéther‘the two cutegories ;

.- . ‘ : ‘ _745.
. , @
. (BN "‘v v !
- Vo g
< ERTUER\) » - s Lo . ’ N .
I B, ~,3‘;:-e-cleanlng-equlpment for users themselves to!'clean up. -
T As a result of rev1ew1ng the llterature, these suggeuflons were -

not unexpected but it appears from the spread\andfnumber of respon—

my ) ‘ .
dent} ng thesc suggestlons thatqcaretaklng’ls regarded as a -
g K " . . : oo ‘v‘i ’ 4’ B '

centrul factor in" the JOlntﬂube concept, perhap 3 @ore‘importan&g“x

" factor thar»thgenerally coneeded

oo ; o

S ¥ ' L . .
3. Discu 1on of thQ,Pofentnul “of Joift- qu ‘and, 1§q Phy&drophy (four

. . ) K2R
' ) ’ o . o *-wﬁ ol R .
reSponses) R ‘ !i;x SR i
@' . .. s . -l,‘ . . L4 5./ .
(1) Arrange for dlscu551on1&H*tween electdd Hsdlq?

- s L4 -

S (2) Arrange 1nforma1 communlty gatherlngs for&ggﬁcuSSLOH of
. . R _q.-. b -
the concept. o

'Linﬁed#té<¢hié:category;diﬁé .ﬂf

one functlon ‘of Buagh a Commlttee couid be toisponseg}and faellltate

constitute a sizable”area,of suggestidns. Tho éignificance of this

N . . we r A

area of concern is also emphaulzed by con31derat10n of fh&'problem
‘areas 01ted earller (T&ble 6, wh;ch 1nclude several closely related 4%

categories, suchdasi“Understandlng of goals"; ’ﬁack of cooperatlon",

and. "Joint CommitteeE", which tofal 21 re’s_pqn;segglk

y - <
- e i L

4. Form a Jo1nt Stnerlnp Corm;ttee (three respoq@g@\

(1) This. commlttee ohould draft JOlnt—use pollcy and models

t - C N
.of agreemez ‘ o
ol

x

(2) SUCQ%a commlttee could make pecommendatlons aboutg"who should

-

o. % AL W
do what" - for example, wmo shoula formulate the agreement

\

t s e EERES i ¢




3 o " R
‘would also a&%ocatc the contlnuatlon of suéﬁ a group with a permancgg‘
’ [P

,:

2

-tlce of partles to the JOlnt uge bgg

(3) It could usefully permit interested people to sif in at its ’

B o . - jﬁg;e @

e

' meetings.

'(4) :it is$imporfd§% f%; memﬁgré to be-well brepured‘for

?eethgs,‘ ‘ " 'Qli ‘;I;;& | T
It wa; eXpéciéi’from the rev1gp&oﬂ 11ter ture that th;s would
3 '.‘llteruture gonnrnlly

cmérge 9“’& hlgh prlerlty remcdy fﬂ

i

: 0
i‘ble and&ﬁier I‘esponﬁlbllitle&: Such' a permanerf%'L o‘n‘tt wwas not
ST - ’7
mggggpned‘dlrectly by rGSpquents in thms sampl?$ but in ‘some schools
Lt ehy . \‘b .
1t W&S‘lmpllcd to be a ”key féc&lltatlng'§>2tor ) “ @i EURERRY
&;&\n“ '/_  L L b"‘f .

9~#&Ma1nta1n azt %oliﬁy of Free Rec1procml Use Athree responses)l J&‘ )

- . hd o
. g .
Thls suggestlonwgs aimed eat remov1ng the fairly prevalent pradéﬁ?

%& maklng chargesgtodone ano-

ﬂb_.er for a of facﬂfzt'les.i Those m'a'kg.“g the' suggestlon p01nted to.
L2

A’-

the,sav1ngs in- hlme and staffﬁkhlch a pollcy of free re01procal use -
- ‘

would brlng, as well as the probablé 1mprovement in tﬁe reiatlogfhmps
[

'between the-organizatlons concern¢d> They point out that tb\‘money

- from thé same source. »Intergstiqg;y enough), . although it is seean; R

v
’

for’ running Recreatipn:Departments and SchoolsBoards generally comes
X \"" .. ,v ) . : a . 4 !

.a poss1ble 1mprovement this'fécfdf Qid‘i;ﬁ/gmeige as a significant

problem in the "Problems" section. - v o

) R
. 6. Prov1de for Joint-Use of Equipment (three respéﬁses)

(1) PrOV1de for cost sharlng by JOlnt—use partles for \

\

equipment. : e
. ot - . ) - . .
(2) Create a .fund for replacement of'expendablé'equipment.

- -
L . d

75.
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\

not made for 1t in thc joint-use agreement or in associdted regula—

1. Provision For All Forms of. Community Use' (35 responses)

<

5
’

¢3 for cost-sharing -

P

-

: ' s RS
(*7 -xaminé the possible alth

procedures for equipment . .
¢ o
B i

{ ’ . |

\ \

- tiona, and apparently problems emerged even 1n schools whlch ‘were epen—

»

dlng-large sums of, money on Coordlnutors' salarles.
x C - ‘ . . -
e Thotremedles suggested here would*hot nvolve the partles in -

.....

il

maJor addltlonal expendlture #the sJiutlgnsappearo pzlmarlly to 1%@9

in recogn1z1ng that the problem eXlsts and in ach1ev1ng the necegsary
. -

* L " &
B S
degree of coordlnatlon : T :
B} o o ) '
- 4 } J:

“Factors
.j‘-"‘ N ' ' s b_ k ‘ ‘gyf‘u
. ; -' t; N Q,
= En’ addition to the spontaneouo responges listed above Fespon—

“ dents were also asked to 1dent1fy any changes to school design whlch

they felt would be useful 1n fﬁcﬁlltatln& JOlnt—uqe. TWO aqpects of

LY

<
de31gn, Space and,Storage were c1ted as Problems earller The full

!

[ S

113( of suggested change vappears’in Appendix D, in order of'frequency

- 4.
te . . N

' X
dents, and also shows categorlcs of reopondents.for each suggestlon

o~ ” _'_.
In thlS sectlon a group of four deslgn factors stand out from
. Y e N S
other-suggestlons,;and these ‘ars shown in detail below. -. . ;f”'

\

i

(f) Make’provision for all ages;,and for reareéational use’ as

well  as educationals e . e A ©

I

< .

»

Joint—usé of eduipment haS‘already'emerged in thie study'as a key

'Aproblem ¢rea apparently becauée in many schools adequate provision was

\

76.

a5 T

" of respodlp Table 9 .shows ell suggeutlons ma&e by two or more rPSpon—
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1
! [
[ L
- TARLE 9 | ch
. DESICV'FACTORS RANK ORDER BY FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE,
B , RESPONSES DISTRIBUTED BY ROLE OF! RESPONDENTS e -
» . “?r ; - . . ' » ~ < /Y ' . .
___—-_-—h\f - 4 . . —
o ‘7@ _ Number -of respondents, by role ;
. 7 : l Frequency m——— - - o
e Design o tooof w' Rec. Care- e
ﬁg‘ " Category : Response’  Super.. Princ. Dir. ~‘taker Others
j : T ,
) | - ‘ ’ -
1. Provision for ' LR
: o all forms of ) _
5 &y . Community use . 35 S IR 12 0
.i@'~ . ; . “
3"'~Au~~52 Access .35 1% 1™ 9 1
(@kB Storage . 27‘ 1 LA 4 7 8 . -3
TG, Gymasia = = . ‘t‘"' ;" ﬂd. %o 3 8 0
' ” 5 . Regaflatigms - . 127 7. o1 - N ¢ .
e 6.,Parking: . - T, iy 2 2 3
7. Consyltatiop 2 M 38 1 o
... #&. Financial . ’
" Incentives 2 3 -2, 0 1

9. Building.,

materials - : 2"
10. Mu81cAArt/D ama 2
“11. Libraries.- 0 \
‘12. Handicapped o'’ ,
-73% ., Comprehensive
?ég planning . = 0’ s
» . - 14, Park-School ‘
' © concept o' .
15. For insfrfction. o}
16. Chan
facifities 0 _
17. Schéol Buildings . X
T e Branch A -0 o
18.- Liquor - o - = o}
1

19. Lunch rooms
3 :‘ :’0’1.“; ) 3 ,—‘4. s




"",’

-

«

! ible to the community. Thosarmay.diffor from one community. ;,Jd'

(2) Mflkc it posviblt to isolate corumumty use areas,

(3) In each school, pqrtlculnr services need to be onwml dccoss—

A

: L Y © o
to the next. B @w”aﬁ : UERIEEE
" (4) Arrange facilities to enable e&sy querVl 1on in Communlty lpﬁ',ﬁw .

9 ” N o g
* A - >

M
use (For examplo, shower placed near gymnn,lum)uh\ o N

.Aocess:igpoon31dered K: vory 1mportant gspebt of doq1gn for"'y' - '

v
u“ ""'

:f commagfty USé, as is 1n&acaﬁéd by Tts pd&tlcularly froquont occurrencc_ : '%ﬁf\

in this sample. THe concept of access is cloqe&y 11nked by many of
A ¢ . v
;h’ObJCQthoS as ens! of - superv1sron, and the el

Lk \

Fa

5ﬁm '*" ,
.need to be able to iso ate certain W for securlty reasons. A

SN

% -;J L

‘frequently occurrmng comment was tha pr sent school de81gns nake

¥ u
easy access, supervision, and'secnr;ty dlfflcult to QChleb during

communi ty-use. ‘These asg pocts of design were expected to emexge, ss‘

e .
\ b - 2k

prodlcted from a study of the 11terature. ‘ )
It 'seems from the Suggestlons made thlt in the oase of nem
facilities conoldcrable prngess dould be made townrds the aims
expressed heré@githout additional prense but tth th1° ‘would notibe
so in- adaptlng ex1st1ng f&CllltIOS. ) S . ’

© A

. Agaln, the 1mportqnce oi th1 need was stressea by - both educa—

3

K

Y

tors and recreatlonlsts, and no role bijases are evident PR
.. gBT T ] “ﬁﬁgﬁﬁk~ T . ‘

% - T - o e : ' ‘ c .
3, Storage (L7 responses) . Yoe e :

«

(1) The gymnaslum 1n5partlcuiar Will need addltlonal and
dlffsrené s%orage. /' ' o . ) o _ ) . .
) - K '
(2) Prov1de for canoe storage by the pool

L e

4

Al
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[~

L\ e ) . \

. are ullowed to domlnwto plwnnln for community use ot schools.

4 Reqpondent came fisf the ranks of Education and Recreation pera-

Tie

N ) . B N ' . . \ N

! i

R (2) Crwit ﬂng dxnuu aroas hﬂVL a good dowl of potvnthl and

k2

should not be OVLPlOOkO ‘ v

- . v

(3) Tho school llbrary may wq;ldbégomo u'public library in

. RS ¢ .
’ . certain instance%;‘ PR A .
. . . _" A - D R l.\';“,»'
-9 _ & o ; : g _
“{4) Most changes will néed additional space.  w |
I
(EO) G mga51qms%shou1d bv built on thc Lommdnlty Hﬂli ‘oncopt‘ "
s - ._u:' :)"‘ o ”, ‘}z\ v ' W : . -
(6) Spoclflcqp;ov1slon noedq to bc made Ior dqy uwe}by the'_ o AP
. Bt i S
. N ‘j .commun;tv ‘,,~'~4.. ”*’v'," TR L R IR : :

S . b f ] : e,

4 { w .
! \x’i\,-“ e Lo - :

F o ” ‘
THYs group 1nodu@o A wid3 vnrlety of ﬁp&01f1c,sugvj tlonq and
.v* . . s [ )

.

\ 5 ‘
1 have 1n cdm@bn tho bﬂs;O pro §rﬂth1t pl@nnlng fop comwunlty uno'“fu,%J

i id
. ;‘ BRI ,13 . T, ¥ “a » .

should" prOCLLd onsthe’ broadoqt peq 1blb.tront Thls grohp is dirfi~" o
. Lo ) ‘\.':\‘;‘ l v '”’ . * * “
cu}t fo discuss bacaus@ oi thc v111;ty or 1tq componont suwge txonw
t ~ . . o \é, » T ) \
bﬁt:it does make some importunt 1@&& tuonq wbout dé‘lgn whlch muy

be forgotten 4if the mos t goumpnly usogd. ilelltloq ﬂgoh uo\tvmnqqﬁﬁ

.\,1-H€ Stpaer? |

~

4 R
- i,

: . ’ ’ . ; | . )
onnel in roughly equal numbers, and istressed planning for community !
uSe_“‘of»Craft and Dr:un:} arpns J.Ild the’ ler-uy nonetor which reached
. ) .
more than 11%_df their potnntlﬂl for Lommunntv use in this.study.
S / ) ) o
Similarly, in recgmmendiug planning for duy—use, funding for additional
Py R G e By
‘space, an programs ‘which prlovide for use by all ages, the respon-

. ) ) . \ -
dents were referring to &§aps and necdy which also emerged in other

aectfons éf %his study.

A

e

2. Design For Acbeéé;(35‘ ‘esponses)

-~

‘o

(1) ‘Linkjpoél;to school .

Ly N o . N ! . 3 \
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¢

AR
4
o

v
\
.

\

~

R . pl&n'istneededf

«
6.

to be amended. - .

The. provision for 33 square feet

?y the Provincial Government, is

use. . RE 1 -
FL R I

Design changes invol¥itigr storage were

respondents of
section of the

_problem, which
N 'S < *

R

because of its apparenfiy

interviovers* €

\ p7s

sample the
of storage

-y

interviews. Lack of storage emerges us

- . . / \
estrian’ character. However,

R .
vl
.

- . ! v
- N .
“The present instructionnl/non instructional tformula needs

. A‘ﬁ v

J- .
L}

for gymusia, as funaded
inadequate, for community

mentioned frequently, by -

all categories, and were mentioned also in. the problem
) \ . . ) ,

v

has tondeiﬁ?g bo‘ovorldokod igfthe'litcrhturé, perhaps

in thié

NSRS

seriopsly.hindoredLc@rtnin‘&ctive Programs and sdcted ag
. co

, » . . ‘e ‘ S 3 .
> a deterrent to commencement of’ other activities with large storage -

- ) . \
apace needs. ’

4. Gymasin (22 responsen)

(1) Eliminate glass.
on'?

(2) "Improve air filtrati
‘ ' “ o

\ -

(3) &;{}gn blenchers that, c?im be,‘éleaned. N

L . ; 8
(4) Provide improved acoustics.
\

(5) - Provide additionual.

.6

~

\ . .

S
where . community

' R \

i1yt - 'All cadegories bffregpondénts
LA . -~ v B
o i | - 1

gymnasia are required.

In gymnnsium/auditériqm designs a more appropriate stage

3

-

spectator facilities where required.

% - "

5 ' . S —
Build larger gymnasia in elementary schools in areas

L)

N

\

o

contributed\suggestions for

4

<«

§ major design

Ce

. N - )
icross 8 number of situations where lack!

80.

g

RS

N
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%

v

-

. B
- a .
' - ‘ ]

improving gymnasia, and the total number of suggestions about them is

M .

particularly high. Furthermore onXYy’d few-school. fucilities were
. Y i . ' ) )
mentioned as aseparate design issucg and of these by far the greatest

o

X
e

“pa
4

*  attention was given to gymnasia. This is logical, as we have alredd%}

‘ , . , o _ J
seen that gymnasia in this sample were subject to far greater commu-

' - [ ., v ,

- nity use than any other facilities. \
The great,ma jority of the suggestions are such as to be of

~. &eneral dpplicntion (For examﬁhb, storuge); however, it is of interest
1 N , . .

T o note @Appendix D) the sprinkling of suggestions about improving

, /
{ the potentinl of facilities which are rot now pommd#ﬁy used. .
’ . . o . \ ,
L ‘ A ‘ . {jx ‘
Other Design Swrpestions of Note . .
Co o . \
(1) Amend Regulntions (12 responses) | I o X

4

Details of the suggestions are shown in Appendix D, but they

gan be summarized as calling tfors | -0 7

(a)/ more fﬁﬁfibility to'ééimft‘optiouul chgg@es in supy R
V-7 - . - . ! : -
s lof community use, ' N

. ) . ’ F RS . S . ) B
(b) ‘specific provisions supporting dwﬁign for community use, and

(c)_vflnanoxal support for additional spuce heeded 4§ a result
. - . \ . L , 8 .
, of design for community .use. -
’ T S, » T N
’ ’ - - . ) - . ’ ’ . _ t
(2) v.X%ing pnd Iandscaping (9 responses) .
/ ! § o .

A ngms?f of reSpoﬁdénfs identified a need'to oxteﬁd joint planning

into these important “outside" areas.

. ; PRV .
. - 0 . .

(3) Greater Consultation in Plnnhing (8 reSponSes) ‘\ . o vx'
This objectivée, which was given gfeat'prominencé in thé Ontario
N \ . . 4

-

-

-

.-

s
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LAC SN .y

.

:;<Seiecf Com&ittéo's report, is a logical moﬁnq of onsuying betfer !
dbsign for community use, butewas a little unexpoétéd‘in this énmplc
where community counc1l "for example, had ‘not loomed very larbe in

¥ findings molfur; and do not gppour as majon ’oy Facilitating Factors

\

in the next section.

, ? o v : ) X
(4) Financial Inceontives (8 POSpOnSOS) .

. ' ' N ‘,1 - . N . ..,"
Some -respondents, recognizing the dlfect relationship between

Provincialsfunding and improvements in dewi n“uimod at commuity+hse,

y Voo , .
suggested that tho‘Provipccgﬂinido more, nncial Ancentives ro v
o encourage such planning. . TH 15.-1;)}»11‘011 'ﬁ 1o~w]v linked to the.
LR IR & L)
[ y] [~ @ -

suggestions concerning change ﬁ%o rulov4nt Rogulﬂtlonw Wthh Nkrk‘

‘discussad'proviowsly;“ Those reSpondents also. omphudl"od tho p01nt
made earlier that although some improvements may involve-ohly re-

location of space most involve additional bxpon307 - Y ,
. Co, » Y D _’ o
(5) Specihl Fucilifics - A 0‘%; L, e
, - R .
e Table 9 shows that, omitting sugges tious abOut gymnasia, ag o |
.- least twelve respondents suggested’ d0J15n ‘changes aimeg at facili- v
tating comiunity uge of Specinl facilities including Libyaries, Music/
oo Dunce/Art, Claft/Dﬁ%p&, quuor wcnlltl‘“, und Cnfotoria facilitivs. :
4 Lo N
There was, then,‘qn awnronoxa of the potentlnI of such facilities: 2o
although in this sample_thut po?entinl'hnd/not yet been realized.
\ o o B . . ' )
[y K . .ot .. L ! B P c
d. “KEY FACILITATING FACTORS -. : o
. . v I -
S ‘In this section of the study respondents were asked to identify
. the factors which they belipved had had a strong pesitive influence . L

-

¢ : - : -

82.
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on whatever success they had experienced in implementing joint-use
\ A ' .

. 8chomea.

It was hoped that these responses, which would reflect

.

exvinting fhactorn rather fhan hopes dr suggostions, would be less

subject to personal bias. .

. \ . .
A list of all responses,

.

M )

in rank order according to frequency

of response, is found in Appendi,\' D, but for p\‘u'-*posos or dlscussion,

“

G

5 .
Table 10 lists all the res ‘ponses that muu‘red tmcc or more, in

/ P T

,order of f‘roquoncy or occurrence, 'md provuic\\ t‘?‘“’l:fglkdown by role

of l‘oqmndonto. ln the ov\\rnll p‘I‘\pO(‘fl‘(L, reog &@ae\ for ﬂuq

pa?%ic”ul:u‘ aapect ofsthe stud‘y ] ; wuali jxi\?bm-

of ‘discrete factors (‘14). :\hd@n‘ l:u‘ge proporti o‘x{‘.d

~

o

(66 om of 9.~) per -nnod fo only two of those four to en factors.

)
3

.

’I‘ho moatﬁﬁ equvnt\ly Clt:‘d fae tox** are shown, bolow and under

.

o R

‘ <N B | . -~
cited in that category.: ' P . o {)

IR

SRS B B

!

1. Coqporution ox‘ 1.1‘0\m Qvolvod ("(\ res Pon“o 1) - . .
v . ®

5,

(1)4 Coopomtmn or Pr’mup‘\l X Teachers, &lp( 1*u1tbndont.‘.

(2)

()

(4)

. (5)
(5);

(7
(8)

-

COOperntion of ‘\rot'\}mxwx, peu‘th ul‘u ly \\.hen thoy ‘u'o

famil mr‘mth the jmnt—u conoept .

- "y

-

CooPémtio,n of'"- School B‘o:\rd.- . Ly

ke . ) v

Cooperation of Recrestion Board.

COOpér_:i_tioﬂ of Recreation” Staff.

» \

Willingness to share fAcilities.

Good communication. ‘ g R
. : k)

N%/

. - \" K . 'A
Willingness of Recrention and Education to work togethar.

—

) 2 ) .
~each c:\tegox'y Iwading are 'li‘s_ted tho de,_:‘cr*iptons t‘oz“-apocﬁ-l’nctors



TABLE 10
<

I. KEY FACILITATING FACTORS, hANh fRDER ACCORDIN(. TO FREQUEN(,Y oF RESPONSE
DISI‘I\lBU'l‘lON OF RES PONbE S ALSO HY ROlh OF hLSPONDEN’l‘

\ ' o
\ ' -
- .. ‘ ;
Number 01 respondents, by role
Category of -+ Frequency - . . & — - k
Facilitating oof . ] Sy Rec. Care- .
Factor - Response  Super. Princ. Dir. taker Others
) . . B L ’ Tow
- p . T LT e ' L .
- . ) \ . '. L3 . . . . i .
1. Cooperation 36 : 8 . 8 ‘Wsto 0 1o N
Tt e . e R \ . - a
2. Pogitive public - . R T vy
.. _Tesponse - 300 0 4. T By L6 L 0 0 60
L e C S K s '
N ‘\'\ N J"“«?- B B .
-.3. Financial . : , . . L : )
ot ) . ; iy - S . .
xaspoqta ¢ 7 - 4? 2 _ 1'*ﬁi 0 a, Q
. " ‘ . - . ! s, . N A i
4, Community Educa- . I \ \
tion Coordinator S 0: 2 1 0 2 '
5. Joint-u ; o Lo o o »

PRy, -use . T ‘ @ : ;
vonme ts [N o0 TP T | R ’
Qmeumnh‘\ ; b . 2 1,, 0. &O ' 2 \V

. P
6« Coordinating - . ' ' h s S
’ copmit tee: : 4. . . 0 2 0 ' -0 2
t [ i) . ~ -\
) o4 (' ’ . . . i , .- : \ ! o -
7. Purther Bducptioy - - ' L ST et

Council ‘ B oo, e 0. 0 2, T

: / o ' 'A\- L ~
8. School Act and S - , e ’
2 -0 . o 2o 0

Planning Act

84.
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‘ S o L

. Joint-use schémps are, by definition, schends involving more
than one group;'nndlthis large respohso clearly indicates the crucial

naturedof full and willing 000porut10n by wll} The cbrollnry of'thisl

\ . - . LS

factor, 1n01dcatally, had omergod onrlle Apas“u persistent problem
area, cited in chtegories a‘h'as.

(1)?¥Ipck of cooporqtlon".f"-. A
e ) " e
(2) "Roqtrlctlonw oni. uqo -

3 R I .
(3) leflcu1t10Q_thﬁ "E@ordinﬁt&ou of, user, grouqu":////i P

/0,

%@ae : (4) *Some qspectq of' "the cnfegory«"Cnretqkerq" a '

“

¢ e,
Qlthough‘COOporutlon Lg‘an ntt1tud1nnl tactor which Cﬂunot bc requ1q~

dor turnod ~on by comm&nd dts deVolopmqnt emergas from thb

N,

iti_,'

respon§uq in th1 qamplo,d‘ a mqgor ObJOCtLVO whlch should pormente;
d &o 1mpIoment such. qchomgs.
Thls flcﬁor wag expoctod nitox rov1nw of the. lltorafure, although

it is =0 fundgm. ql?that 1t nmy tend to be rogardod 48 'an end ratheq

. o S e~ |
. than a means.. .U\ o ) , K k -
- . k] . E .. t . ) 2 . . . . . g'
' S s N A e [ . . . o
: o , . o _ ;
. P o 0‘-7 ~ . Tl .
yﬁa. 2981t1vo Pub11c Rosponso (30 rOonnqog) Y R
A considerable numbor ol rebpondonts in all cntegorles ewcept _L;:

'carotakors c1tod poqltlvo nttitudes townrdq Conmunlty Educatlon as’ a

,

facilltatlng factor. It is al%o vory appnrent that thla, too, _ 7 ST

should be regﬂrded as a. mggor objoct1ve in ull 1mplcmentatlon _
1) : - 4
'qtratogleﬁ AthPVemvnf of this. klnd of publlc qupport is an

objoctlye whlch oceurs frvquently in the llterq{uro'

o 4 )
Befoné moving onto a consiﬂeratlon of other»YactOrs that were

'acknowl@dged as f301litatorsﬂ it should be noted that the ¢oncdepts:

LI

] o g C . ! : R @' ) - _' .\ ' ) . -
: N - N . . . . » ' . 3 . ) . .

e

.

Q0



involved in these first two fadtore,ure not dissimilar, with;one'

looking'to support from .the active participants #nd the other advo- -
‘ a / . B ' \ - \-‘ ..v o .
_cating development of support from the public. If weiwere %0 join -

)

\ ' % o - . o .
.them into onc category, tMe overwhelming ugrcement about th#t one |
_ , . h N ,

factor would be&extfaordinary,-with 66 reeponéents regarding it as

N ~ . . .

. the most 1mport%ng}§ac111;at1ng3iuctor in their experiencce, whereas
o . N _ i

. . e @ S P E G‘
the next highest cgpegory.hus only seven responses. * - _—
) % ’ s o 3{‘ c . v,

PR B
v 3 . . . , .

-

R Flnan01a1 quoct: (7 reqpon ée)_ _ o
. ::)‘\v -&[' i : I :. )

(1) °Ava11&b111ty of funds

bl

(2) The, fact that there'has been a good roturn n the dollar
oo . N @ VZ‘;.“ .}‘

hég had a poq1t1v0w1nfluence LR ‘ : . :
o IR ey

-9

2
- . ;g. . i o~

ThlS category‘of reronseo appoprr ‘to add- Qelght ;o the prev- _
- 4 RO
' 1ously reported reSponSes whlch asserted that aﬁd;;:onal fundlng is..

+

essentlal ﬁ;gi‘theisuCCessfu; 1ntroduct10n of Jommt use\of faCIiltlee&

Ty

'Q—.

k2

‘.5f” ‘ Certalnly the averwhelaing. 1mpresq10n from a- number of aihe6t7 ofé
T ! e oL

this studyﬂ}s that addltlonal resoufces are esuentlal, an& tvege ‘.

N ZmT

resources are’ rarely gulned W1thout additlonal coqt » / e
;nq :

e

: - \ a - ‘ . D"’ VA 4
4. Commun1tszducat10n Coordlﬂgtox (5 responses s) /Zif;f~siw.

»

(1) The exzstence of an addltlonal person w1th re pon51b111fy
!tr o 4

‘fbr 301nt~uSe, usually as part 01 a Communlty Educatlon

development. . _ o= O

- N B l"w ' : . ;
\\\ o ‘0(2) Long—terg;tenure is seen as 1mpoﬂtant -oﬂ., 'f 3 o

e i
S S The presence of Such an addltlonal person rspatrongly advocated

R ip_the laﬁerature, partlcularly by exponents of %he Fllnt Mlchlgan,'
e e, & ‘ ' l(««

o

. . . ," ) :._,‘ N
" IR | Lol

.

(3) Cost- sharlng has proved lts effectlveiess o : e e

[FO
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i
|

model ..

5. Joint-Use Agrecements (5 responses) ,
(1) ‘Reflecting clear un@grs¢anding‘bf objectives.

(2) Agreement about rules’'for implementation of the agreement.
, .

J v

(3) Flexibility of interpretation of the agreement .

I3

As with the Community Education Coordinator, the existencelof
a welliprepared and widely understood joint-use agreement is widely
advocated in Alberta as a facilitating factor. Respondents' reference

to the factor hefe adds weight to the decision to investigate joint-

uée agreements as a key faetor in Alberta, as noted earlier.

-

6. Existence of a Joint-lUse Coordih&iing Committee (4 résponses)
Again, reference to this factor was expected; however, few such
committees are yeﬂx}p be found in Alberta (in this sample committees:

of this kind existed in only’12 out of 30 schools) and these responses

are more properly viewed as coming from a greatly reduced sample.

v

7. Existence of 2 Further Education Council (3 responses) ‘

-

This factor was not predicted from the literature. However,'these
' . CoN
Committees were in some ca:' = already in existemce when joint-use and
Commiyity Education scher:s cre first broached, '‘and it is natural

that- they could be seen as a codrdinating'force for this broader but

v
~

closely related purbose, éspeéiqliy in a .small community where the

y
establishment of a second committee might be difficult and perhaps

&
redundant. M

87.



, . Chapter ™V

. k o
: N

~

'CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
GENERAL

.

~

-

It is the intedfion\of this chapter to derive from the data

presented in the previous chapter some general conclusions and Some
administrative and pedagogical guidelines

and recommendations which
A} ’ ‘ .
may facilitate more effective use of school facilities by the communi ty

In relation to patterns of use; the most positive interpretation

of the data is that there‘appéérs to be a very widespread but relat-

iveI} low level of community. use of schoo&\facilities. Moreové?,

the frequency of usage does not appear-to have shown any marked
increase since the 1971'study‘by Seaton, as far as one can judge
from those‘aSpects of the data which are reasonably comparable. It

is evident that school facilities, used by the community on the average

" for only 4.8% of their potential in these schodls, are still grossly -

‘under-used public facilities. The data in this study provide clear

evidence of ma jor gaps in éommunity usage where, prima facie at
- least, schools appear’to’possess great

otential for‘increased usagé.
Nevertheless, it seems likely that more schools may now be consciously

planning for joint4use, as many joint-use agmeements have been signed
in the years since that study, and the evidenc

of this study is that
in most schools positive steps were being taken td‘ihcrease the avail-
ability of their facilities to the community.
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The data concerning proglems, remedies, and- key facilitating -
factors . rvealed a conéiderable variety of factors but thése fall into
two major categories. First, pervading a large proportion ¢f the
épeéific factors cited is the firm and récurring assertion that atti-
tudes are particulayly important to the success of.any Jjoint-use
scheme. In particular, the need for full chperétion is repeated
many times. "At the same tiée gainiqg fgli'coopefation is.evident}y ;m
a parficularly difficuit objeC%ive to achiéve in practiée, for a
large proportion-of the problems perceived have at their base a lack
of‘cooperatibh or a gegative attitude on the part of-—one of tﬁé parti-
cipating parfies. ‘ A |

. Secondlj, there is an abunqgnce of evidence in‘this study that

|
any joint-use scheme of substanc# will need additional resources, both

~
N |

human and materi@i, if it is to ﬂe successful. These additional

- / [ ' .
resources usually require additi?nal money for additional staff,

: | , . :
equipment, caretaking, cleaning and administrative duties; but some-.
times they can be achieved_throu%h reallocation'of existing resources.

Success appears to be greatest ié those schools where the desire to

expand community use of school f#cilities is complemented by both a

‘<‘:fuily cooperative attitude dn~fhé part of key participants and the

~. -

) ' i I . _

provision of adequate additional resources.. _ 4 -

. _ ; :
t

One interpretation of this evidence cou¥d be that schools need. ,

more time to increase Jjoint use; |certainly the impression gained by
. | .

interviewers was that some scﬁoo#s'were in the early stages of a‘plan

creation and educational centre. This

to make the school a community re
s \

- N

. i i . .
“interpretation is supported by th% evidence that many factors inhibi-

- o

|

K
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ting growth of Joint useé schemeevare believed -to erise from attitudinal

difficulties,'which it can be assumed may need time to resolve. .Some
. . )

recommendations specifically aimed at encouraging positive attitudes

. i - ,~~
to joint use are made in this chapter.

However, there is also ample evidence that in some schools lack

of resources is seen as a serious 1nh1b1t1ng factor, regardless of -other

factors 1nvolved, and some specific implications far prov151on of

A A
resources to such schools are discussed in this chapter.

-A third iﬁference,which could be drawn fromégégs general evidence

is thagoperhgps, for some+ of the schools studied, a level of *community

<

use'aﬁpropiiate to the needs of the community ana the nature of the
scﬁool facilities had'already been.reached at the tfme of the study.
oné could speculate that the existence Of-succeségul elternative means
of providing recreatiphal:and educational prqgrams'ahd\pommunity

.services would redﬁée theeneed for'extensive use‘oflschool facilities.
- K4 : ?
Similarly, the nature of the school facilities, as in a poorly equipped

elementary ééhool, could also weigh against extensive community use.

Whatever the reasons, a school and its community may well have set,

[y

and reached, a very limited'leyel of objectives in joint use.

This study did not attempt to evaluate alternatlve communlty

/

programs and facilities, the attractiveness of the school facilities
or thé objectives of the school’joint—use scheme, and perhaps lack of

knowledge of such mediating factors is a weakness in the design of the
study. However, neither time nor resources available permitted»éuch-

an extension to the study.



gchools which are satisfied with their current level of community

T
'

use will not u5ua11y need add1t10nal support in terms of finance or
. . P
staff but could well benefit from adv1ce about the potentlal bene-

flts of Communlty Educatlon for students and qommunlty, for_lt is
possible the d601810n;t0 limit their JOlnt-use scheme may have been

- made without possessjion of all the relevant evidence. .Included in
thepspecrgdc implications and recommendations which follow in fhe.
remainder of this chapter are suggested ways and means of provmdlng '

Ay

an advisory serv1ce to §chools

RECOMMENDATIONS AND GUIDELINES

1. Saturday and Sunday Use . v i : -

Even in schools showing relatively high week day communlty usage,

week—end usage was freQuently extremely low. Fbr example, on the

‘ L'
average communltles used their school fac111t1es for only .27 hours

‘each Sunday (Table 1), and this average reflects the ‘fact that many

schools have no Sunday usage, and others experlence 1nterm1ttent use

A

only. When one relates thls to the fact that S0’ man@xnmmbers of the

' r!
,communlty are free .of work commitments on week—ends, this appears:

¥
: to be a serious gap. No attempt was maae‘%o assess communlty needs
. -

for week—end programs, but ﬁt seems llkely that recreatlon programs 1n
' partlcular would be pOpular at this time. There,was considerable
evidence from interviews fhat the major factor derlylng this low
level of usage was thai many schools or ‘school Jurlsdlctlons, or. both

were stlll dlscouraglng weekend use. Although the reasons for thls

apparently negatlve pollcy were not 1nvest1gated systematlcally as

J S~



: - i '
part of this study, respondents most often referred to lack of

resources and’insufficient evidence gf significant potential for use

Lo » * ; ' . .

at weekends as contributing factors. In other schools where weekend
) |

use was not actively discouraged it was nevertheless: expensive to .

hire school facilities at that time.because‘fﬁe'spofadic nature of '’
. _ ‘ 1

‘community'use was inSufficient to keep the schools open, thus réquiring
!, ’ ' ' , .
cogtly "opening" fees, and as a result little or no community use was

] ~ 4

Q§ " ~occurrings ¥ ’ .

s

It is apparent»that relatively cheap weekend use of schools will

be qbtained-on1y when there is sufficient volume ofiugé to justify _ 2
‘provisibn 6f;adequate'caretaking, booking, and supe;§i§ion.arrange- ,'
lmenﬁs. T;_achieve this volume of use there needs to be ; gomple%e
'cbﬁmitment.td'making the”school a busy weekeﬂd cqmmugztyfcentri,

. provided the ?otential.fof such use exists; and,,alfhough educators - -
were reluctant td;affirmvit,‘it seems well beyond the reasonable
expectations of most education persennel to undértake the necessary

community survey work and the heavy commitments of time and money Ce

»

needed to transform the school in this way.- One alternative is.

4 suggested below :

'

Recommendation 1.

fj ’ "Whenever schoql persomnel are unable or unwilling to support’  F

community use 6f school facilities, one solution might be to lease the
' facilities for weekends, and perhaps also for;other specified periods -~
. . 2 R :

07

v

© . of time such as yacations, to an organization which is already comm~ S,

it'ted to the provision of recreation opportunities at such times.":

1 . ; . Y
1."

4 .

X EE)
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A Recreation'Deoartment, a Community League, or a Service Club could

be pdssibie4lessees.

| ) -~

¢ L . - s PR ' .
JMhoever plans and administers a scheme of extended.community use,

the evidence from. this study is tﬁat in view of the valuable resources

~

to be committed, there are se¥eral factors which neéd careful atten-

tion,.in particular: (1) a survey of community needs; (2) a care-
o : ) . . t ' . '
‘taking and cleaning scheme appropriate to the circumstances, and "

t

-,(3) sufficient puﬁlicity about the scheme to ensure that community

members are fully aware of the opportunities belng prov1ded for them.

< - l

2. Holiday Use

» It was found that school facilitiesluere available for oommunity
use ﬁé_specific hdiiday periods at very few schoofs (19.5% ofischools)
and a similar pattern waslfound in the summer vacations (26.6%‘of
schools) moreover, éven in those schopls where fac111tmes wére tech-

4

nlcally avallable, usage levels were reported to be low The reasons

. ‘
for this'low 'usage rate are much the same as for. the lack of weekend

use; and appear to lie in an unwillingness on the part of partners
in the 301nt use agreements to commit their time or resources to the

- ~

devélopment of communlty use at these perlods vhen schools are not
,condueting.regular.eourses.

QkThe impression gained by interviewers was generally that there

n .

was a low level of interest being shown in the possibilities of using
: A : A A€ ] ,

vacations. for recreational or educational programs, jand in the case of

. . ~ - . ,/ . : .

//’

- full-time téaghing_staff and school persbﬁnellthis isvunderstapdable.
e e
A .

L] . ‘e

N
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. However, if professional educators and recreationists in administ-
PR : : ' .

rative positions do not .perceive and discuss with lay people the -
.potential‘which exists in the juxtaposition of. empty schools and
uncommi%ted children, it is difficult to see who will. It would

appear to be én’appropriate-time to raise the question now, in view

of the interest’ being shown in various aspects of Commuﬁity Education

'

in Canada.

To be more specific, the potential apbears to lie.in areas

such as: s !
- increased use for'secondary summer eoucation programs closely

linked with school programs of the\academlc year,
- the development of enrlchmenb pxograms in elementary schools,
- the development of recreational activities to supplement

"camp schools" and other summer'activiries held elsewhere,,
_ partlcularly to make use of spec1al purpose school fac111tles
‘such“as auto ShOpS, and

<

- increased use for adult and'continuing education programs-.

Any scheme proposed to explore the possibilities of realizipg

some. of the potential outlined above'would‘be of‘bossible interest .

) - Ty .
{ ) . :
to.all Albertan schools, and.in‘view of the likely expense wolild
1 ] o ’
perhaps be most appropriately sponsored by the Provincial Government.

The suggestion made in Recommendatign 1 would élso apply
equally well to hollday perrods, in addition, the following SpeleIC

b ]

recommendatlon is put forward

94.
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Recommendation 2.

"It is suggested ;hat, to encourage schools to move towards

fhe objective of making better use of\school facilities in holiday
. . | -

periods for the benefit of their students and community members, the

Provincial Government should fund, support, and evaluate a small

»
«

nuﬁber of pilot projectsifor what is usually called a year-round

educatiqnal and recreational program at, say, three Alberta schools."

{

-

3. *School-time" Use % , s | j

The evidence is that \lrery little attention is being paid by
schools to community use of school facilitieé in school-time, and
usage is very low indeed:: dn the avefage only 2.1% of the avaiiééle
time. I have speculated in”the previéus chapter, basing my comments
os reported activi£ies in many,couﬁtries, that_in some communities
there are likélykto be :many people who wogld welcomé recreationall
" and educagional'activities in school fac}lities'dﬁring school time,
particularly from among theirankg of housewives, shift-workers; and
persons wﬁrking flexible hours., The popularity of a program of
jogging provided in Edmonton in an indoor recreational facility at
luhc%—time is one recent example of a'veri'suécessful daytime recre-
atioﬁal actiyi£y; another is a noon-hour tennis program. Howevqr%.to
make éff;ctive use of the faéilities avaiiable at this time, to plan
progr;ms to meet the needs of the\eommdnity while taking‘acco&nt of
tﬁe nééd; qf the school, and to provide an imaginative and'éfimulgting
sel 6%ﬂ;f;grams in’the school, éeéhs far beYond the capability ofvani
normaliy stéffed,schopl. It is at this.stage,;when one goes beyond

I
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Whether this person is reeponéible for one school or-more, his pres-

o’ IR o, -t

"opening the school at night", that additionafﬁé@dﬁﬁf 3 %"‘”Kind a
o &

Ly SN
, {3_(,,,‘ VA Ty

One means of applying resources not évallable tﬁgﬁhéQechool has

N AN
already been suggested in H%commendatiqn ™ Alterna@nvegy, some of
‘ ! \L “ s .

" these resourced may be marshalled through the’ cooperation of partges‘

to the agreement, such as the Recreation Department, by using existing :

staff time for this purpose. The creation of a Cegmunity Education
Council may also be a useful step at this stage in assisting theb

planning process.' The mest valuable sfep, iﬁ\appears,‘would be to .
appoint}a’person to aesume responsibility fo? the joint-use scheme,

perhaps as pdrt of a more ambitious Commpnity Education scheme.

ence appears essential if the inveét;gations, plahning, pub}ic rela-

tione, negotiations ahd scheduling necessary fer developmeﬁt of a

comprehensive seheﬁe’are\to téke piace effectively. |
The Prov1ncl§1 Government has already made an 1mportant contri-

butlon in this field by sponsoring a number of Communlty Education

Coordinators, on short-term andltlghs, through its Project Cooperation

. : S - K .
" scheme, and some schools ‘of the sample employed Coordinators in this

manner. A more specific'discussion of Coordinators occurs later in
. . . i :

the chapter’. - o C

’

4. Special PurpesehRooms‘— General

¥ As was shown clearly in the previous chapter, special purpose

rboms'(chluding;gymnasial were used vefy iittle by the community,

i with facilities’ selected for stuiy belng used on the average for less

than 11% of the avellable tlme. However, the fact that there is a
4 . s o ’ ‘

v
©

17

Y
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~ Home Economics and Shops (no. 21). . ;

- |

(

widespread occurrence of community use of these facilities, however

i

small can be regarded as ev1dence of some interest in their potential.

Indeed, a sprlnkllng of respondents expressed the view 1n’the Design

¢

Section that aawarlety of spec1al purpose rooms should be designed

with communlty uge in mlnd mentlonlng partlcularly Craft Drama and
lerar1es (no. 1.), Gymn851a tno. 1(6)), Music'and Art (no. 10.)4

}ﬁV In view of the con81derab1e range of equipment prov1ded in many

7

. Recommengation 3. e o . <

-

spe01a1 purpose rooms, there would | appear to be soma potentaal for «

community use of these fac111t1es;1n certaln schools. Moreover, it

Seems reasonable.to expect that, where there is a need;'expan sion’ of/

communlty use into these rooms could proceed in- -the most common tlme

l7~l

tial addltlonal resources However 1t seems llkely that sbhools

°
.

would be. asslsted by some Prov;nc1al actlon, and one relatlvely

~ . ﬁ‘ -

.«

1nexpen31ve step would be as follows' : N

i

PN
Y

-

N -
3 a“

~

- "The Prov1n01al Government could usefully spodeor a series of

investigations of ways ‘and means of making better use of speeial

purpose .rooms for the benefit of the community. One way-of;carrying

out the investigations could be to delegate the tasks to'Speoial

1 /e | v ,
interest groups witp,a particular .interest in each_specialty.?
, A o - .

-

-

" slots (week ~day evenLngs).w1thout the need for commltmént of snbstan- t
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~ communlty members would be pleased to use 1f they were made avaléable.

“

-~ ment for the development of Jo;nt llbrarles throygh 1ts School Bulldlng -

S.Q Libraries

a

for .assistance from outside the school systems.

doubt that llbrarles contaln very desirable fa0111t;es which many

In secondary seﬁ%ol libraries partlcplarly there'ls usually a wide

In the case of libraries there appears to be partioular need

There is little

\

range of miterials available in audio and visual forms as well as in
. 5 R . : .

. books and- periodicals, much of which has great potential value for '

recreation.and education for community members of all ages.

Furthermore, the climate appear

ment, partlbularly 1n the llght of

Iabrarles Act

in associgtion with,

(1976) that,

"some 44 libraries establlshed under the terms of the

Libraries Act are either housed in schools or inte tedi with °~
school 11brar1es; and . two regional librarifs were
~ establlshed by school authorities and.offer a two- pronged Service

.

o~

<

\
\

0 be ideal for such a develop-

¢ c1al Government Departments\ Alberta Cul ure,

uff101a1 stat-

LY

' to .both public and school libraries within thelr areas."

‘schools and notes ih a Departmental document

ents from Prdvin-

Its f1nanc1al a551stance programs and 1ts adv1sony serv1ces are also "

1

-

‘e

apparently avallable to JOlnt—use libraries as?® Well as to mun1c1oal

11brar1es

Regulatlons whlch prov1de4bbr cnre (communlty) schools to recelve

AN

7/

greater flnanclal a851stance, an@ then further prov1de (S49 b) that

"a core school may normally 1nc1ude§a school-communlty 11brary "

In splte of these encouraging factors, and in spite of the

-~

\

N e
A

R

.
)

N

administers the l

encourages joint develOpment‘of public libraries in; or

Slmllarly, Alberta Education provides Spe01f1c encourage— -

-
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apparently w1despro¢dv1ntroduct1on in Alberta of JOlnt llbrarles

invodving schools, the sample of twenty—eight schools 1n thls study . _ﬁ;

revealed that communltles are not yet u51ng school llbrarles very

¢ [ 4

much. As was noted earller, only 1O 9% of the pbtentlal week—day o

t1me was taken up by the communlty in any way at all and if week~—
ends are 1ncluded ‘this flgure drops to 4. 7% Nevertheless, this

ev1dence also shows that school llbrarles are used by communltres far

-y -

more than any other 7?@0&&1 purpose room studied’ (excepting gymnasia), S
- . Ce :
and thlS may ; reflect an awakenlng 1nterest'1q the1r potentlal Itkmust~

also be recognlzed that, unlike, say, gymmasia or Home Econommcs.

' -

Rooms, school libraries pose-many dlfflcultles for those who attempt

to, transform them into communlty Ilbrarles Some typlcal problems

are mentloned in "Share It" (1973, p, 11) and they 1nclud:: prov1— i

1
~

-;51on_qf addltlonal space, control over materials and-eQuipment,'joint N
". . - . L . . - X i .. '’ - . l“ L ‘
housekeeping'problems, and control over-adult books.- Howaver, ‘in the t";_ X

schools of thls sample there appeared to be an 1mpreF31on that there

‘were also technlcal dlffICUltleS in Govérnment pOllCleS or’ reguiatlonh \\\ \\

(For example Problem no. 15, ‘.151) There also appeared to exist ’

v

in this sample a~lacklof understanding of possible Ways and-means

which mlght be used to unlotk the potentlal of school llbrarles for

) R . . - o «
. c. .' Lo . ..
1

the benefit of the communlty

- a
’ - : 3

It was not w1th1n the scope of thls study to 1nvest1gate aspects

.of any one fac111ty in depth However the auestlons ralsed by the : J:3fﬁif' -

14"..
v

° ev1dence gathered in. this study do 1ndlcate that thlswls an' area ,‘:.l e

l

whlch°wou1d merlt further study, Wthh would most appr0pr1ately be ); ~ . et

'sponsored by the PrOV1nclal Government Whlch has already taken o, (:Jf? '
- . - \"f, . \, .. . A . e, .
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valuabl&» \nitiatives in this field. )

PR

Recommendation 4.

"It is recommended that fhe-PrévincialiGovernment sponsor a
PréVince—ﬁide study to identify.factors thch miy be impeding
development.of community libraries in schools and make recommenda-
'tions about ways and means of facilitating the establishment of such
libraries whefe appropriaté."

p

5. Use by Senior Citizédns

More than a quarter of the schools ih.the sample reported having
" no ;ctivities at all thch catered to senior citizeﬁs, ?ot even
aCtiyities ;hich were sgitable for sernior citizens yet nottplannedf
. specificé%ly for them. ﬂfhis is a low figﬁre when it is rgalized
vthat all schoolé r porte. having activities sqt¢ring to Adnlts and
Youth, even'échoql Wit o relaﬁijély small total number ~f :ommunity
activities. v o
| This sfudf did not seek reasons for ﬁhis relatively low level of

activity, but two possible factors come to mind. It seems likaly

‘that senmior citizens, of all the-age groups studied, are  the least

2 : B . <

likely to have close contact with schoolé. Thus, unless ﬁ&bitive
public relations.éffofts are being made by fho’school,'senior citizens
may be one of the last groups to take up the opportunities that are
aVailable. Secondly, the author's_réqent participatioh in planning

a number of major recrééfional facilities h;; 1ed;to the conclusion

that many senior citizens seek independence and a good deal of privacy
. . . . K N

!
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in their recreational pursuits, neither of which are easily achieved

in joint-Use ‘schemes involving school facilities. If thesc are in

fact relevant facfors, only the former appears suSceptible to change

in the short term, and the remedies probébiy lie in three—poSsible
steps, wﬁich are in any case of general applicéfion. First, employ-
ment of a Community Educatiog Coordinator. would facilitaﬁe the prdcess
of identifying cpm@ﬁnity needs, including the recreational needs of k
older people, and his responsibilities would inélude seeking to assist
various groups.to find appropriate ways §f using school facilities.

Second, fhe formation of a Community Education Council would also-

assist in'brin ing community needs to the attention of planners.

-

Third, )

Recommendation . - . '

"It would be advantageous for all school jurisdictions to consult

with organizations representiﬁg senior gifizens when planning new
school facilities or additions to existing facilities, in ofder af
least fo explore the possibility of providing an area for use of
senior‘citizens,{perhaps on a coét—sharing basis which wpuld effect
substantial savings for.the senior citizens." | |

b

6. Use by Children (0-12 years)

Results in this section showed a low:usage rafe by'yéung schopl
ége children outside of school hours. Although oﬂe would ﬁqt Qish
to emphasize development of eVening activ&ties for this'agé:grbup, it
is worth répeating that schools'are under-used af.week-endé and in

LR

-
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" vacation periods and there is = substantial potential for expansion

" of activities into these periods, many 6f which could be specifically
planned for children of this age. Recommendation 2 above, suggesting

pilot schemes of year-round educational and recreational programs °

&t schools, could lead to substantial provision of activities for

this age—group. ,
7. Séonsorship : . - : N

The evidence presented_in_the previous chapter indicated that'
e&en when'lé}ge organizations were éctively invélved in the growth
of the Community Education concept in sohools/gf'this sample, their sy
presence did not appear to inhibit smaller independent groups seeking
to\use.schoolyfacilitieé. It is sufficient to comment that>thié 15 an
ehcoufaging finding for those who mayvfear:that the organizafional
structure necessary to handle a full proéram pf cbmmunity use could ..

tend to suppress the participation of such groups.

8. Bookings '
) For respondents of all kinds, problems with bookings appeared
to loom particularly large, no matter whether the booking system was .

centralized or de-centralized, and Suggestions for improved booking

procedurestﬁade up thé single most frequently occurring category of

suggested iuprovements. Although the most ¢qmmom suggestion was for

bookings to be centralized and handl by Recreation Departments, it"
was apparent’ in interviews this solution was not appropriate in

all situations. ~Accordingly it was felt appropriafe to present the

\ * I

e
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Furthermore, the agreément should provide f

. - & o -
review procedures after a specified period."

9. Community Education Councils (or Joint-use Comm'fteés). I

important mechanism which can Provide the means for develépiqg;a
pooperative attitude as well as qoordination at the local 1evei\i§
some férm‘of Commﬁnity Eduéation Councii, with a ciea?ly d;fine& ;ble
.in fostering joint-use and, if desired, a more compfehens&veﬂCommunity
Education prograum. In tﬁé ii#erature,‘too, this is considered one /

ﬁﬁof the most impbrtant steps - in any move toward Community Education{w
and in Canada the Ontario’ Select Committee-oh~Utilization of Educa—.
‘tional Facilities gave the idea‘the_highest priority as the major
vehicle for shared decision-making at the localllevel ﬂFinal Réport,
p. 36). Similarly the Aiberta'publication ﬁShare—it" (Alberta.Govern—
ment, 1973, p.'8) recommehds the formation of a joint-committee where
& specific jqint—use plan is envisaged.

K

s
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The evidence from this gnoﬁp of‘schools‘reveéléfg modéf&terlevel
'of interest in fhe role ofACommunity Counciis, perhafs{a lower 1ével
than was expected from the literature. However, as reportéd in
Chapter IV‘(p. 87<) twelve of the'thirty responding schools repo?teg C 5
having a bommi%tee at least similar in function to the kind advo-
cated in the literature. A small group of ;esgéndents recognized
that their comm;ttee was aAkey facilitating factor (Table 8). It
was\widely recognized aiso that many problems ana deficiencies . . .
believed to be impeding joint-use schemes were[relatéd £o<such facﬁors
as lack of authority for joint;use‘committgeé or'iacklof specificity
about theif role (p. ﬁ?). Moreover,‘the.nature of.othgr problems ;

cited implies that the formation of a Community Council could be one

logical way of attémpting to deal with them.- Difficulties involving ‘ .
o : ‘ e : :
coordination, inadequacie# of agreements, lack of COOperafiQp,wformu—

lation of agréements and provision»for feView‘(all'in Table 6),\§re\\
all problems which éoula appropriately be resolved by a council
‘representing all concerned wifh joint use. e

The creation'of such a committee does not appear to be the kind : e
of step which:can'be>%mpb$ed successfully\from above, although a
good deal of encourageﬁent does séem appropriate in view of the N
’apparent iner%ia observed in some schools. . It appeérs that school
staffs and local communities ﬁeﬁd information énd advice aboﬁt éhe
bénefits fo be obﬁainea from eéf&blishme;f of such a committee, and~

many school jurisdictions or recreation departments do not have the

expertise to carry out such ah advisory program.
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Recommendation 7. o o ‘ /

4

"Since some of the funds presently encouraging Community-School

developments are Provincial. in origin, it would also be appropriate ’

for a central group, ideally supported by all relevant departments,

‘to be given responsibility for providing a clearing house of infor-

mation on joint—use matters as part of an information and advisory
® .
service on Communlty Educatlon One or two consultants could be

employed to travel Alberta at t\e 1nv1tat10n of schools or school,

jurisdictions, to prov1de an adv1sory and communlcatlon service to

‘and between schools." ' o ' o »

S

10. ‘Svstem-level Councils

\
i

As was pointed out frequently by respondents, many of the coordi-
nation and cooperation problems that they cited eXistfat the system-

level} where joint-use agreements are usually conceived and prepared;

For "example, in the Problems section seventeen of the thirty-six

‘categories cited refer to-problems.that are direztly.or indirectly.

related to the role 'of a system—level.coordinating eommi ttee .

Although no data was sought on frequency of occurrence of. JOlnt-use

commlttees at thls level, it is ‘clear from this sample that where '
subh committee is working in an atmosphere of cooperatlon and mutual C)

 trust JOlnt—use programs are llkqu to flourlsh The Provinciél

government already makes provision in its various statutes for the

e11stence ‘of su¢h boards, and spec1f10ally prov1des for them to

: receive and dlsburse funds, w1th the power to construct, malntain,

control and manage the undertaking, includlng the'power to disburse

N\
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the fundslused for fhe purpose'of the undertakin "'(School Act

21970 article 92(2)v). . \

In view of the ev1dent value to be galned by establlshlng such

\

commlttees, and bearing in mlnd the : prev1ous reCOmmendatlon + which

' | K;‘

- gtressed the need for local commlttees, the followi g ‘recommendations
! . : ' R

i
are made:

Recommendation 8. ' : .

“"(1) Whenever a school 3ur13dlctlon plans %o become involved in

joint-use of school facilities it:is 1mportant not only ta establlsh

.a system—level 301nt—use commlttee representlng all 1nterested partles,

but also to provide ‘the oommittee with adequate funds and authority
to carry out Specific duties in the_scheme. | i

(2) It is, further, very igportant for sys em-leve mmi ttees
to recognize those situations where certain powers are.adrlsedly
delegated to local cbmmittees 3 For example, in larger urban juris—

dictions each ~nhool or small group of schools may need to form a

local committee to give communlty members the opportunlty to reflect
-4

‘{10Ca1 needs in the ;. - "ng process."

~

" 11. Coordination at Prcuincizl Levei

. As might be expectec .#ny ¢ the problems or deficiencies that

were cited appear to be conuerned wizh mattors which could be resolved

\

at the school-or school-system "evel. However, it becomes obvious

from the various suggestions . maze about rays and means of improving

joint—use'schemes that many respondents feel the Provincial Government

has a more positive role to play, and in a variety. of ways. .For

v
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example, the suggeéfions call for chanée £o various Rggulations td
encourage design of school for community &gé and'provisian‘of ffhapcial
incentives for the same purpose (Table 9), provision of long-term
funds’ for Qmploymenf‘df Communify Edﬁ;ation Coordinéto;s (Page 612,'ana

I

éreater cooperation at Provincial }evel‘(Table,6;;severa1 items)" -
It is perhaps not widely récognized‘that'Albérta ha; aiready‘
established an Iﬂterdepartmental Community School Committee nor is
it well-known that it‘is, as Prout points out (1976, p. 71), "the
onlyh?£ovincia1 or Territorial inter-departmental qtfucture established
specifically to facilitate the development of co@munit& schools." This
committee‘hés alreaay cbmpleted a cbmpréhensive study of Community
Edﬁcation in Alperta, wHich has béen pres?nted‘td fhe Albgrta
.Government . | ‘ . o B

Recommendation 9. : ‘ , .

"The Interdﬁpaitmental Community School Committee should be

- provided with'sufficient'resources to éstablish an information ciearing,
‘house and‘a small advisory service for schoolé and school jurisdic- .
tions gé well as to-the Gofernment departments which support it. In
éddition, the Committeé should be given sufficient status, by means

of high level membership, to ensure that ité_recommendations are
. viewed withvresp@ct by Départmentélconcegned. One aim of the |
committee ought to bg to help preserve a variefy ofvdeliv;ryimechanismé

by various agencigs,~but to coordinate these so they are éomplemen-

tary and not overlapping."
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The present study,‘and other studies eompleted under sponsorship
of the Goﬁmittee, have revealed that, with few exceptions, Community
' Education research and development is sadly negledted in Canada,
especially when one‘consiaerslthe considerable‘volume o£ material |
..egerging in recent years from the U.3.A. on this topic, and also in
view of the relative}y high leyel of interest in it across Canada.

!

Recommendat&on 10.

"That an agency be establi?hed and funded to undertake research
1nto aspects of Community Education and joint-use of ochool facilities

which mlght facilitate their development 1n Alberta v

* In view of its pioneering work in Community Education, including
research, thé Interdepartmental Community School Committee would be

N

one. appropriate group which could' be given this task.

- !

12, Caretaking

There waa a widespreaﬁ allusion tO‘thiS'factor as a problem area
in" joint use schémee.and ae‘a key factor in suggestions for improve-
ment; in fact thé range'of factors covered by respondents was so.
great that it is difficult to summarize the implications adequately
here. Sufflce it to point out: that the ‘needs for future action; appear
lto relate to attitudes; s5kills, and resources;

The nature of the problems raised suggests tr at there is Jjust

as. much need for caretakers, and probably clerlcal staff also, to

. receive training in the objectives of Community Education and in»the

108.
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skills needed in deallng w1oh a%much expanded group of ‘customers"
as there is for gchool personnel ;o do so. However, most in- —service
training programs appear to have néglected these groups of people.
It mlght be helpful, and economic of regources, if Provan01al

initiatives could be stepped up 1n this area in order to a551st schools

" and school districts to carry out training programs which take account
of the-needs of oaretakersland olerical staff as well as educators

»and recreationists. - Again, coordination would be important, and the
Inter-Deparémentai Community-School Committee could bs a very approp-
‘riate agency to proviae such a service. v ‘ : | | -

.

.Récommendggion 1.

"Thar the Provincial Goﬁernment>take the initiative in providing
resources for ,schools and school d1:.trlct0 w1eh1ng to run tralnlng
programs for personnel involved in schemes of JOlnt use of school
facilities, emphasizing.spacific provision for caretakers and clerl—
oal staff as weii as for reoreatiodis%s and educators.”

] ; - _ :

Moreover it is 1mportant that, in participating the Provihcial
’Governm?nt should use all :nw expertise available in the Prov1nce, which
' although scattered in schools, universities and government agencies,

is in total a ‘considerable resource.
The evidehce of this study also indicates that it is important
for principals and employlng authorltles to recognlze that in a

“school whlch is ‘implementing a JOlnt use scheme th@ caretaker performs

a much more demanding»ro}e than normal. Therefore, just as the prln—

b}



\ e~ / - : w ! ‘

cipal may be aiiocafed a Community Education Coordinator to handle
addltlonal aspects of the scheme, 80 aISO the caretaker may need to

be given additional staff ‘'perhaps a hlgher salary, and if possible -

I

a part in the planning process. |

a

Recommendation ﬁ2.

' "Whenever possible, caretakers at schools 1mplement1ng JOlnt :

use schemes should be given a salary approprlate to’thelr-increased

responsibilities and should pérticipate in planning, for example in

design of new facilities." ’ : , o

1

“ - ’ J

In terms of reeources, there is no doubt that caretakers usually’

!

need material assistance to cope with the addltlonal cleanlng and =,

superv151on incurred by. communlty use of. och001 facilitiess: bne

lmportant 1mpllcatlon of this study is that new ways may nced to be

found to cope w1th the new problems, addltlonal staff may not provide

a full solution to the préblems encountered,'particularly with use

Y

at unusugl hours_or Jzek—ende.

;/’
* L

Recommendation 13,

] T

"Caretakers should be prov1ded with materlal 3881stance to .

COpe with thelr changed and usually augmented reSponolbllltles, and

kS

some means of prov1d1ﬁ3\\;1s help may 1nclude. s

(1) .4 centralized cleaning service to. provide.resources for

¢ -

" cleaning at unusual hours,‘

(2) A contract arrangement with commercial clean -,

2
’

i ——
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'(3) A contract arrangement with students of the.scﬁool,

(4) Provision of cleaning equipment to users, who ghen clean
. T J

up the fedcility used, cr

(5) Employment of a school secretary who is on duty in the -

i

school office at night with the aim of relieving the care-
taker of some.supervision and coopdination duties as well

&S carrying out normal secretarial work." ;

i

13. Funds- #

It is clear frém‘@he evidence présentsq earlier (p. 61 ) that
_difficultigs felatéd?té~funding were seen as one Qf the major problem
a;eés encountered in this sample. "It was widely.agserted that funds

were available from many Municipal and;Provincial Government sources

for various aSpects of JOlnt use schemes 1n schools, but 1t Mas also‘

3

widely belleved that 1mprovemenﬁs could well be made at all fundlng

R : ‘ . K .
e - ¥

levels, I R B BN . 5
At the Municipal and School Board level the major implication -

of the study is" that joint use'schemés arc almost always facilitated

by careful consideration of specific additional costs which are
usually unavoidable,- including additional'caretaking and purchase

and replacement of joint use equipment. The most successful arrange-

ment has been‘a c0st—sharing agreement between the major parties to

the /scheme, and lack of this kind of agreement caused serious problems

-

in many schools studied. -

N



' Recommendation'iQ.f

“"For the success of most joint-use schemes a cost-sharing °
arrangement should, be agreed to in « .er to cover specific additiongl

costs likely to be incurred, %f in additional caretaking or replace-

9

ment .of equipment." ' B

At the Prov1nc1al level, the ev1dence presented 1L Chapter IV

has several 1mpllca¢1ons Although the existence of funds for employ-

ment of Communlty Education Coordinators from\froject'Cooperetion was
, . o O ) ’ ' ‘
seen to be of significant value to Community Education schemes in .

several schools, the annual funding base of the Project was also

con31dered to cause serious problems in attracting and holdlng good
as
quallty Coordlnators A}though it has probably been reasonable from
T —
the point of_view of the Provincial Government,uo llm;t its commit-
\ . - ) .

o

ment;to a specified number of grants for the employment. of coordina-

-

tors, each to be foruone year“only, the time appears to be appropriate

for a decision t0'be nade about the'future of the grants. If they}

]

are cOn51dered to be worth contlnulng, and the evzdence of thls

LS

.

study tends to suggest they are\~LL/wo’lg now be de81rable to 1ncrease s

the number of grants and make them longer. term, for say two or three

‘years. The commltment of funds for two or three years would enable

schools to make a much more attractive offer to job appllcants, aﬁd

it seems likely this would tend to 1mprove the quallt& of Coordlnators

v

employed. The number of grants should be increased if there is

sufficient evidepce of an 1ncreased number of schools with appropriate
| | o~
potential, and iR order to maké such a konsiderable commitment on a

~
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firm basis, each grant ought to be made on the basis‘of a compre~
hensive report on the school's plans for Communlty Educatlon and- the

results of a survey of communlty needs

Recommendation 15.

"Funds presently avallable for employmont of Communlty EdUCutIOH

Coordlnators should be made avallable for longer® periods of up to

three years, in order to encourage Coordlnators to stay longer and .

to hel 1ise the quality of applicants for the position.. It would .

also be appropriate for the amount of money available for this purpose

to be 1ncreased, prov1ded schools offer adequate ev1dence of

potentlal " "

Another aspect of government funding which is apparently of some

I '

concern is the rather w1de diversity of sources of.funds presently

> .~

*in ex1stence, cau51ng dlfflcultles for local persornel plannlng Joint

use schemes. These difficulties would. be alleviated by a greater

L

"Provincial level where the magorlty of programs exist, to ensure that

>

coordlnatlon between government departments, par+1cular1y at the \

effort on the part of government agencies in publicizing the funding

programs relevant to Communlty Education and a grea <r degree of

]

programs relevant to Community Education do not overlap or duplicate -

one another.

.'i' ‘ <« .. ' v

Recommendation 16. ) . .

- - . -
- - .

"The Provincial Government should exercise a coordinating and .

ﬁublicizing role in relation to the wide variety of governgent sources

W A.‘ ..
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&

of funds relevant to Community Education programs, perhaps through

the Interdepartmental Community Education Committee."

Another impljcation qoncerning funding can be drawn from the
evidence about design factors, where many of the design changes
recommended to fugilitnté jofnt use of scthlnfacilities éan be made
only if additional fundd are made uvailagle. For éxample, additional

¥

storage space is seen as a necessity, more’du;able surfaces may be
. i . A '
e - e , . A - Lo ‘
needed, better acoustics may be desirable in some areas, cafeteria
o - - . X : . ’ ’
facilities arec regarde\ as important to comminjty use, and some
facilities simply need to be larger than for school use alone
<
(Table 9 ot seq. ) all of these changes would incur additional
expense. Since most of the capital cost of building schools is borne

by the Provincial Government, it seems reasonable to infer that such

additional costs may need to be met by it in approved circumstances,
y J o 1 )

al%hough it miy be more relevant for the Provincial Recreation Departs

ment to meet them than the Education Department.
o

I .. . - l

Recommendation 17.

"That the Provincial Government give consideration to the provi-

éion of addi tional funds far school building déSign.qhanges aimed

at facilitating éommunity use¢ of the facilities, both .in existing

schools and for design-of new" schools."

o
—

114.
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for a number of specific factors, which are listed below as guide-

é ‘ ] 115.

4

14. Joint-Use Aprcements

- .
. . t M
Inadequacies in joint-use .agreements emerged as a substantial

problem ‘arca. in this,-sample énd, as would be expected, the improﬁe—

ments needed are generally related directly to the various problems
; \ _

and remgdies suggested in other sections, It agpears that many '
. ) : ! e
PN
difficulties encountered.can be trated to a failuyre on the part of
those arawing up joint-use agreements to make provision for specific

\

factors, most of which do not need such careful attention uﬁder normal

'cirQQmstancéé. ‘This sfudy has identified a number of factors which

under the very different cbnditions of joint-use schemes need full

" discussion among the parties concerned, agreement on a policy for each

Q

S . )
factor, and most important, for the writtem joint -use agrieement to

!

include these agreed policies.

“~oommendation 18.

r

"Where a scheme of joint use of school ‘facilities is provid- . “or
by a written agreemenf, the agreement should specify agreed polic,

on as many. key factors as possible, including financial responsibilitincrs.”

Frém the evidence bf this study and the recommendations of the

literature it appears that joint use agreéments‘shpu%d make provision

"

lines for those drawing up agreements.

3

Guidelines 1: Joint Use Agreements

"Joint use agreements should clearly specify the provisioﬁs
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- that are made for:

(1) Addifional, joint-use related qspects of carétaking services,
including supervision gnd security,

(2) -The formation, role and members hlp of a joint-use gommittee,

(3)  Cost—shar1ng for:provision and repleccient of joint-use
equi pment, )

(4) Planning, developmént, and éolic;es‘covering use of outdppr
areas.such'as-parkihg and éutdodr Qccfeation fac%lities,

(5) Week-end and holiday use, . 2 i

(6) Booking procedure, | ’ ‘ ‘0

(7) Definition of 10gal1llabllltles,

(8) Condltlons for rec1procal use fa0111t1es, and fops .to be
levied,. ‘

,(9) Policy'on.prioritieé for use, and

(10) A specific provision for rgview*of data and procedures.”

15. Community Education Coordinator

Contrary to the expectations arouséﬁ from the liéerature the
employment of a Community Education Coordinator dogs not loom very
large in,this studyk .It is not an area which is raised in the
Problems or Deficiencies discﬁssions, and it is not citeq at ail in
the Remedies section, where'it might have been~éxpected to emerge as
é populaf sﬁggestion. On the other hand a;\a Key Fa0111tat1ng _
Factor 1t is rated highly (Table 10), and one 1nterpretat10n of this

evidence 1s that the value of hav1ng a Communlty Educatlon Coordinator

is not well establlshed for those who have not had dlrect contact w1th
a

!
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one, whereas among those who have worked w1th one some at least are

conv1nced that it is an 1mportant factor in the success of their

i

scheme. ’

[

As‘has already been pointed out earlier,in“this chapter, the
appointment of a Communlty Education Coordinator seems to be cona:?\\
.dered almost essential if JOlnt—use is to be extended substantially
into weekends, vacations or .school- tlme use. It{'seems appropriate
then, that funds be prov1ded only where evidence can be provided

that thereuex1sts a~potential for substantially expanded community - :
use as well as~the desire to.eﬁpand it on the.part of Education and
Becreatian personnel. Where such a‘potential exigts, it would be
valuable fer.other funding’agencies such as,School Boards and.Municipal
RecfeationSDepartments to take the initiative in sponsoring -employ-

. ) 4 ) .
ment of Community Education Coordinators, in additién to the program

sponsored by Project Cooperation of the Provincial Government.

"Recommendation 19. ,

"In order to encourage the expanded use- of school facilities
where appropriate, Municipal Recreation Departments and School Boards
should provide funds for the employment of'Comnunity Education Coordi-

nators which will.subplement the funds provided by the,Provincial

Government through Project Cooperatidn To ensure the best use of all

such funds, grants should be mede only' on the basis of demonstrated .

potential forilncreased community use of the school facilities."

117,
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One possible objection‘to the ékpenditure suggested abovéiii
.thatbit may be difficult to justify'the_eﬁployment of a full-time
Coordinator at a school where/the duties could initial}y'be light'. ‘At
least two possible solutions to this problem dome to mind, but this .
study did not seek or figd ahy evidence ab6ut this %épect of the role

of Coordinatbrs. It seems reasonable fo-suggest that a full-time

Coordinator might suchséfully work in two or three schools initially,

' provided they were close enough for easy movement from one to -another. °

Alterna@ively,‘a part-time appointment could be made, with the inten-

!

tion of increasing the time worked as necessary. A

)

1

Recommendatibn 20.

"Consideration should be given to the appointment of Community
Education Coordinators on a peripatetic or part-time basis, to assist
in making ‘the ‘most effective use of funds available."

3

As wés pointed out in the discussionnbfAFunds earlier in %his
_chaptér, there was some evidence thatvthe policj of the Provincial
"Government in providing funds for employmeht of Coordinators for only
6ne year at a time was Q_source of considerable turnover of staff

at some schdols, and was believed to militate against securing the

most qualified applicants. chommendatiqn'15‘suggestskit_is now time

to change that policy. It was interesting, furthermore; to note

.that-although no evidence was sought about the quality of the work
, \ '

 being done by Coordinators, several comments regarding. this issue

were made in interviews, and suggestions about desirable qualities

118.
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andﬂoualifications were also made in some cases. A survey of Opinion
on such matters may well have been a useful addition to the study.

In addition, consideration of the relationship befween_the work of

. !
®

Coordinators, and the extenf of community use of school facilities
. ' ' \
could also have been of interest.

16. Equipment .
— ’ ,
As has been pointed out in ‘the discussion of Funding (Recommenda-
tlon 14), and J01nt Use Agreements (Guldellness, P- 115) there appeafs
;to be an- urgent need for many schools to make spe01flc provision
for joint-use equlpment.‘ The data on Problems‘(Table‘6) and Remem@ies
 CTao1e 8) coﬁtain many references to the difficulties arisiﬁg from

‘negléct of th%s area. It is sufficient here to pointvoutﬂthat many

schools and their communities are suffering because' no one had thought

through the fupdamental question of who pays for purchase or replace— ’

i

,menf of>301nt—use equipment before the Jolnt use agreement was drawn
up. The schools of thls sample encountered a variety of dlfflcultles ’
related to thls factor, including restrictions on communlty use of
vschool equlpment excessive Wear and tear,_and lack of equlpment

needed for community use. It seems apparent that the difficulties

-

which result from failure to recognize and deal with this potential
problem aré'g?eatly out of propdrtion to' the amounts of money or time

required. = _ o ' ' ,
| | @

Recommendation 21 . L
"All parties to joint—use schemes should arrive at a motually'

agreeable scheme for joint funding for purchase and replacement'of '

|
|

-

19,
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equipment for joint school/community use. Where there is a written

-

JOlnt-use agreement the policy on funding Tor equfpment should become

.part of the agreement or ‘the Regulatlons derlved from 1t;f

i /
7
N

'

15. Design Factors

This factor wad raised with all respondents because of its
perceived importance to planning of schools in the future, buf design
factors had emerged early in the study as a 'perceived problem area,

particularly with reference\to storage problems and difficulties
\ . ’ ’

Icaused by lack of space (Table 6). - The remaining recommendatlons of

the chapter are related to deS1gn factors.

(1) General’ K .

Although communlty use of school fa0111t1es tended to be confined

to a few very popular faclllfﬁes, espe01ally gymnas1a the reSponses-

in thls sample reflected a surprisingly high level of’ awareness of the]

need for design changes to facilitate use of the whole range of school

'fac111t1es and to prov1de for all possible forms of act1v1ty

(Table 9).

Recommendation 22.
"For new sohools, planning should take into account the design

oy
implications of potential communlty use of all school facllltles,

even though such use tends to be confined to, one or two pOpular

fa0111t1es at present;"

x
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(2) Access and Supervision , . ‘ i

As was reported in the previous chaptgr, one of the veryycommon '

suggestions about school design was that many present designs impose
restraints upon community users because of access and supervision

problems. For example, groups using gymndsia sometimes find that

school shower room$ may be placed far away;.for school }easons,

‘ | .
resulting in inconvenience for users and, in the case of younger

i “ /

people, under adult éﬁpeAVision, serious supervision problems. It
seémsAlikely fhét’chéhges in school design which involve rearrange-

ment of spaces could be made with 1ittle or no additional cost.

l

H . o SN ]

i i

Recommendatioﬂ'23. .

“Futupe school designs should make careful provision for easy
access by the community and ease of supervision of visiting groups."‘
— :

(3) Storage

. Another very common problem encountered in this sample was lack

_ of storage (Table 9), and although it is'a simple matter to provide

‘additional sforage space specifically for community use in the case
;

of new schoqls,‘the'difficulties encountered in some existing schools

. . . . !
were seriously impeding community use plans.‘ Even in planning new

i

,schools there is a danger that storage needs of some community.

"groups will be overlooked unless there is careful provision for

éommunity consultation before plans are drawn up. Activities which
. \ . :
involve canoes, motor vehicles or bulky woven articles, for example,

have particular storage needs which must be carefully planned.v

121 o



Recommendation 24. ' ' ,

i

"Future school designs should provide additional storage Spacc
appropriate to the anticipated needs of the community and school, or
provide carefully for possible later expansion;".

l. 7 } (
(4) PFinancial Incentives
Since many of the design changes suggested here will involve

additional expenditure, it seems:most appfopridte for the Provincial

Government to provide finaricial incentives for schbols planning design.’

changes to facilitate community use, provided it can be shown that

the potential for such use ex1sts (Table 9)..'In this contekt ]

Recommendatlon 17 is relevant.

<

(5) Provincial Regulations

- As was pointed out in the previous ohapter (Table 9), a number

-of respondents raised questions.aoout the appropriateness of the

-present policy of the Provincial Government as it affects‘design of

schools fo; Soint’use. One ma jor implication>of‘these questions
appears to be that there'is?a need for' the Government to make a firm
decision aboutdsupport for design.changes~aimed at faoilitating commu-
nity use of schools, and if support is agreed to, a set of Regulatlons
should be drawn up embodying the condltlons under whlch support would

be prov1ded. Slnce funds for this purpose may need to be prov1ded

by departments other than“ﬁducatlon, tmere may be a need for a

'coordlnatlng role at thls level to facilitate both the decision and

1ts,1mplementat10n. .

122.
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Recommendation 25. ; - » z S
"The Provincial Government should make a firm decision to provide
i . i .
substantial financial support for commpnities wishing to plan.their

schools so as to maximize their potential for community use. A group
'such as the Interdepartmental Cdmmunity School Committee should be ,
,given'the task of investigating all Government statutes and regula-

. ) . !
tions relevant to Community Education and to recommend changes needed

L

for more effective government support of the concept of joint-use of

4
3

school facilities."

(6) Consultation

. . . {
It wds emphasized in the discussion on design for storage needs
. . . ‘ : " i
that consultation with potential community users of school facilities
! . . .

was barticularly important if thegir storage needs were to be provided
for in planning a new school or school building. A number of respon-
dents adyocated greaﬁér consultation in éhe design of school faciiities
(Table 9);4in‘fact’this was the only érea in which a strqng ﬁeed,for
coﬁsultation.w?th the cog&z:iﬁ;y was expressed in t&ié sfudyf Respgn—

dents mentioned Recreation personnel, Ppysical Education specialists

and future local users among those who' ought to participate, and it

1

is apparent also that a local Community Education Council could play

a central role in ensuring .that adequate consultation is obtained.

Recommendation 26.

"School Boards planning new schools or additions to existing
I ' : ‘ '
schools should ensure consultation both with relevant specialists

l
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and 'with potential users of the chool before plans are drawn up.'""
] L | A | .

. e R v

(7) Gymasia . N . - o

A9

_Gymnasia ard¢ such popular facilities and“aré_so heévily used
by the communit} that it was not surprisiné to,f%ﬁd a considefablc
number of design suggestions made about thiq'one”facility‘ It is
clear that anyone planning 8 new school can assume the gymnaulum w111
gventually be used frequently by the commuhity; and the suggestlons

--made.-in -this study -may provide- some- usdful gu1dcllnos for design of

‘ 301nt—use gymna81a

1

Guidelines 2: Desipgn of Gymnasia

(1) Prov1de 1nternal gurfaces appropriate for hard wearw and
easy maintenance,
(2) Improve air filtration:
N (3Y Pay greater attention to acousticsg,
(4). Bleacﬁers mgy’be'needed, and if provided should bevgésy
to clean, | |
J(s) ‘C9nsiaerafion Shoul% be given.té tﬂe idea of providing |
senior-high size gymnasia in élémentary schools where
community needs warrant it,
_(6).3PreSent designs.of gymnasia/éuditoria neeé re-COnsideration

in the light of community use,

(7) Provide appropriate storage :ce."



- Feasibility. | e

>

CONCLUSION

Since most of the’ conclu31ons and 1mpllcat10ns derived fro@ the

-

data have been expressed in thc form of- Spec1flc recommendatkfns, it

o

may be usefﬁl to con31der the feu81bL11ty of 1mplement1ng the’ rerom—'

‘ ' .
'\‘. " et PR

mendations 1p Alberta. . 3. o o
' N N : ! . . . -

-

éomé f the recommendatlono &pder to have no Jegal dr finandxal

-

1mpllcatlono Wthh COuld cause dlfflcultles and prlma fac;e the

KM

should be capable of being 1mp1emented readily, once accepted o
However, it appears likely that several such recommendatlons, although

loglcal in terms of the ev1dence avallable, mﬂy be resisted at times
~ !

for reasons connected to hablts,_attltudes, and emotlono rather than
con31derat10n of the ev1dence For example, the ten recommendations
~ i

which have no financial or%legal implications do require changes\of\

attitude or substahtial contributions in terms of-fime and effort on

L] B .
the part of key persons. For example, in a school where it is not

possible for staff to cope with the expanded use of school facilities,

it may be difficult to lease the fecilities'to a service club (as

' o \
recommended in Recommendation 1) because of the Prlncipal's possessive
attitude to the school. Similarly, in this study, consultatlon with

a w1de range of community .members about design of school. fac111t1es

is seen to have con51derable potential for problem solv1ng as well

as bulldlng good public relations for ‘school systems (Recommendatlon

26), but for some professionals,the,time and troeble needed to carry

it out thoroughly may not appear to be justified. Several other +.—

-

r . e

r

,o



de31gn changes aimed at fac111tat1ng 1ncreased communlty use for

>

recommendations advocating better mechanisms for coordination and

consultation, and the formation of local and sgystem-level community .
' t . 7

" councils may not be implemented feadily for similar reasons. One

can only point out to such people that the evidence of‘this study

has come from Albertans who'have been.closely involved in planning

or -implementing joint use schemes'andbwho Believe the effort neb@s¥

sary is wortHwhlle in terms of béneflts for the school and- fhe communlty. .

-

It need hardly be p01nted out that the magorlty of ~the recommen—

-datlons (16 of 26) imply the commitment- of addltlonal funds, however,

it should be stressed that in many instances expendltuns ‘ot school L

-
~

_recreatlon purposes can .be offset agalnst expendlture which mlght

otherwise be spent on separate communlty recreatfah fa0111t1es.
Unfortunately, the commltment is often required at a time when neither
the government or the local communlty is ready to expend 1t on recre-

atlon Furthermore, it my be required at a stage before the co%munity

‘is ready to decide:whether it wants its recreationai facilities

is well worthwhile. | , : ' o q

embodied in'a school ,building. In some cemmunities it may be more
appropriate to consider reversing the concept by making the school

a part of a new community centre. Nevertheless, there is ample
evidence in this study that for some communities additional expendi-
ture to' make the school a better re -eational and educational centre - y

. . -

Finally, there are some recommendations which unequivocally
/ .

require additional expenditures without any question of offsetting

.other expenses; these include the steps recommended to support the

t .
! '
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J A - . R '
‘inators (Redbmmendation 19) strengthening the. Inter—Dep&rtmental

Communi ty. School Commlttee (Recommendatlon 3), prJv1d1ng better

4

tralnlng progrgmo (Recommendatlon 11), and sponsoring a number of

~

relevant investiga%ions (Recommendations 3, 4). It is beyond the

scopé of this etudy to assess tHe likélxﬁood that Provincial and

*Muﬁiq;pal.governments will see fit to cemmix themselves to any or

+

all of the expenditures recommended. One can only point out that

o3

if the benefits. to be galned from joint use. programs are’ belleved,

to be of 51gn1flcdn€ value, then these recommendations have been

-

observed to be effective ways of facilitating the behavior which

brings those benefits. ' \ .
!

Objectives of the Stuﬁ&-

It may also be relevant at this ppint to comment on the extent

to which the objectives of this study have been achieved. The first

i
objective stated in Chapter I was to identify in selected Alberta

,joiﬁﬂ—use'momementbiﬁ gpecific schools by employing additional Coord-

schools existing patterns of community use of school facilities, and

it seems that the study has'provided a comprehensive and detailed

<

set o%,data on this matter. These data have led.to the general

“

conclusion'that'while'most schools in the sample have taken positive

: . , 7
steps to encourage community use, on the average general lev€é]l of use

[

s

tended to be low. Since %he schools of this sample were seleeted'“'

because they were relatively active in fostering community use, it

¢

can'only be conc uiced that. for Albertan schools in general the waste

of potential must be considerable.

2
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The §ocond'third)und fourth objectives were to identify (a)
,probloms purceived to be impeding joint use of school fncilities,
(b) romcdiﬁs*which jt'wns'bol;eved would facilitate cdméinity usé,
and (c) tactors whicH‘hud in fact fnéilithted it; Tho ;nvo tigation

of thoso~nruns )1oducod a ver w1do range of tactoru, many of which
L I €

=

ooni11mod (Xptctltlom from tho Iiterature. Some factors, however,
emerged as more critical in these Alberta schools than might have

been expected from the literature alone, including problems assc

L

iated with carctaking; the need for agreed policjes on~hook%ngs and

jéint—use of equipmen{; and, 1mpor1dnf1y, the w1de:pxond perception

B v

that the most important fﬁ07]111t1wg factor is a pOQlthv supportive

«

attitude on the part of all parties. Many of the recommeﬂdations

.suggest ways and meuns of[déhioving_this support. ., Ovofall, then,

these three objectives appear to have boon uohlovod oatl factorlly

e

€

w ~The final objoéfjwo was to derive from the data some ddmlnlut—
DR ’ ' : -

rative and podﬁkogica] guidolinos which may facilit:ute more effec—‘
tive uséﬁof school fracilities by the commmity. As the data was

* -
gathéred, tabulated, and discussed, .and as recommendations and guide-

3

lines’ emerged, it became evident that very few of the recommendations

would concéin pédugogical matfcfs,‘although many wotld hdve implica-

t;ons gnd pencfits_for'teachers and students. For‘exampie, the

recommgngatjqns Sﬁggostihg the pllotlng of a’ scheéme of year-round

educational'n£d recreufiénal progrdm (Rocommendatlon 2) would be ot
|

specific benefit to children as well as adults, but the recommenddtlon
|

is for admlnlqtrators to take the nece°°ary actlon to brlng it about.

o

'Slmllarly, lcaéing school facilities to a serviqe club or Community
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League, might bring substantial benefits for children, too

(Recommenda tion f).‘ | B ' -
A1 of the recommendations emerged logically from the evidence )
as admlnlutratlvo actions needed to fadilitatc the concept of.joint—
use in the schoolﬁ,\dnd the maJorlty nf them (15 out of 26) suggested
a need for action at the School District level. On the other hand,

. \
a substantial number of ugreqted 1mprovemonts were seen to need

éddrtional attertion from the Provincial Government; a good deal of

the.evidence of this study points ‘to problems which could be mitigated

oSt effectively by a provincial organization providing special funds

and cansulfant help. Recommendations for investigations into use

N

of Libraries and other special purpose roomn, better training prog—

rams, fundlng of pilot programs in year rourd use of schools, and-:

\

augmented fundlng of Community Education Coordinators imply a meed

i

‘Vfor Provincial action; perhaps through the Intér Departmental Community

Education'Committee. Finally, two sets of guideiines emerged, pertaining
to written JOlnt use ééreement° and design factors in gymn831a, and
these, toeo, are of 1nterest to admlnlstrators rather than teachérs and
pupils. Overall, then, it seems that the obJectlves were satisfac—
torily achieved, with the ‘exception that the stated objective of

der1v1hg admlnlstratlve and pedagoglcal guldellnes was confined byvthe\

nature of the data to administraﬁive récommendations and guidelines.

r

Areas for Future Study

This 1nvest1gat10n focussed on ex1st1ng patterns of use and did

not seek evidence about the extent to which.the ex1st1ng patterns

’
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in each school represented an increase in activity, although some
evidence about desifable future trends'certainly did emergo quite
specifically. It would be partlcularly valuable to assess whethe1

the resources applied-}n recent yearsxhave brought about a significant
‘increase in community use of schools. It woulo be useful, for plannere,

then, particularly at the Provincial level, if a study could be made

of the depree to whlch communlty use of schools has increased, or

'decreased; in recent times. A future udy could well make compari-
sons with the patterhs found in this 1976 study. |
, éimilarly, the éxperiende of this study was that.it would have
heen very useful in evdIuating the evidence about patterns of use:if
‘the 1nvest1gators had also been able to relate the ex1st1ng pattezns
to the stated objectives a% each school. In particular it would
have been of considecable interest to know the exteht to which each
school was commltted to a comprehenelve Communlty Education concept
or, as seemed apparent in sone schools, only to a limited scheme of
community use of its facilities. For example if the etudy had
identified the objectives held by ali key personhel connected with
;each school, with regard to the %ntroduction of the éommﬁnity Educa-
tion _concept, it hight have been possible to assess the.extent to
,whichithe occutfence of majof problems was related to the existence
of . w1de1y d1verg1ng objectives, or to evaluate more’ effectlvely the

role of Communlty Councils in recon0111ng dlvergent objectives.

‘An 1nvest1gatlon of ob]ectlves rclated to Communlty Educatlon in

schools_qould be of yalue.

130.



A third concern waS*that,\although this study did not attempt to

assess such matters, thére emerged during interviews a. number of
| A . . .

. . A - N N \

comments about the personal qualities, academic background, and

ieved to be. of greatest value to-
S\
tor. At present there appears to be

.previous experience which were b
a Community Education Coordi
no attempt being. made to gathd&r ‘and analyse such information, which

it seems would be one essentidl pért of any attempt which may be

'

made in the future to assess th ed for specific training programs

for Coordinators. However, it would also be of i&mediate practical

value to those hiring: Coordinators, espediallyvif the number. of” ?

. _ ;
Coordinators should increase in the next few. years, as recommended

‘in this study. It appears from the expericnce'éf this investigation

that the time is now apprbpriate for further systematic study-of the

. role of Community Education Coordinator, %ithvparticular reference
\ . ’ \ i . , .
to the question of what is the most appropriate form ‘of training

which can be provided for future Coordinators.

131.
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POLICY/PROGRAM/SERVICE - o
/ P}'oject Co-operation’ Program

NATURE/PURPOSE OF PROGRAM

, ‘A basic grant of $500.00 per incorporated municipality

. and in addition the sum of $l-;.00 per capita is provided for:,

‘ ! { ‘

a) the preparation of professional plans and specifications of
cultural/recreation facilities or areas ' :

b) the construction of all or part of a recreation‘facility or
alternations or extensions to any such facility

c) the purchase of land for a recreation facility

d) the clearing of or preparation of land for a recreation
facility ’ o

e) the payment of all or part of a debt outstanding for any

: c(:or)npleted project that would have ‘qualified for the grant

b ) . s

f) the purchase for a recreational facility of equipment having
a useful lifetime of at least five years _ .

g) the provision of administrative (resource) staff to assist
community organizations and to process a‘pplications' (to ‘
a maximum of 5% of the grant payablé to the municipality )

h) the provision of a new program of cultural/récreation
services at the dommunity level, Lo

The Basic Assistance - Grant (,Municipal Assistance Grant) of
$500.00 and 50¢ per capita is available to tHe municipality/
representative municipaligy for use .in individual projects or in
a joint project with a community/service organization.
_ngm‘unitv/Service Organization Assistance Grants at 50¢ per
capitd are'available under this program to community organiza-
tions, service clubs, ‘ethno-cultural groups or other incorpor-
ated community groups or agencies for use in individual, pro-
jects or in joint projects with the municipality. These o}‘gan,-.
izations must, however, contribute an amount not.less than that
provided by the ‘province. R ’

The Regional Recreation lnge'nt’ive_ Grant applies to' municipalities
"with a population of under: 15,000 and provides additional funding
to the amount of 65¢ per capita per annum where twb or more
municipalities agree to pool their resources in the .p‘rov_ision‘ of

cultural/recreation services.

- The Community School Incentive Grant applies to municipalities
with a population of over 15,000 and encourages the use of
school ch_ili'ties by the community. Where a school bcard and

138,
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& municipality have agreed to provide services which will be
used by both the school and the community an additional 65¢ ,
pPer capita per annam is available’, based on the neighbourhood
population ‘served by thew~school, to cover such costs as jani-
torial, supervisory and program expenses necessary to allow
public use. Funds may also be used to increase the utility " of
school facilities for community programs. Applications for
these grants are made by the municipality and are received, '

Supervised, managed and accounted for by the munfcipality.

AVAILABILITY/ELIGIBILITY R o,

Grants are available to:
a) the council of a municipality having a recreation. board
b) the council of a representative inicipality having a regional

recreation board 4
c) a cbmmunity organization (incorporated, or under' the

- Societies Act or the Agricultural Socigties Act) located

in. or having a branch in the community o
~d) the council of a municipality and a community organiza-
_ tion jointly ' o : C
e) the council of a representative municipality and a community
organization jointly, . ' «

.

!
*  Municipality means

“'a) a city, town, village,.summer village, new town, municipal
district, improvement. district, special area or county, or

b) a school district in a national park, or ' o

-¢) a Band of Indians recognized under the Indian Act of Canada. _

AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION

The Recreation ‘Development Act, 1967, C.71, Sv.6

: : I
The Recreation Development Grant-Regulations (Proj\ect\

Co-operation) A.R. 374773, 5.2,3,5(2)(3), 6(2)(3)

SOURCE

Information for Financial Assistance Programs, Publica-
tion, Recreation Development Division, Albenta, Recreation, Parks
and Wildlife ’ '
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Number- of. Agreements Si
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*
1. Time Frame for Sianing of Alberta Joint-Use Agrecments:

20 ' o= 1

gned

15 f— ' T /]4
—- __'/
| Al
|

:

I TN -
SN Y -

62- 6364 & 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76

) ' Year Agrecment(s) Signed

CHART 2: SIGNING OF ALBERTA AGREEENTS
' - . -
_Chaft 2 indicates that the signing of joint-use agreements is a
recent pheromeron with over forty of the seventy-four existing agrecimé_nts‘

appearing after 1970. ‘ - ’ 2.

*Adapted from Beach, 1976, p. 21.
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COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN SCHOOL AFFAIRS

¢ Please place a check in the'appropriate places According to the .

preseht situation in this school.

1.

None Co,

Nomne

Is there a council representative,jfthe.local coﬁmunity»whi%h has

responsibilities in connection with this school?

o

Yes

If the response to this question is Yes, please con;;nue with

further questions to answer.

Use of échobl facilities
Consulted

3

FSéhool Curriculum

None . Consulted

Employment of Teachers

None : “Consulted

Planning of New Facilities

A\

‘None : ‘Consulted

A

-Evaluation of Séhool Programs’

\

~ Consulted

.

»

Other Relevﬁnt Informétiql’

No

" .the following questions. If your answer is No,‘theré are'no

\

’

Participates

in planning and
supervision

e e

\

Participates
[\

. Participates

Participates

Participates

\n

" Hiring and

firing of
related staff

_Final Respon-
8ibility

______%%:

Siring and.
firing

Final Respon-

sibility
¥

Final Respon-

sibility

N
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PROBLEMS, REMEDIES AND KEY FACILITATING FACTORS:

COMPLETE LIST OF RESPONSES

\
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APPENDIX D ,.
COMPLETE LIST OF RESPONSES: PROBLEMS, SUGGESTED REMEDIES.
AND KEY FACILITATING FACTORS '

(I?,order of frequency of responses) .

' PROBLEMS

1. Caretaking

(1) Caretakers reluctant -to work overtime.

"(2) Caretakers not arriving to open up.facilities.

(3) Ccaretakers upset when program supervisors are "under-age".

(4) Absencé of caretakerg during progrgms,'after opening up

' facilities.

(5), Conflicfs with user grpups,~re1ated'to cleaning up after -
community use. . | |

(6) Role difficulties, where caretakers are expectedvtobact as
coordinators or’ supervisors. o

(7) Difficulties in arranging cleaning schedules after increased
use . |

(8) IPrdblems involving‘hnionhattitudeg.

2. Provision of Funds

.‘§1) Lack of furids for additional caretaking‘duties.
. (2) Lack of funds for repair and replacément of equipment for '
joinf—use.
(3) Lack bf funds for leadership tiaining. ‘ - \ .
:(4) Lack bf'funds\for additionél administrative costé (for
exam?le, in:bookings).i |



(6) ‘The dlverse nature of. sources of funds for 1mplementation

'

'(5) The short-term nature of .funds available, particularly for

employment of Community Education doordinators.
‘ )

|

'of Communlty Education schemes.

!

: (7) Additional costs being incurred by School Boards as a.direct

- result of increased use ‘of school facilities.

(8) Lack og funds for operational costs of recreational, fdcilities.

(9) Additional costs incumred in remote areas.

Supervision and Security

(1) Access problems, allied to dlfflcultles in control of flow

of part1c1pants outs1de school hours,

(2) The tendency for a large number of groups to e keys_

to buildings previously accessible to school“staff only.

(3) The perceived problem of adult disregard for‘rules.‘

(4) The difficulties arising from non-users; being able to

| enter the school: feer of yandelism. |

(5) Diffieulties of supervision et'week—ends because of ehortage
of staff. | .

(6)v D1ff1cult1es in allocatlon of reSpons1b111ty for employment

of superv1sors

Coordination of Groups Involved

215 Difficulties for "customers" with booking procedures‘ .
(for example, red tape, errors, procedure for
author@zation).

_ % Ny
(2) Ineffective communication (for example, problems for schools



I

6.

/

149.

when not notified of booking' cancellations by éentral

booking). .
'
(3) Schools "bumping" community users. |
(4) Difficulties for users 'where schools require ﬁoticevby
~users in order to éllocate staff from school. ‘
(5) Difficulties Qith both centralized ;nd decentralized bookihg
systems. ;} | R
" Inadequacies of Agfeé;;gggwksee also p. for additional responses)

(8)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)
(5) -

6)

(7)

Ude' o

 to difficulties in obtaining consensus on joint—use).

Lack of clafity as to wbat‘éach pafty will give; and
reéeive:

Lack of clarity Qonc;rning fees for use.

inequities in balance of benefits for some pafties to
agreements.‘ , . ‘ ) '.‘

Lack of provision for disbursement of any profit; earned.
Lagk of pfovision for 1andscaping ana ﬁe§ign arouﬁg joint;
use facilities} | | '

Lack of provision for parkiﬁg and paving.

Difficulties in formulation of joint-use agreements because

of "territorial" attitudes, resulting in inequities (allied

!

Difficulties in Opéning up maximum areas for joint-use.

f Eqﬁipment

(1)
(2)

(3)

3

Non—availability‘of certain equipment (fpr example, kilns);
Shortened life of equipment used by community.
Difficulties finding adéquate supérvisory personnel to} ensure

care of equipment.
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‘ ‘ .
(4) Diﬁficuities in arriving at acceptable agreement for cost-

sharing related to purchase and replacement of ‘equipment.

Understanding of Goals

(1) Lack of public awareness of the goals of parties making
joint-agreements. \ . ’ .

(2) 1Lack of understanding on the part of those closely concerned

I . :
" of the implications of public use; for example, a caretaker

!
who cannot see the need for him to make major changes to his

attitude and his caretaking arrangements may cause serious

F]

problems. -

(3) Lack of systematic effort to achieve publié awareness.

'Restrictions on Community Use of Schools

(1) Restrictions on weekend and summer use. : ;

(2) Restrictions on use during school hours.

~(3) Restrictions on possession of keys by Recreation. personnel.

Lack of Cooperation
(1) Principals reluctant to let school be used.
(2) Negative attitude arising out of lack of education about

the Community Education concept.

(3) Teacher's negative reaction to usage by community.

10. "Loss" of Educational-Funds y o o

1.

(N

.{1) Diversion of education funds into other services not

originally budgeted for. ‘
(2) Diversion of education dollars into community use.

Fees for Use v

(1) Conflicting opinionsi about fees (for examéle,'outside commer-
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11,

}
(4) Difficulties in arriving at acceptable agreement for cost-

sharing related to purchase and replacement of equipment. |

L3

Understanding of Goals

(1) " Lack of public awareness of the goals of parties making
. ‘ |

joint-agreements.
(é) bLack of.undérstaﬁAing on the part of those closely concefned
of the implications of public use; for exadple, a8 caretaker
who cannot se; the need-fo; him to make major changes to his
atfitude and his carefaking afrangementsvmay cause'sefiousa
problems.

(3) Lack of éystematic effort to achieve public awyareness.
. P Y

Restrictions on Community Use of Schools

1

(1) Restrictions on weekend andvsumher‘use.
(2) Restrictions on use during school hours.
(3) Restrictions on ﬁossession of keys by Recreétioq personnel .

Lack of Cooperation

- "Loss" of Educational Funds

(1), Princibals relpctant to let school be used. i
(2) Negative attitude arising out of lack of education about SR
the Community Edbcation concept. B

_ S . :
(3) Teacher's negative reaction to usage by community.

(1) Diversion of edﬁghtionlfunds into other servibes_not

A

1 .
originally budgeted for. .-

(2) -Diversion of education dollars into, community use.
i ‘ H

Fees for Use

(1) Conflicting opinions about fees (for example, outside commer—.
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(1) DifrieRl

PR

lack

]

.
!

cial groups taking money out of community should be charged).

(1)

(2)
(3)

| (_4)

of Space. i

‘Lack of lunch room or cafeteria:

~

n”_"réco.nci&ng' the different philosophies of

2! :

the various Sarfiebf ‘

Problems in‘defining terms.

Differences.oﬁer degree of‘freedngto be allowed to schools
and users in interpretigg tﬂe agreement .

Differences over the:level, of generality or specificity to

be used.

14. Storage Problems

(1)

A (2)

15.

Lack

. ‘ ' ” '
Lack of -storage for Jjanitors, communitf users, and school.

Lack of storage for program materials”(@or example, for ‘

clay pots).

of Leadership from Government

(1)
- (2)

(3)

Some legislation restricts the community education cpncept.

Schools library - funding by municipalities is barred by

!

legislation.

Incentive grants. Funds appear to be simply available
: ' / : ‘ ‘
rather than based on community needs.

t
A

16, Maintenance‘and Landscaping

(1)
(2)

' N . l‘ﬁ??{'x " ' : ,
Lack of definition’ of. responsibilities. /

Conflict in use of séhool yard for cqmmunity~paqking.

151.
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18.

19.

20 -

21.?

Ownership of Facilities

(1) Qgck of clarity about school buildings on reserve land,

concerning TeSpoqsibilities of yarious parties if the
'agreéﬁént-is dissolved. |
(2) Lack of clarity about responsibility for payment of g%rvice
, chap\ges on land.
(3) Diffipulties with 1gnd achisition under thevproviéiqns of

the Land Planning Act.

(4) Difficulties caused by Section 93 of School Act which states

that leasing requires the approval of the Minister.
. . »

Social Functions in School Facilities

(1)‘ Liquor, Dancing and Gambiing =

(2) Ccompetition with commercial enterprises.

4

Provision for Review

) Inédequate provision in agreement for revisions and

amendments.
(1) The overall questionvof responsibility for accidents and

injury is sometimes a problem. : ‘

; (2) What constitutes an "agent .of town" is not always clear in

a Community School situation. .

Conflict between Recreation and Further gducation -
{1) Problems arising from duplication of services. ', .

(2) Oyerlap and sometimgﬁidbliteratiaﬁ-of existing récreation
. | - ' ; . ' ’ "

programs . ! o N

152.
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(3) Borrowing of equipment from Recreatibn by Fufther Education.
' (4) Problems caused by Further Education policy of dropping a
course if they can'! get eight adults
(5) Difficulties where people are not aware that they have to
provide their-own supplies.
rocedural problems in ing further education (for
(6) P dural bl in funding further educat (

exahple, at "Archbishop Jordan School, where children as well

as adulte want Further Education' Programs). g

., 22. Damage

(1) Responsibility :for damage payments is nq¢ clear.
pons: P )

(2) ‘Procedure for collection is nat cleary

23. Separate and Public L.
(1) Differihg allocation of space for récreationj
(2) Differences in policies on assignment of caretakers.
| ’ ‘ .

24. Legal Aspects

(1) Lack of g;arenéss of legal>requiréments-onvfpe'pnrt of
' commnity members.
(2) Lack of “awareness on the part of the groups,concerned’qf
the nature o} their commitments in formulating the agree-
’ment'(fqr example, legal liability).

25. The "Core School""Concept

(1) The prob}ggyggrpowerful provincial support for the "Core

Ag,‘w
School" concept through regulations and flnanc1ul supporm

26. !Qwers of Joint Committees

; ~ . -0 R
'(ﬁ)"Uo}nt Committees usually have no corporate affiliation and

no auditrproceduresﬁ

o

et}
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|I: . ' ’

(2) Joint Committees commonly have littlc'omJno binding

authority.

. .
. ~

Problems that Appearedvonlv once.in the Interviews:

27. Lack of public knowledge about a school's~hvailabilitj.
28. Non-approval by the Minister of original agreements and .

amendments (Schopl Act; Sectlon 92)

» )

29. Cost sharlng clauses in agreement' restricting local autonomy;

30.' Prlvate ownershlp of recreatlonal fa0111t1es (fom ekample, curllng

- -

rink) C t . . '

\.r” N

31, leflcultles in meetlng necds 'of senior 01tlzens

32. Varlatlons in 1nterpretat10n of an agreement by different schools.

- .

4

. 33. .Lack of clarlty about who controls, and ‘who plys..p _ ’

34. Confllct 1nvolv1ng selfish 1nterests about wher€—J01nt Usc o .
i facmgitles are to be placed. T ; ‘
35;?.Rural coun01ls sometimes tendcfo give recreetlon very "low priority.
36. Urban-Rural conflict-about use of_facilitiee. T ’
. .. REMEDIES . B A —
1. Boolkding S o \ J " ) g, -

(1) ‘Reoreationebesartmént should be %ooking and‘coordinaéing
- agency for the schools. . oy : T,
. ., ¥ ' ]
. (2) Improve cancellation procedres.

(3) Give more power and status to persons reenonSibie‘for bookings
(4) Allocate large blocks of time to certain é@ pS such as ;-
. N H . S ’
: . .o ) ; . ‘ i
Recreation Departments. . g u ¥
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., -
ey
2. Carctaking and Cleaning A
v < N o o ' @, ' K
(1) €learly define the expanded role of caretakars. -

u : A )y

(2) Insert written Sﬁnfcments'ubout the function of caretakers

-

+*

in regulations or othor‘policy.stntemenfs.

- - (3) Providem - 311 wiage .
(4) Give cnrvtakers n little higher Stntﬁs, in view of increascd,
reqpon31b111t1u\. o | , -
.(5) Involve curotukors‘in decision-making.
D - (6) ‘Establish clear sdhedulc‘ for « »aning.
(7) equbllsh 4 contralized 19an1d§ service. ‘ A{fﬁ

(8) Provide cleaning equipment, tor users t)oquIQZv to cleun up. %
e N NN
3. Duqcn|n10n of Potontlﬂl oL Jo;nt—U“o — It“ Philos Qphy

(1), Axrungo for‘dlqgusﬂlon between elected bodies; B .,3§f

{2)~ Arrwngo 1uforuml communlty gnthormngq for dlSCUHolOn of the
) ) l} \, .

& concept. , . ‘ : N

L) ,‘\l:‘ . ) ' M .
4. Form w~Joinf Stooring,Committao

Thlw commmtfoo qhould drnft Joint-use pollcy .and models of

° 2
g

agfeemants.

]
3

,SUCh a comnnttoo can uuko rpcommeudatlons about &llocatlon

", N

.bf'regponQ1b111t1 (Ior examplo, whp qhould'formulate the

‘agroemvnt) L

Tt would bm,ynlunbie to pe;mii infergsted peogle to sit-in

o - - at Joint-Steofing Commiftéé meetings: .

(4) ‘It is vory 1mportqnt for all concerned to be well propare&

for’ meetings. - ) ’ B ER e
- S SR c
5. Maintain a<Policy of Frap Reciprocal. Use ] - ‘ L
a o ; ) ‘ . T g . R N
e T © . , “



e (2}: Need to extend hourq,ofﬂechool use and make them more flexible.

) "
10

Provide for Joint-Use of Equipmonﬁ ‘ &
RN
(1) \PrbV1de for.cost sharlng for equipment.

(2) Cre&fe4a fu@ﬁ for£rep1acement of‘%tpendable equipment .

/)‘A LT

(?) Examlne;altﬁrnatlves for cost—sharlng procedures.

T mg(uplc of mn I{f‘e of All Facilities

“f(1) Néed to dlscourdge the 1dea of schools belng only for

',Q ustudents durlng the daytlme.

e

i

o i

11. Inservice Education

8" The Communltv Educntlon Fooldlnator

(1) It is of great importance to hive a person such as a .ﬂ‘P
Community Education Coordinator
(2) 1t is. 1mportant for funds to be prov1ded for employment of

s Communlt cation Coordinators.

v (3) ‘The need for the right'kind of person as Community Education

N

' Coordinator is Stressed..

The Concept of J01nt Fmplﬂyment of Personnel )
. 3 v‘ . .

Attltudes such as Coonorat1on, Hqﬁeqtv, Open Mlndedness

.ﬂ

(1) Need o base de0151onq on what 1s best for the whole

-

¥
communlty

|

\}

(2) Importance of oben—nees in tommunication®

S

(1) For Teachers
(2) For County coun01llors

(3) “Eor Recrea%lon personnel ) B
- : B - . - R :} .
The Importance of Certaln Skllls for Those Involved w1th Etecutlon

| '

“of the Agreement (for example, Pr1n01pals and Caretakers).




13,

4.
15.

16.

)-1 7 .

h\

18.

'f(6) The, need for all 1nterested individuats or groups to have

"\ : . ‘ ' . 157.

&,

hi
¢

K ' ’ X r’x &"5;1
-Phrasing. of Aproement . .

(1) For the bewn ¢ \sing 1 - y;e

J those using it, theagreement&&

easy to interpret. o

(2) An agreement should contain a clear ‘definition of objectives.

3 g 7]

chroatlon and Educat1oq Depiartments should bo Combined ) "%

Plapning = . . o .
(1) The School Board should have a v01ce on plannlng bOdlCS

(2) The need for coordlndted plannlng

(3) The need for more flexibility in planning. e o i

(4) Reéhlationsecun be useful aids to coordination.' : Yo 9 /
.o R L

'(5) Joint plannlng Qhould precede JOlnt—use. : E (

the opportunity to influence planning.

Proiect Coopexatlon _ ‘5:%

.‘. ; s A . \\n‘\‘.
(1) It is important to get 1nformatlon about~1¢ tolall groups

who may be 1nterested ;' N '@égg
(2) There is a need to encourage qchools to get 1nvolved

e

Methods of Organization of Recreatlon

- :

(1) There 1s a need to make an examination of the relative

.~ merits of school - centered recreation and Municipal-"

| . N
q%ntered-recreation.

A

Examination of the Processes Ueed to Reach. Agreement -

(1) The process by Wthh 1nd1v1duals develop a shdred v1ew of
o what is to be accompllshed in drafting an agreement.
(2) hearn how to run effectlve meetlngs. .

(3) /Draw up drafts of the agreement before igetlngs. »

‘.' . ,u-:. . L

<l N i



- : N
(4) Decide on,strategies for accomplishing goals.

Additional Suggestions which Appeared once in the Interviews:

19. +» Provision of long term funds for community,school’development on

20.
21.

22.

.23,

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
30.

31,
-32.

' . ' e »~
Joint-funding basis, perhaps by provision of a specific tax
base for this purpose. ,

Ellmlnatb rdstrictions on areas of -schools avallable for use.;

'.‘_, .":

‘Prov131on of funds for operatlonal costs by prOV1nc1§1)goVernment

..4 My

PrOV1n01al Cablnet should provide more flnanc1a1 suppoﬂ% $or

At
\

Changes in Recreation Act. need to be made to cope specifically

community use of school from' sources other ¢han Educftion.

with Joint-Use ngreements. ‘

Need for Cooperative Coordination and sdpporf‘on the pert of -
R | »

government depArtments. : L ;

Programs should be costed realistically and users charged

accordingly

| Improved record keeplng would brlng beneflts.

The Further Educatlon Department should be 1ncluded in J01nt—

Use Agreements.

Policy on'security should be clear and well known. -

Preparatipﬁ of guidelines for drafting agreements would be

valuable. ? b

Legal aspects of Comgnnity Libraries need to be clarified and
changed if neceSsary.
Agreements should prov1de for a pollcy rev1ew each year.-

School Boards should réCOgnlze that they have reSpons_bJ ties

¢ »

.beyond the K-12 Program. . = ' , ,,: N

1 .-

[

158.
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3 . !
\ . \

L

33. Delegate authority to a Joint-Use "Board". = A -
| (1) The‘Boa;d shoyld have a budget and an administrative
strucfure.
34 . Probleh—Solving 0;?%?$ -~ |
(1) Work outr effective processes for problem-solving. ‘
- . (2) Solve at a lower level where possiblea
35. Role of\government agéncies sheuld be. to aseess community'
needs rather than to offer incentives.
36. Need for inter—Departmentvcooperation at Provincial leQel

|

(1) Perhaps this could be achieﬁed by creating a new orgahization,“

N
& such as a Comm1381on, with responsibilities for Communlty
. Educatlon. - '
. | . o . &.
INADEQUACIES IN JOINT-USE AGREEMENTS (Thls addltlonal mat—
erlal was obtalned in 1nterv1ew in reSponse to speclflc questlons about
agreements, and was 1ncluded in the PROBLEMS section in Chapter iv.)
R * Janitorial - . ‘
-————r———- i
¢ (1) Prov1s10n for absence of Janltor through 31ckness. »
T (29 Deflnltlon of role. .
, :25 . . ’ .
s g? (3) Cosi;fhgrlng for Janltorlal services.
Jb}nt Commltéée h’ .
' R’iu (1) Definition Of rdle. .a"
AR
(2) Spe01fied meet%gg bames
R *(3) Deflnitlon of membershlp.

(4) Specific provision for reviews of agreement. .
_' (5) .Provision for committee to-exefeise specific authority.

3. Provision for Use of quiﬁhent
. ‘\". S

Y



10.

4. Development Costs
‘ (5) Lack of provision for cgst—shariﬁg. , F
. (2) Development of scho&lAgrounds.
(3) Snow clearance.
(4) Development of parking facilities.
5. Summer Use of Schools and Holiday ﬁée
- (1) - Provision for use\and‘élso for renovation when néceésary.
6. Reciprocal Nature of.ggreement
(1) Adequate provision fo maintain reciprocity.
7. The Agreement ;hould Provide for the{Recreation'bep&rtment to be
Booking Agent for all Parties to'éigékgreement :
8. -Operational Cosfsv R - .¢f@'ﬁ | o . Tree
(1) Lack of pr?yisibn for dost-sharing for oﬁerationél cosési
9. Ligbidity o,
(1) ’Wérdiﬂg of éhe agfeement‘is not legally appropriate to
\‘ define li.abilitieisk. | |
(2)‘ Coverage is inadequate in thislrespect.
iadk'of’Definition of Qualified Su;ervision and Policy on who
._ may ggpérv;se ‘. o . c
11;/.La¢k of Peélicy Cﬁnéerniné use of Privafe-Facilities
12, Definitién of,yhaﬁ Aq;ivities are t; be Included and Criteria
‘for'foferenfiéfibh = | )
13. lack of Definition.of Terms

" For example, what are recreational, culturdl or educational

activitieg?.

he
&,

160.



. ) ‘ . , e
Lack of PFlexibility in Agreement; and‘Lack of épecificity in
Regulations |
15. BookiégiPrécedures: Laék df Provision
16. Priority fér Use: Lack of Policy or Criteria for Decisions
17. Lack of Allocation of Responsibility for Security
18. bes;gnation of Areas fér use b& Communify_is Restrictive |
419.& Separation of Join£—Usc Policy from Fur;£ef Educatign Policy
is Restrictive \:' ; w | |
20. Rélé'oglprincipal not cf;f[gﬁéé\'*"? . o i
‘ ik e
21;A Agreement should include more Specific ?oiicy Guidelin?slin o
Relation to Usagg Fees | | | ‘
'22& lack of?Prbvisidn for Disseminution‘pf Particulars of Ag;eemént

- DESIGN  FACTORS (These resﬁonses_were‘obtained in

N

interview in response to specific questions about-design, and were

included in Chapter IV under REMEDIES.)

1. Provision for all Forms of Community Use N . ,
g ’ : . y

(1) Provide for all ages, and for recreation as well as education.
e :
4 : \ ’ o
v(2)‘ Craft areas and drama areas need more attention.

(3)' The'schoo} library may well becdme a Public Library in some *
cases. E .
"(4) 'ApprOpriaté fundiﬁg arrangements musf%be made, for some

additional costs will occur through such planning.

(5) Most changes need additional space;

161.

(6) Gymasiums should be built on the Community H: .1 concept. -

I

(7) Plan for day—use by thc community.
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- 2. Design for Acceas

(1) Link pool to achool.

L4 (2) Make 1¢ p0551ble to isolate communlty use areas.

-

, (3) In each SChool partlcular services neced to be eathy

accessible_to the communlty.
| (4) "Arrange facilities to enable easy supervision in,communiﬁy  .
L ! / .
' "use (foz ekample, showers near gymnasium).'_ ’ ; .

3. Plan for Adequate Storage Y
—— ,

(1) The igymnasium in particular will need additional, and
different storage.
(2) Canoe storage by the pool.

(3) The present instrdctional/non—instructional_formula‘needs

~.

-~

to be amended for communlty schools.
(4) 300 sq. ft. of storage for gymnasiums, as fundeﬂ#%y the

Provincial Government, is inadequate for community use.

1

4. Gymnasia ‘ . ' - :
(1) Elimigate glass. s

G 1

(2) Improve air filtration. I o
(3) Design bleachers that can be cleaned.

1

(4); Provide. 1mproved acoustics. , | :

(5) Provide additiqnal spectator‘facilities where required.

1

4(6) Build larger gymnasia in.elementary schoois in areas where
community gymnasia are required. ‘
(7) Im gymn/audiﬁoyium designs a hqre appropriate plan is

neéded,-
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5., Amend Repuluations

(1) Mnke them more floxiblé.
- (2) Re-cvaluate the terminology.
" (3)  Make specificipr?vision for community'utilizntion factors.
(4) Allocatiqn of space by square footage formula mst be

1 changed fo take the coqmunity—us¢ factor into ncéount.’

(5) Provincial policy for additionéhis restrictive.
(6) Classification of 'space is restrictive.:
(7) ‘Growth in one aréavis 15-20%, yot P:oviuéial regulations

L

. o :
allow funding for onl? 10%.

(8) Occupancy count in regulations is too stringent: for sxample, \
a cafeteria is classed as two:classrooms when it should

be an ancillary area. : ‘ 1 ‘

6. »Parkigg"“ ) \ , : , %y

—

(1) Paved dnd larger parking lots nnd'landscaping should be
provided.

| ] ;
7. Consultation in Planhning

(1) Include Recre?tion people.
(2) Inclu@e Physical Educatgon specinlists.“'
(3) Ehsur; all interest»groups are consulted.
(4) Identify real needslbefora buildiné;'
(%) Peoplé who will use facility should be pxrt;pf pldnning
féam: S S |
' | |

" 8. Financial Incentives,

(1) Financial incentives shouid be provided by the Provincial

1

quernment~to encourageJS¢hool'Boards to desién for Community
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1.
12.

13.

“14.

16‘

(2)

(3)

_use.

Incréase funding for core schbdl concept:

Pronde f10x1b111ty to COpe with local needs and costs

.(for example, addltlonal overall costs for remote schools)

Building Materials

’\‘ | ) s 0 3 ) > [y ;
(1) Select to facilitate maintenance, in view of increased use.

2)

Smooth walls instead of rough brick, to facilitate cleaning.‘

K ‘ . : ‘
MusiQAArt/DramnA— The Present Provincial Regulations are Hindering

such Programs

'Plan for Joint-Use libraries

Plan for Handicapped

\

Need for Comprehensive Planning

(1)

(2)

Stanﬁardsrnééd to be set for community resoﬁrée centers.
b
“Two' aSpects of, Egmmunlty—use school facilities needing

1nvest1gat10n for use on a wide qcalu are movable walls and

sound-proofing.

Prévis;on for Park-School Concept

(1) Propidé.for Jjoint mainténance‘of school grounds;
y .

(2)

Plan all types of recpeation pogsible.

(3) Additional funds are needed for such planning.

‘DesignfalliBuildings for Insfruction

(1) ™ ommunity ice aréna, for examplei‘should be' planned

1
!

\to facilltate instruction as well as recreatlon.

-

'Deéign Change Pacilities for Community Use

(1)

i ‘f, R .
H . . ' v
For example, provide showers in elementary schools.
' ' v .
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18,

19,

School Buildinga Branch in. Conflict with Curriculum

(1) Stop following stereotypes in buildihgs,

Liquor Consumption
’ \

(1) If we are going to have community—usélwo must plan to allow v

for liquor consumption. ‘

Lunch-rpom/Cafeterin

, . .
j\(1) Schools used by the community should have a lunch-room :

i

cafeteria of some kind. (

iAdditionn; Dciﬁfn Fnctorstoﬁtionedbonco'only:

20,

21.

22.

[

o}?’“

- Ecaonomic rooms, Shops) . W v

i

Reciprocal uso.

(1) Planners should bear in mind séhgols should have use of

. & ' .
ccommunity facilities as well as the reverse.:. \
:,»-‘I \ ) . - . . BTN

_ Plan all special areas for community-use (for example, Home
; or comm ‘ !

. X o ' ‘1 ' \
Portable buildings concept. : '
t ; - ' -

(1) Is not viable in that it does not account for long-term

population growth. : _ .

|

-

KEY FACILITATING FACTORS
: o

Coopération of Groups Invochd -

>(1), Cboperation of Principals, Teachers, Superihtendents“

“(2) Cooperation of Caretakers, particularly when'théy are ‘fami-

Bl .
liar with- the concept.
(3) Cooperation of Séhooiﬁgpang.;“ : R -
1 . '_ ’.ﬂ‘ <, ' ”‘—,\c N Nay - .
(4) Cooperation of Recreation Bodrd.

(5) Coopdration of Recreation Staff.

165.
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_ (1) Support joint development. .- S

166.

|
,N “,‘ ' ~ ‘
'POBitiVO Public Rt’.:\‘»ponno_ . . " .
' ? N . . ) )

W R .

(1) Through increased involvement, especially of adults.

r' i ’
2) Education of” public about nature of joint-use concept.
: P
(3) The smallness of the. community helped fage to face

I . o
communication. ‘ Y -

: S
Financial Aspects

“(1) “Availability of funds.

(2) The fact that there has been a good return on the dollar.

has had a positive influence.

(3) Cost-sharing has/proved‘its effectiveness‘(for example, more

varied programs and a more relevant curriculum).
N " “ |\

'

Community Education Coordinator . . .
(1) The existence of a Cbmmunity Educatioﬁ Coordinator and,

particularly, long-term tenure for him.’

Joint-Use Agréemeﬁts

(1)  A glégr ﬁgderstanding of objectives.
(2) Agfevmeﬁt on,rules.fop'ihplementation.
(3)- Flexible interprgtation of agr;ement,

Joint-Use Coordinating Committee . SR

2 . [
Pirther Education Council

(1) Increased intereSt in Adult Education.resulted from formula-
tion of a Council.

‘School Act and Planning Act i

. "‘) )



Additional Factors that appeared once in the AIntorview:

i
D)

9. School use of community facilitiea.

10. Purchase of school bus, and training of all teachers

1. 'Night secretary for bulldlng supcrv1sion.

12.. Well—destgned qchool o -

13, Ident1ficat1on of poteLtlal user gfaupq by survey.

14. School cleanlng pol1cy

(1) Appropriate for joint-use.

to drive.
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