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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to produce a set of guidé-
lines to aid Arizona community college administrators to develop
policies, regulations, and practices for community use of their
physical education facilities,

The study identified and classified (1) existing Arizona
community college physical education facilities by inventory and
(2) legal opinions, statutes, and court cases related to communi-
ty use of physical education facilities, Policy characteristics
examined in this study were: applications and permits, charges
and fees, use and supervision, records, and legal matters.

The major conclusions of the study were:

l. Only one Arizona community college district has written
policies and regulations concerning community use of
physical education facilities.

’2. The Arizona legal system treats community college physi-
cal education facilities and their regulation in the same
manner as elementary ~nd secondary facilities.

3. A re-ordering of policy characteristics by priority was
developed.

4, No significance was noted among sizes of schools and fa-
cility availability or sizes of community and availabili-
ty of community college facilities for recreational use.

viii
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ix
In Arizona, the larger the community population base, the
more likely the need for written cooperative-use policies
between community colleges and public recreation
agencies.
The majority of Arizona community college physical educa-
tion facilities are constructed for life-long, carry-over
activities.
Liability insurance is the major requirement for permis-
sion to use Arizona community college physical education
facilities by community recreational agencies.
Public groups who select to use Arizona community college
physical education facilities can expect to pay the costs
for utilities and custodial services,
Forty percent of Arizona community colleges in the study
do not inspect their physical education facilities
regularly.
Sixty percent of the Arizona community colleges in this
study could not agree to the first priority use of their
physical education facilities.,
No clear responsibility for enforcement of rules and reg-
ulations that govern community use of Arizona community
college physical education facilities was reported by
the respondents in this study.
No clear procedure as to when to apply and to whom was

reported by Arizona community college administrators,
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13. Eighty percent of the Arizona municipal parks and recrea-
tion administrators responding to this study wanted to
cooperatively plan new physical education facilities with
their host community college administrators, while only
forty percent of the Arizona community college adminis-

trators wanted to utilize cooperative planning.

As a result of this study, the following recommendations
were made for Arizona community college administrators who select
to recommend to their boards written facility usage policies:
Know the Arizona law as it applies to public use of school physi-
cal education faciiities; cooperatively plan physical education
facilities with state, county, and municipal public recreation
officials; submit for board action, written facility usage poli-
cies, procedures and fee schedules; develop a simple administra-
tive system for the procedure to apply, receive permits, use, and
maintenance of physical education facilities for public use; and
develop written policies to ascertain the priority use of the
physical education facilities.

Recommendations for further study were: develop an Ari-
zona study to research the facility usage problem for public rec-
reational agencies; develop an Arizona study for public school
physical education facilities and public recreational use of
these facilities; develop an Arizona study to find out what the
difference in policy is for community groups who use community

college physical education facilities,



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

échool facilities belong to the public and should be
available for any legitimate public purpose that is not incon-
sistent with the school program and purpose. In Arizona, with
14 public community colleges, the question was are the two-year
schools making thelr facilities available to the public? This
study was designed to answer a part of that overall question,
namely, are physical education facilities in Arizona public com-
munity colleges available for recreational purposes? BAlong with
the availability of these facilities it was necessary to study
the policies, procedures, and practices connected with the multi-
ple use of school physical education facilities by community
groups .

The developing interrelationship between the school and
its community beyond the eight-hour daily educational schedule
has compounded administrative problems at the local level. Uti-
lization of facilities by school groups for activities beyond
normal hours, and by non-school groups for various purposes at
irregular times, can generate difficulties, "Solutions to these

difficulties [facility usage ] depend upon a careful analysis of



available information regarding current policies and practices
(Finchum 1967, p. iii),"

The Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Col-
leges and individual Arizona community colleges have a large
financial obligation in facilities financed by the state and
local taxpayers. BAs the state community college enrollments con-

tinue to expand (Arizona State Board of Directors for Community
Colleges 1974, p. 21), the question is, are the existing facil-
ities being utilized efficiently?

The physical education facilities represent a significant
portion of the entire Arizona community college physical plant,
This study examined the specific area of policies as they per-
tained to community use of Arizona community college physical
education facilities in an effort to aid Arizona community col-

lege administrators to use those facilities to their maximum.

Statement of the Problem

Since little information was available upon exploratory
study, the purpose of this study was to investigate current prac-
tices in shared use of community college physical education fa-

cilities among schools and other community agencies.

Purpose of the Study

The study was concerned with the following:
1. (a) Locate, classify and analyze existing policies, regu-

lations, and practices dealing with public use of
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community college recreational facilities, and (b) to lo-
cate, classify and analyze existing statutes, attorney
general opinions and court cases dealing with public use
of community college recreational facilities.

2. Produce a set of guidelines for use in developing poli-
cies, regulations and practices for use by Arizona com-

munity college administrators.

Significance of the Problem

Accountability as expressed by school personnel usually
means fiscal responsibility. The rapid rise in construction,
maintenance, and utility costs have pushed some of the fiscal
accountability out of the curricular and into the facility manag-
er's area of concern., Arizona taxpayers have spent $104,069,366
on the plant investment for land, buildings, grounds, and equip-
ment for the Arizona community college campuses (Arizona State
Board of Directors for Community Colleges 1974, p. 18). Gleazer

(1968) reported in his book, This Is the Community College, that

one-third of the total community college plant costs are for
space, equipment, and buildings related to health, physical edu-
cation, recreation, and athletics,

Using these figures as guides, Arizona community col-
leges could have spent as much as $34,687,786.67 for existing
health, physical education, recreation, and athletic facilities,

Konopnicki (1974, p., 96) reported in his dissertation

that the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges



during the period 1960 through 1973 made 1,686 decisions. He

classified the decisions as subject area or functional, Of all

the specific areas in which decisions were made, 29% consisted of
decisions about buildings and building procedures. This was the
category in which the board made the most decisions. Governing
decisions during the 1l3-year period studied was reported as
averaging 78%.

If the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges in
Arizona is making the majority of its decisions in governing mat-
ters, and if those decisions are made in the subject area of Ari-
zona community college buildings and building procedures, what
data are they using to support this large number of decisions
dealing with facilities?

George Hall (1974, n.p.), Executive Director of the State
Board of Directors for Community Colleges in Arizona, responded
to a request for state policies covering cooperative use of phys-
ical education facilities by writing that there are ". . . no
such state regulationé."

It further can be argued that the Arizona Legislature is
moving to develop laws for insuring public use of the schools and
supporting the concept of community use of facilities. Bills

such as Arizona S, B, 1072 Community Schools Act, 1974, S, B, 1076

Arizona Civic Center Act, 1975, and H, B, 2283 Rio Salado Project

Act, 1975, all aim at opening school and related facilities for

wide community use (see Appendix K). According to the Secretary



of State (1971, p. 55), "Arizona law defines the two year insti-
tutions as a 'community college'! instead of 'junior college'®."
"Community use of college facilities is one of the most common
services provided by community colleges (Blocker, Plummer, and
Richardson 1965, p. 212),"

Arizona community colleges ave service oriented. One
area of service is to make facilities available for use by the
general public, There seems to be little doubt that community
college administrators today, and in the future, will need to
assist their-boards in providing written policies which encourage
and promote maximum and appropriate use of recreational
facilities.

For the purpose of this study, descriptive data were
gathered concerning Arizona community college policies, prac-
tices, and procedures for community recreational use of the phys-

ical education facilities.

Assumptions

The following assumptions were made:

1. That recreation is a vital part of the educational pur-
pose of a number of institutions in the society.

2. That the respondents from among educational and recrea-
tional institutions providing data for this study would
see recreation programs as a part of the community col-

lege spectrum of services.



3. That the community itself is a significant part of an

educational effort,.

Limitations to the Study

There were three limitations to this study:

1. It was concerned with tax supported public community col-
leges in the State of Arizona. It did not include facil-
ities of private, religious, or other state educational
institutions.

2. The research was confined to the investigations of poli-
cies, regulations, and practices concerning the public
use of Arizona community college physical education
facilities,

3. The population involved was limited to seven community
college districts in Arizona, representing 10 separate
campuses, as well as their 10 corresponding municipal

parks and recreation departments (see Appendix D).

Definitions of Terms

Community College ". . . means an educational institution

which provides a program not exceeding two years training in the
arts, sciences and humanities beyond the twelfth grade . . .
(Secretary of State 1971, p. 54)."

Community Recreation Agency refers to that office of the

municipal government that serves the recreation needs of its con-

stituents through activities for leisure.
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Guidelines are the written sequential steps to execute an

action.

Intensity Factor is the percent of agreement of survey

respondent answers for each question., At least 50% agreement
(5 of 10) was necessary to qualify a question for the intensity
factor tables,

Multiple-Use refers to these five facility users: (1) ad-

ministrative (registration, assemblies, etc.), (2) athletic (in-
tercollegiate), (3) community (parks and recreation departments,
YMCA, etc.), (4) instructional (academic credit counsel), and
(5) intramural (within school activities),

Physical Education Facilities are those areas, struc-

tures, fixtures, and equipment used to support that part of the
school curriculum dealing with the art and science of movement
and physiological development (The Athletic Institute 1974)., For
this study, it is also meant to include the program activities
related to sports and athletics.

Policies are principles adopted by the school board to
chart a course of action.

Practices refers to unwritten procedures,

Regulations are detailed directions that are developed by

the administration to put policy into practice.
Users refers to the community group scheduling the use of
public community college physical education facilities for recre-

ation purposes (Hafen 1968).



Write-In Responses--hand written words or sentences by

the survey respondents beyond the scope of the question were con-

sidered write-in responses.

Summary

This chapter has shown the parameters of & problem in
community college governance which has significant implications
for the concept of the community college in general. That is, in
these times when states are hard pressed to support institutions
at various educational levels, the institutions providing the
thirteenth and fourteenth years of school either as career or
college parallel programs are experiencing unprecedented growth,
For instance, in Pima Community College district, "the average
rate of increase, on an annual basis, has been about 44% (Pima
Community College 1975, p. 2)."

As a result of this growth the notion of a community col-
lege as a campus begins to disappéar and the visions of those who
foresaw the transformation of the junior colleges into institu-
tions blending into the community itself is occurring. This
blending into the community does not occur without attendant dif-
ficulties. Many important reciprocal relationships must be es-
tablished. This study undertook the problem of determining what
policies prevailed in Arizona community colleges for shared use
of facilities which "ostensibly” belong to the college. That is,
the problem becomes one of seeing if the community colleges are

using their physical education facilities efficiently, and if
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not, to provide an administrative procedure better to do so, If
it is believed that a community college ought to include the use
of its community facilities (e.g., public school classroom space,
golf courses, pools, parks, etc.) as part of the service provided

> bring the educational opportunities closer to the people, then
ti.2 examination of policies, procedures, and practices need to be
examined to see if this purpose is being met,

Further, by examining current practices by means of sur-
veys, interviews, and examination of existing documents, it should
be possible to determine those practices which best meet the goal
of providing maximum service to the entire community. Thus a
further purpose of this study was to develop guidelines for poli-
cies, regulations, and practices for Arizona community college
administrators for the multiple use of physical education

facilities.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Literature related to the topic of this study is pre-
sented in this chapter in five sections. The first section, la-

beled Historical Review, presents literature which gives a foun-

dation to policy development for school facility use by non-school

groups . The second section, Policy Development, selectively re-

views literature which demonstrates the responsibility for devel-
opment of written school facility use policies. The third

section, The Arizona Law, reviews statutes, attorney general

opinions and actual court cases related to school facilities and

joint use of same. Section four, Physical Education Facilities,

presents the literature specifically highlighting these school
facilities. The last section, section five, investigates liter-

ature dealing with Future Facility Trends.,

Portions of information may be gathered surrounding top-
ics such as school administrators, school policy development,
community college administration, community college service func-
tions, and physical education facilities in general. In an ERIC
search by the National Computer Bank Probe System (see Appendix

G), the author submitted 18 different descriptors and 23 differ-

ent combinations of queries with the net result of four

10
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print-outs referring to any combinations submitted. This is a
clear example of the lack of data available in the educational

literature concerning physical education facility usage.

Historical Review

There once was a schoolhouse, a great mental tool house
Was shut every night in the year.
"Pill the people who hovered around discovered
That this was a folly too dear.,”
Said they, "If 'tis ours, then we have the powers
To use it whenever we will,™
So 'twas opened at night, and to-day with delight
You can hear them a-shouting their fill
(Mayer 1911, p, 206).

The above stanza appeared in the pages of The Bmerican

Review of Reviews over 60 years ago., With each passing year the

sentiment expressed has increased in pertinence until it is now
almost continental in its application to American school systems,

No longer are our schools for children only. Anyone responsible

for the planning and/or administration of school plants must be
prepared to give serious consideration to the widening use of
school facilities by the entire community.

Through the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, communi-
ty pressure developed to open school facilities for the common
man during non-school hours. In 1858 Indiana was the first state
to pass legislation related to the extended use of public school-
houses (Keesecker 1938, p. 3).

In 1902 John Dewey (1902, pp. 373-374) wrote: "School

districts should undertake an educational function relevant to
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the contemporary needs of the community, and operate a center of
life for all ages and classes in their facilities.” President
Eliot (in Baxter 1903, p. 3248) of Harvard University wrote din
1903, "There is no such waste of plant as to shut it up and not
use it .,"

After World War I, the question continued to surface--
whom should the school serve? Walter D. Cocking (1949, p. 253)
had this answer: "It is no longer correct to say that the school
should serve only children of certain ages. If the school, as an
agency of society, is to justify itself for the period ahead of
us, it must be accepted that its fundamental function is to serve
the people of the entire community.”

After the second World War, more and more communities be-
came involved in their schools. The Mott Foundation gave life to
the idea of community schools in Flint, Michigan, in 1947. "The
bell rings, the children leave, and millions of dollars worth of
physical facilities are tightly locked--leaving education sealed
from the real life of the community (Whitt 1971, p. 3)." The
community school concept developed to break down this previous
practice.

Since the late fifties, school districts have had a re-
newed interest in opening their facilities up to community users.
The question then becomes, has any board of education the right
to say that these people should not be permitted the use of their

own school facilities?
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The problems confronting most boards who facé community
facility usage seem to be, ', . . indifference, ignorance and
ill-defined responsibilities (Smodic 1963, p. 22)," The answer
must be in carefully spelled-out policy, formulated after
thoughtful consideration of the problems peculiar to a given com-
munity, studied in the light of existing legislation, and with an
eye toward similar situations in other communities. Community
college literature and, in particular, community college physical

education literature, is void on this point,

Policy Development

"School districts that permit or encourage wide use of
school facilities should have policies and regulations--and a
designated official to administer them--if conflicts and confu-
sion among users are to be held to a minimum (Finchum 1967,
p. 7)."
Louis A. Sullivan has indicated that many school dis-
tricts do not have a set of written policies. He (1965, p. 26)
underscored the point by stating:
The original development or the making of a major
revision of a policy statement involves a great amount
of time, planning, and efforts of many people. A
guiding device, aimed at specific situations, can re-
duce the enormous features of the task by providing a
basis from which good educational planning can proceed
in all directions.,

Bartels (1973, p. 1) also supported the concept of school

board policies for administrative efficiency when he said:
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"Properly developed school board policies in critical areas can
do much toward developing understanding of, and support for,
community education."

One of the main functions of the governing board for a
community college is to determine policies for the operation of
the school. Many phases of the school operations are covered by
the general school laws of the state, All of the mandatory laws
governing school operation naturally control school policy.
Permissive legislation has given governing boards authority to
establish policy at the local level,

Arizona is a state that operates under the permissive
legislation concept for community use.of facilities (Smodic 1963,
P. 27). Such legislation denotes a grant of power to enable, but
not compel, a district board to do certain things. A search of
the school legal literature seems to indicate that there is a
general feeling that boards of education, within the spirit of
their power and responsibility, have taken the position that our
school system was designed to promote public education, and that
any use of school property tending to this end may be permitted,
provided it does not interfere with school work. This stance
recognizes the need for placing the disposition of school proper-
ty for community purposes at the discretion of the local school

boards.,
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The Arizona Law

The first question to consider is what are the powers and
duties of the State Board of Directors for Junior Colleges in re-
gard to school property?

ARSE8§ 15-624 and 15-602 state that junior college boards
have the same powers and duties as do high school boards of edu-
cation. ARS815-545 states that a high school board of education
has all the powers and duties that are vested in common school
trustees.

Reading the above statutes together then, it is evident
that a junior college governing board of either a high school or
junior college district has the same powers as are conferred by
statute on the board of trustees of common schools. Therefore,
it is these common school trustees' powers and duties which will
determine the issue here.

The Arizona legislature has delegated to the board of
education of a high school district control of district affairs,

subject to certain statutory controls, Quimby v. School District

No. 21 of Pinal County, 10 Ariz. App. 69, 455 P, 2d 1019 (1969).

ARSE15-442 A (3) states that common school trustees shall have
the power to "rent, furnish, repair and insure the school proper-
ty with its district." Upon reading BRS§15-442 A (3), it would
appear that Arizona school districts have the statutory authority
to rent out school property for non-school uses. This is the in-

terpretation that the Attorney General of Arizona has given the
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statute in Op. Atty. Gen. 60-41. (This opinion refers to
ARS§ 15-445, which is now ARS§14-442.,)

In the opinion cited above, the Attorney General read
ARS§15-442 as conferring on the board of trustees the power to
rent school property, with no limitations placed on what class of
school property could be so rented out. Therefore, since athlet-
ic and recreational facilities are school property, it appears
that’this property can be rented for community use (see Appendix
K). The Attorney General mentioned ARS§§15-451 and 15-452, which
allow use of school buildings as civic centers and use of school
buildings and grounds for a public recreational center; as evi?
dencing a secondary role schools play as a "hub"™ of civic and
cultural community life.

The opinion continues by stating that in renting out the
school property, the school district must not be put to any loss
of the property's useful life, or put to any expense of operation
or maintenance, without securing adequate rent to totally com-
pensate for such use., In stating this, the Attorney Genergl af-

firmed Prescott Community Hospital v, Prescott School District

No. 1 of Yavapai County, 57 Ariz. 492, 115 P, 2d 160 (1941),

which stated that a school district could not in effect make a
gift of school property to other parties. BAlso, the Attorney

General recognized that in renting out school property for non-
school use to other parties, the school district is acting in a

proprietary capacity and is therefore liable for any injuries
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resulting from its negligent upkeep of the rented out property.

This was the holding of Sawaya v. Tucson High School District

No. 1, 78 Ariz. 389, 281 P. 2d 105 (1955). Sawaya was further
elaborated on in the Attorney General's opinion, i.e., a require-
ment that insurance be taken out by the leasee to provide the
school district with protection in its capacity of propriety
leasor was recognized,

On the question of whether or not recreational facilities
are school buildings or part of the schoolhouse, the Arizona

Supreme Court has held that they are, Alexander v. Phillips, 31

Ariz. 503, 254 P, 1056 (19275, Alexander held that a stadium was
a "schoolhouse" because it is a building used for a prescribed
use, i.e., physical education is part of all schocl curriculums,
Therefore, it appears to follow that all physical education fa-
cilities in the state's schools are part of the schoolhouse or
school buildings by analogy, and as such come under
ARS§15-442 A (3).

Recognizing that Arizona school districts can lease
school property out for non-school purposes, O. Atty. Gen. 60-41
and Sawaya, supra, it must be remembered that in doing so this
non-school activity taking place on school property should not
interfere with regular school use or school activities, Carter v.

Lake City Baseball Club, 218 S.C. 255, 62 S,E. 2d 470 (1950).

Royce Independent School District v. Reinhardt, 159 S.w. 1010

(1913). Also, the United States Supreme Court has held in
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Brown v. Louisiana, 383 U.S, 131, 86 S. Ct. 719, 15 L. Ed. 2d 637
(1966), that even though a state or its instrumentalities may of
course regulate its libraries or other public facilities, they
cannot do so in an unreasonable or discriminatory manner.
The Arizona Supfeme Court has stated also that:

. . .« courts should keep in mind that when they are
asked to determine whether the regulation of a school
board is reasonable or unreasonable, they should do
just that and nothing more. Courts should not intrude
upon the "lawfully vested . . . discretion™ of the
school board., Judicial review by the courts of the
wisdom rather than the reasonableness of board regu-
lations amounts to a usurpation of the legislative del-
egation of power to the school board and violates the
separation of power fundamental to our form of govern-
ment (Pendley v, Mingus Union High School District No. 4
of Yavapai County, 109 Ariz. 18, 504 P. 2d, 1972, 23),

Physical Education Facilities

The study of physical education facilities as a subject
area in education took a different turn in 1945 when the first
national conference on facilities was held by the Athletic Insti-
tute in Chicago. In 1956, the Kellogg Center for Continuing Edu-
cation at Michigan State University held the second national
conference on Sports and Physical Education Facilities. The
third national conference on facilities in physical education was
held at Indiana University at the Biddle Continuing Education
Center in 1965. In 1974, the latest national effort on physical
education facilities culminated in the publication of a manual,

Planning Facilities for Athletics, Physical Education and Recrea-

tion, by the Athletic Institute.
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The literature on health, physical education, and recrea-
tion is nearly void of major works concentrating on the subject
area of "facilities." Journal articles are sparse and those that
do exist generally describe a particular facility. Neither the

Research Quarterly nor Physical Educator has published a single

article on physical education facilities since 1968, The bulk of
the literature consists of facility-related (carpeting, acousti-
cal materials, artificial surfaces, swimming pool maintenance)

articles appearing in the Journal of Health, Physical Education

and Recreation as well as the Park Maintenance Journal (The

Athletic Institute 1974, p. 2).

The dimensions of the management of physical education
facilities, equipment, and supplies are immense. "Physical edu-
cation and athletics employ the use of perhaps more space than
any other department in the institution (Keller 1973, p. 1)."
The construction of buildings is of the utmost importance; once
a building is erected, the people who occupy it must live within
the limitations which it imposes on their programs.

Now new goals in physical education are leading instruc-
tors to seek new kinds of facilities., Education Facilities Lab-
oratories of Chicago has published four manuals to help school
facility managers in general, and physical education facility
managers in particular, become more flexible in their operations.

Generating Revenues from College Facilities (Education Facilities
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Laboratory 1974a) is a report to suggest methods of producing in-
come from higher education facilities,
The Education Facilities Laboratory (1971, p. 11) also

published the booklet, Guide to Alternatives for Financing School

Buildings, which described physical education facilities as prime
income makers: ". . . physical education facilities may be simi-
lar to facilities operated by Parks and Recreation Departments.”
Sharing the costs and the profits of facilities is essential to
agencies today.

The publication Physical Recreation Facilities (Education

Facilities Laboratory 1974b) discussed such topics as updating
old places, shared facilities, low cost-per-use places and gen-
eral facility factomrs related to physical education-recreation
facilities. An actual cost analysis of "covered space' was de-

tailed in Education Facilities Laboratory's (1969) An Investiga-

tion of Costs of Inexpensive Enclosures for Recreational Areas.

Few research studies have been completed concerning com-
munity college physical education facilities. Present struc-
tures can be labeled copies of the secondary school plant or the
higher education plant, |

In a study done by Hodges (1974, p. 13), it was reported
that 53% of public two-year colleges in the midwest used communi-
ty or high school facilities in their physical education programs

because 47% of the schools surveyed had inadequate facilities.
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P. R. Theiberg (1974, n.p.), Special Assistant to the
President of Hofstra University and an internationally known ex-
pert on school facilities, wrote:

I know of no model for planning a health, physical
education and recreation facility at the community col-
lege. Like everyone else in the business, I am entirely
for progress and opposed to change. There are many
books out which are basic facilities books, but in my
experience they are totally inadequate when it comes to
planning facilities, Wwhat they teach you to do is plan
a facility that would have been great in 1928. The
existing sources do not relate to tomorrow,

Future Facility Trends

"The community college, as a relatively new segment of
American education, is unencrusted with tradition, not‘hidebouhd
by rigid history, and in many cases, new and eager for adventure
(Evans and Neagley.l973, p. 237)."

Community colleges may choose to serve the community par-
tially, at least by making available the facilities related to
physical education and recreational activities as a new approach
to service, "Community use schools do not differentiate between
school hours and public hours because the entire building is
operated for the benefit of all the people, of all ages, who paid
for it (Education Facilities Laboratory 1973, p. 3)."

Federal, state, and local governmental agencies are en-
couraging cooperative alliances. Federal grants are available
from the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare, and Department of Urban Development for

school/recreation facility construction. "Acceptance of the
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concept of education for lifetime learning, to be pursued by
adults and the handicapped as well as the rationale for community
education are worth federal and state funding (Education Facili-
ties Laboratory 1973, p, 5)."

The community may become a viable future direction for
higher education, Pullius, in 1964, spoke of the "center of edu-
cation being movement™ and physical education "will be that cen-
ter." Even Buckminster Fuller (1973, p. 38) wrote about "HYPER:
A Concept for an Integrated Physical Education Facility" of the

future.

Summary

The format for reviewing the literature needed to study
the present state of cooperation among community colleges and
other agencies and institutions outside the community was de-
signed to determine: (1) if any tentative solutions to present
problems could be gleaned from past problems and solutions and
(2) if present policies of schools and other governmental agen-
cies and if present state laws facilitate or hamper cooperation.

The historical review section reported that community
desires to use school facilities beyond the normal "school day"
have been developing over two centuries in America. Specific
literature on physical education facility availability was lack-

ing since such facilities are recent in nature.
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The policy development section reported that logically,
legally, and administratively, school personnel ought to develop
written policy statements for board approval to promoté as well
as regulate community use of facilities,

In the Arizona law section, it was clearly demonstrated
in the literature through statutes, attorney general opinions,
and actual court cases that Arizona school facilities in general
and physical education facilities in particular may be opened to
community use for very broad purposes.,

The physical education facilities section related that
specific facilities for sports and recreational use are new to
the spectrum of curriculum and administrative concern. Only
since 1947 has the school educational literature reported a spe-
cific area known as physical education facilities.

The section concerning future facility trends developed
the theme that community colleges and use of their facilities by
the general public was a relatively recent phenomenon. Community
groups use of physical education facilities was a pressing prob-
lem that needs "space" and what natural space should be available
but constructed, tax developed school space?

The related literature chapter looked at the past con-
cerning multiple use of school physical education facilities and
established the parameters within which this study of policies,
procedures, and practices for public use of a community college

physical education facility was framed,



CHAPTER 3
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

The design used to obtain the data for this study is pre-
sented in this chapter. The design consisted of six separate
phases.

The first phase involved a review of research and appro-
priate literature related to policies, practices, and procedures
for use of school physical education facilities. Information
found was used to develop an instrument for collecting data per-
tinent to physical education facilities from Arizona community
college campuses. The instrument (Appendix E) was designed to
gather information under the following headings:

1. General Information
2. Facility Inventory
3. Policies

a. Applications and Permits

b. Charges and Fees

c. Use and Supervision

d. Records

e, Legal Matters

4, Facility Planning

Two classifications for responses to the survey were de-

veloped. First, the write-in responses category was developed to

permit open-ended participation in the survey. Second, pre-

established questions were asked in order to determine what

24
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agreement there currently was on facility usage among administra-
tors. An intensity factor consisting of at least 50% agreement
on questions asked was designed to produce a format for reporting
these data of write-in responses and intensity factors for each
question could then also be combined to produce other formats for
data analysis.,

As a result of the review of related literature completed
in Chapter 2, a survey questionnaire concerning recreational
governmental agencies using school physical education facilities
was developed. The information gathered from this questionnaire
resulted in a survey instrument to be sent to the municipal parks
and recreation administrator serving the same community as the
host community college. The instrument (Appendix F) was designed
to gather information under the following headings:

1. General Information
2. Policies

a, Applications and Permits

b. Charges and Fees

c. Use and Supervision

d. Records

e, Legal Matters

3. Facility Planning Procedures

Phase three consisted of submitting the two survey forms
to selected professionals for evaluation of appropriateness for
gathering the substantive data. These authorities were asked to
recommend acceptance, rejection, or change, regarding the con-

tent of the instrument. Inclusion or exclusion of items in the

final survey instrument was determined by majority recommendations
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of the authorities. A list of the panel of experts with their
respective positions appears in Appendix C.

Phase four consisted of a sample selection of community
colleges for participation in the study. All but one Arizona
community college was included in the original invitation to par-
ticipate (13 campuses). Maricopa Community College District
physical education facilities, consisting of five separate cam-
puses, were treated as separate entities in this study, although
one campus, Maricopa Technical College was nct invited to parti-
cipate since it has no physical education facilities. Ten com-
munity colleges and their 10 corresponding parks and recreation
departments accepted the invitation to participate in this study.
There was 100% return on both surveys (see Appendix D).

Phase five consisted of administering the instrument to
representatives of Arizona community colleges and supporting
parks and recreation agencies, listed in Appendix D, for data
collection,

Phase six consisted of the tabulation and recording for
analysis and interpretation of the data. Comparisons were made
as to whether existing practices comply with the data developed.
Conclusions were drawn and recommendations formulated from the
interpretations of the findings. The study sought opinions as
well as data related to existing policies and procedures for

comparisons with the instrument developed.
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Sources of Data

All but one Arizona community college and host parks and
recreation department received an invitation letter to partici-
pate. Follow-up procedures were conducted by telephone. Data
were obtained by the survey instruments from designated Arizona
community college administrative officials and by administrative

staff of the host municipal parks and recreation departments.

Instruments for Collection of Data

A survey instrument (Appendix E) of 38 questions was sent
to each participating Arizona community college designated ad-
ministrative official, A second survey instrument (Appendix F)
of five selected questions was sent to each participating host

parks and recreation department administrator.

Data Bnalysis and Presentation

The study identified and classified existing Arizona com-
munity college physical education facilities by inventory form
(see pages 31 and 32), The study identified, classified, and
analyzed existing policies for facility use from Arizona communi-
ty colleges and local parks and recreation agencies by having
them submitted as part of the questionnaires (see Appendices H
and I).

A scale for write-in responses and intensity factors for

each question of the community college survey was developed,
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This scale, then, lead to a reordering of priorities for policy
development by administrators and boards.
The study identified, classified, and ahalyzed Arizona

law as it affects multiple use of school facilities.

Summary

Chapter 3 reported the design of the study in its six
phases., Phase one, review of the related literature, sought per-
tinent policy and facility information from the past to aid in
the development of the community college instrument. Phase two
continued with the review of related literature from the recrea-
tional field to aid in the development of the recreational survey
instrument. Phase three consisted of submitting the two instru-
ments to a panel of experts (see Appendix C) for determination of
question validity. Phase four was the selection of the sample
from all Arizona public community colleges by written invitation
(see Appendix B). Phase five consisted of administering the in~-
struments to designated representatives of Arizona community col-
leges and supporting parks and recreation agencies for data
collection. The final phase, phase six, consisted of the devel-
opment of the format for data analysis which could lead to the

drawing of conclusions and recommendations,



CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA

The data collected in accordance with the design and in-
struments developed are presented in Chapter 4, These data are
organized according to general information concerning the com-
munity colleges: community college facility inventory, community
college policies (legal matters, charges and fees, records, use
and supervision, and applications and permits), and general rec-

reation and facility planning.

General Information

Ten Arizona community colleges responded to the survey,
as did 10 municipal parks and recreation departments (see Appen-
dix D). The 10 schools in this study represent most geographic
areas of the State of Arizona. Community college enrollments
(1974 headcount) were reported to range from 1,217 (Mohave Com-
munity College) to 11,669 (Pima Community College). Municipal
populations (1974) ranged from 7,800 (Coolidge) to 775,000

(Phoenix).

Community College Facility Inventory

Nine of the 10 community colleges reported having physi-
cal education facilities. Mohave Community College did not have

29
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physical education facilities constructed at the time of this
survey. The nine schools which did have physical education facil-

ities are presented in Table 1.

Community College Policies

Legal Matters

Questions 34, 35, and 36 of the community college survey
made up this section., The legal matters questions received the
highest intensity factor and the most write-in responses from
the community college respondents. Table 2 presents a summary of
questions in the legal matters section.,

Local and state laws were examined as to how they affect
educational policy making for community college physical educa-
tion facilities. In question 34, 70% of the respondents said
that state laws had affected their policy making, while 20% said
state laws had not., Ten percent did not answer the question.
Forty percent indicated that local laws influenced their communi-
ty college physical education facility policy making and 40% said
they did not. Twenty percent of the community colleges surveyed
did not answer the question. Under local and state laws, specif-
ic restrictions were reported as follows:

Local laws. Forty percent were concerned with smoking
restrictions; 30% were concerned with times the facilities could
be used and by whom; 20% were concerned with the county attorney;

and 10% were concerned with auditing of monies.



Table 1. Inventory of Types of Physical Education Facilities Presently Available at
Nine Arizona Community Colleges (1974)%

: Community College®¥
Facility AWC CAC EAC GCC MCC PCC PHX SCC YCC Total

Archery range - & 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 12

Artificial grass area - - - - - - - - - -

Classroom space in gymnasium - 4 6 - 1 - 2 1 6 20
Dance studio - - - 1 1 1 1 1 - 5
Equipment room 1 1 1 1 3 1 4 2 - 14
Golf range - - - 1 2 - 1 - - 4
Grass fields (baseball, soccer, etc.) - 4 3 1 5 1 2 4 - 20
Gymnas ium 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 10
Gymnastics room | - 1 - 1 - - - 1 - 3
Handball courts - - 4 6 8 8 9 6 - 41
Ice rink . - - - - - - - - - -~
Outdoor hard surface areas - - - 1 6 1 1 4 - 13
Sauna area - - 1 - 1 - 1 1 - 4
Shower and locker rooms 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 18

[53



Table 1, Continued

Community College®™

‘Facility AWC CAC EAC GCC MCC PCC PHX SCC YCC Total
Ski run - - - - - - -
Stadium - - 1 1 1 - 4
Storage rooms 3 - 1 5 - - 12
Swimming pool . 1 1 1 - - - 4
Tennis courts 6 8 8 8 11 8 57
Track - 1 1 1 1 - 4
Weight training room - 2 1 1 1 1 7
Wrestling room - - - 1 1 - 2

*Question 21 of community college survey,

*%Key to community college abbreviations:
AWC~-Arizona Western College
CAC--Central Arizona College
EAC--Eastern Arizona College
GCC~-Glendale Community College
MCC--Mesa Community College
PCC--Pima Community College
PHX--Phoenix College
SCC--Scottsdale Community College
YCC-~Yavapai Community College
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Table 2. Intensity Factors and Write~In Responses for the Legal
Matter Questions

Question Intensity : Number of
Numbe r® Factor in Percent Write-In Responses
34 70 7
35 90 6
36 80 _8
3 Total 80 Mean 21 Total

*Number of questions qualifying for intensity factor
3 of 3 or 100%.

State laws. Sixty percent were concerned with smoking
restrictions; 50% were concerned with auditing of monies; and 10%
were concerned with times the facilities could be used and by
whom.

In question 36, it was reported that 60% of the survey
respondents required "proof of a minimum of $100,000 liability
insurance by each user" before facilities could be assigned to
outside groups or agencies.

Write-in responses to the legal matters questions ranged
from "too complex" to the "institution has no well developed or
defined system based on the law, for the non-academic use of
facilities. The need for such is becoming more and more evident.

New policies and procedures based on the law are forthcoming."
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Charges and Fees

Questions 10 through 20 made up the charges and fees sec-

tion of the community college physical education facilities sur-
vey. Eleven questions made up this section. Ten questions
"received enough agreement by answers to qualify for the use of
the intensity factor. Table 3 shows the charges and fees section
in numerical form. | .
Sixty percent of the community colleges surveyed said "no
charge' was their policy for recreational groups using their phys-
ical education facilities. Thirty percent said they do charge

for M"utility costs™ in answer to question 10 of the charges and

fees section. A number of community college administrators sug-
gested that "reciprocal arrangements for facility use with parks
and recreation agsncies was preferred to any actual exchange of
monies.,"

When a fee is charged, according to the answers given to
question 11, the community college administrators said the fee
was charged for: 70% extra custodial services, 70% utilities,
40% extra teacher services, 20% depreciation of facilities, and
10% honoring of contract.

Seventy percent of the community colleges surveyed re-
ported "no deposit was required"™ for recreational use of physical
education facilities. Question 12 received 30% '"no response"

from the community college administrators.



Table 3. Intensity Factors and Write-In Responses for the
Charges and Fees Questions

35

Question Intensity Number of
Number* Factor in Percent Write-In Responses

10 60 2

11 70 3

12 70 0

13 50 1

14 60 2

15 70 0

16 70 3

17 90 3

18 50 2

19 60 2

10 Total 65 Mean 17 Total

*Number of questions qualifying for intensity factor

10 of 11 or 91%.
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Question 13 asked if the community college had a "pub-
lished rental schedule'™ with 50% of the respondents saying "yes"
and 40% said "no." Ten percent did not answer the question.
Forty percent also reported that the college dean of business
services "set the fee schedule" with 30% reporting the responsi-
bility of setting the fee schedule to the governing board.

Thirty percent did not respond to the question.

Sixty percent of the community colleges in this study fe—
ported that the college officer actually receiving any payment
for physical education facility use by recreational groups was
the "fiscal officer"; 20% reported rental fees paid to the col-
lege "cashier"; 20% did not answer question 14.

For question 15, 70% of the Arizona community colleges
reported the amount charged to use the physical education facili-
ties did not depend on the "size of the group'; 20% said the
amount charged did depend on the size of the group; and again,
10% did not respond to the question.

Responses to question 16 brought 70% of the community
colleges reporting "fees are collected after the activity"; 10%
collected fees at the time of application; and 20% reported fees
collected according to "stipulation of the written agreement."

Question 17 was nearly unanimously answered by the Ari-
zona community college administrators who responded with 90%
agreement that "reimbursement be made by the user for damage to

the district property'; 10% did not answer the question. Again,
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90% said that if damage occurred, the amount of reimbursement was
decided and paid for "after the establishment of the cost of dam-
ages by the college.”" Ten percent did not respond to the
question,

Question 18 asked if the policy was the same for all com-~
munity groups who used the community college physical education
facilities. Fifty percent reported that the policy was the same
for all groups; 40% said it was not the same; and 10% did not
respond. Of those community colleges who declared that there was
a difference in policy for certain community groups, all said the
"written contract would specify the differences.”

Question 19 received 60% "yes'" and 20% '"no" to the ques-
tion of "refunds being permitted on cancellation by the users";
20% did not answer the question in the survey.

"Are refunds permitted on revoked permits by the communi-
ty college district?" The response to question 20 above was 40%
"yes" and 40% 'not applicable," with 20% not choosing to answer

the question.

Records

There were six questions making up the records section of
the Arizona community college physical education facilities sur-
vey. These questions were 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, and 37. Table 4
shows how the intensity factors and write-in responses applied

to this section.
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Table 4. Intensity Factors and Write-In Responses for the
Records Questions

Question Intensity Number of
Number* Factor in Percent Write-In Responses

29 80 0

30 50 2

31 80 3

32 | 60 3

37 50 !

5 Total 64 Mean 9 Total

*Number of questions qualifying for the intensity factor
5 of 6 or 83%.

Eighty percent of the Arizona community colleges surveyed
in this study answered question 29 as "yes," monies collected
from rentals and fees for the recreational use of physical educa-
tion facilities are deposited in the general fund; 10% said they
deposited the monies collected in the auxiliary fund with another
10% not answering the question.

Answers to question number 20, "who receives copies of
the financial receipts,” were as follows: 50% board of gover-
nors, 30% college cashier, 20% group using the facility; and 20%
chief fiscal officer.

Monies collected from fees for recreational use of com-

munity college physical education facilities are audited at 80%
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of the Arizona schools responding to this survey; 20% did not
answer question 31.

Question number 32 asked if "records must be kept of com-~
munity use of physical education facilities." Sixty percent re-
sponded by declaring that records must be kept; 30% said that
records need not be kept; and 10% did not answer the question.

The type of records kept were noted as follows: 50%
monies involved, 30% failing to comply with regulations, 30% com-
plaints, 20% abuse and breakage, and 20% number of participants.

Question 33 drew 40% response to calendar records as the

"other type" of records kept not asked for in question 32.

The question of facility inspection and records was asked
in question 37. Fifty percent of the Arizona community colleges
in the survey said "yes, their facilities were inspected on a
monthly, quarterly, or yearly sequence"; 40% of the responding
community college administrators said they kept records of their
inspections of their physical education facilities. Of the
schools that did inspect their facilities and that did keep rec-
ords, 50% said their physical plant director did the inspection;
10% said the athletic director did the facility inspection. In
one case (10%) the community college administrétor declared the

State of Arizona inspected their physical education facilities.

Use and Supervision
Questions 22 through 28 made up the section of use and

supervision in the Arizona community college physical education
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facility survey. Table 5 shows the questions which qualified for
the intensity factor and the number of write-in responses.

Question 22 was concerned with the priority of use of the
community college physical education facilities. Administrators

were asked to list "in order of priority the space utilization™

of their physical education facilities. Responses were tabulated
to produce the following: 40% placed instructional use first;
50% placed community use second; 70% placed intramural use third;
50% placed administrative use fourth; and 50% placed athletic use
fifth.

Lack of agreement, that 50% for the first priority use of
the community college physical education facilities, eliminated
this question from eligibility for the intensity factor table.

Question 23 asked if there was a college policy in effect
at the community college which reflected the priority selection
in question 22. Fifty percent said there was such a policy while
30% said there was not; 20% did not answer the question., Of the
five schools who have a written priority use policy, the office
of the chief executive, the athletic director, and the physical
education department chairperson each held 20% responsibility in
contributing to the writing of such a policy. Both the board of
governors and a student body representative were reported as
having 10% each responsibility for such a policy.

Reporting for question 24, when college physical educa-

tion facilities are used by community recreation groups, what
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Table 5. Intensity Factors and Write-In Responses for the Use
and Supervision Questions

Question Intensity ' Number of
Number¥ Factor in Percent Write-In Responses

23 50 1

25 30 1

26 70 3

27 50 2

28 60 4

5 Totél 64 Mean 11 Total

*Number of questions qualifying for the intensity factor
5 of 7 or 72%.

leadership and staff are required to be present, answers were
tabulated as follows: 50% a responsible adult; 20% each for
(a) police protection, (b) recreational staff, and (c) college
district staff; and 10% no requirement.

Question 25 asked if the community college policies in-
cluded restrictions on community recreation groups in or on
physical education facilities. Ninety percent answered that
there were restrictions with 10% not answering the question. The
restrictions most often mentioned by community college respon-
dents in this survey were: 70% alcohol; 60% (a) disorderly con-

duct, (b) smoking, and (c¢) liability insurance.
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Seventy percent of the community college administrators
responding to this survey reported that use of the physical edu-~
cation facilities was not denied any group; 20% mentioned "some
religious groups'" as being denied use of college physical educa-
tion facilities; and 10% did not answer the question.

Question 27--What office is responsible for enforcing
rules and regulations as outlined in your policy?--received an-
swers from Arizona community college administrators in the fol-
lowing percentages: 50% campus security; 40% office of the chief
executive; 20% each (a) athletic director, (b) physical education
department chairperson, and (c) custodial staff; and 10% physical
plant director.

Question 28 reported 60% of the Arizona community col-
leges responding to this survey allowed "portable equipment™ to
be used in or on physical education facilities. Items such as
portable flags and collapsible boxing rings were mentioned as
acceptable equipment. Thirty percent of the community colleges
reported that recreation groups were nét allowed to install any
equipment in or on physical education facilities; 10% did not

answer question number 28.

Applications and Permits

Questions 5 through 9 make up the section on applications

and permits. Only one question in this section qualified for the

intensity factor rating. Question 5 is depicted in Table 6.
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Table 6. Intensity Factors and Write-In Responses for the
Application and Permit Questions

Question Intensity ' Number of
Numbe ¥ Factor in Percent Write-In Responses
=2 50 0
1 Total 50 Mean 0 Total

When a recreation agency would like to use an Arizona
community college physical education facility, according to this
study, to which college officer is application made? Question 5
provided answers to this inquiry with the results as follows:
50% athletic director, 30% office of the chief executive, 10%
dean of student services, and 10% did not respond to the
question.

Thirty percent responsibility each was recorded as the
answer to question 6 conceraing "who must give final approval to
recreational use of community college physical education facili-
ties™" for the chief executive officer, the athletic director, and
the physical education department chairperson. Twenty percent
responsibility for final approval went to the dean of student
services and 20% to the dean of business services; 10% of the
respondents for the community college survey did not answer
question 6.

Question 7 drew a range of responses to the question of

"how far in advance must an application for community college
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physical education facilities use be made." The range.is re-
corded as follows: 40% as soon as possible; 20% each (a) one
week, (b) one month; and 10% each (a) one year, (b) no notice,
and (c¢) did not answer the question.

Again, a range was noted in response to question 8--"Who
must give final approval for long term use and seasonal schedul-
ing?"--30% each (a) office of chief executive and (b) athletic
director; 20% each (a) physical education chairperson and (b)
student services director; and 10% each (a) physical plant direc-
tor and (b) business affairs dean.

"How far in advance must notice be given to cancel sched-
uled recreation use of community college physical education fa-
cilities by the district or its representative'" was part (a) of
question 9. A range from "nothing specific™ to "as soon as pos-
sible™ was reported. Ten percent each was reported for "earliest
convenience' and "flexible" as well as 20% for "one month"; 10%
of the Arizona community college administrators in this survey
did not answer the question. Part (b) of question 9 asked about
how far in advance the user may cancel scheduled use of community
college physical education facilities in this study: 40% as soon
as possible; 20% (a) 24 hours and (b) as soon as problem becomes
known; and 10% (a) one week and (b) did not answer the question.

The policy sections of the community college survey have
been tabulated to show intensity factors and write-in responses.

The combination of sections on legal matters, charges and fees,
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records, use and supervision, and applications and permits are

shown in Table 7.

General Recreation and Facility Planning

Ten host parks and recreation departments (100%) re-
sponded to the survey. Size and locations of the municipal rec-
reation agencies are listed in Appendix D. Like the community
college survey, 1t can be said that most respondents to the rec-
reation survey were from upper administrative positions.

Nine of the 10 community colleges and municipal depart-
ments reported that there was a "parks and recreation‘department
in the host municipality." Thatcher reported that parks and rec-
reation duties are administered by the city clerk. Of the nine
municipalities that do have parks and recreation departments, all
said their programs run "all year round” and they are adminis-
tered by " a department of parks and recreation.™

The community college survey revealed that four community
colleges had "written contracts" for cooperative physical educa-
tion facility use (question 3) with five community colleges re-
sponding that they do not. The recreation survey revealed that
municipal parks and recreation departments have cooperative
"written contracts" (question 4) on five occasions with four
stating they do not,

Question 2 of the community college survey and question 3
of the parks and recreation survey are parallel questions. Forty

percent of community college administrators agreed that they



Table 7. Priority Position Based on Intensity Factors and Write-In Responses for All
Community College Policy Section Headings

Number of Percent of
Intensity Intensity Mean
Qualifying Qualifying  Intensity  Number of
Priority Community College Policy Questions _Questions Factor Write-In
Position Section Headings Per Section  Per Section in Percent  Responses
1 Legal Matters 3 100 100 21
2 Charges and Fees 10 91 65 17
3 Records 5 83 64 9
4 Use and Supervision 5 72 64 11
5 Applications and Permits 1 20 50 0
Average 4.8 X = 68.6 58

9
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ought to be planning new facilities cooperatively with parks and
recreation officials. Fifty percent of the community college ad-
ministrators felt they should not be cooperatively planning new
facilities. The recreation survey revealed that 80% of the ad-
ministrators wish to be planning cooperatively for new physical
education facilities. Twenty percent of the parks and recreation

officials did not respond to this question.

Summary

The data gathered by the survey instruments designed for
this study was presented in Chapter 4. The section regarding
general information reported college enrollments, reporting of-
ficial, and participating institutions. Municipal statistical
information suggested no relationship between population and use
of community college facilities. There was a significant number
of upper level administrators who answered each of the survey
questionnaires.

The community college facility inventory section brought
information to the study related to actual spaces available for
community recreation programs. Such spaces as classrooms in the
gymnasium, grass fields, handball courts, and tennis courts re-
ceived the most acknowledgment by community college
administrators.

In the community college policies section under legal
matters received the highest write-in and intensity factor rat-

ing. It appears that community college administrators answering



48
this survey felt that knowledge of the Arizona education stat-
utes, as they apply on the state and local levels, is essential
before decisions on physical education facility policy develop-
ment are made.

Charges and fees, of the community college policies sec-
tion, received the second most attention by the Arizona two-year
school administrators. Most schools reported no charge for rec-~
reational use of community college physical education facilities
with the added responses suggesting reciprocal arrangements be-
tween agencies rather than any actual exchange of dollars. Cus-
todial services and utility fees were the chief reasons for any
charge for facility use. All but one college reported the user
must pay for any damage to school property occupied during the
time of community recreational use.

Records made up the third general category of questions
in the community college survey. The results of this study in-
dicate that 40% of the Arizona community colleges responding are
not inspecting their physical education facilities, which may
lead to serious legal implications. It was also noted the con-
fusion of Arizona community college administrators as to "who
receives copies of the records" of physical education facility
usage by community groups.

In the last category, use and supervision, no clear first
priority of community college use of physical education facili-

ties was reported.



CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The pﬁrpose of this study was to produce a set of guide-
lines for developing policies, regulations, and practices for
Arizona community college administrators for the multiple use of
physical education facilities.

Chapter 1 provided background information. The problem
was stated and the significance of the problem discussed. As-
sumptions, limitations, and definitions gave the study
parameters.

The community college in Arizona is by legal definition
and by practice an institution of the community. Capital spend-
ing by the state and local taxpayer has provided a large number
of recreational facilities on the community college campuses.
After instructional, intramural, administrative, and athletic
needs of facility use are met, these activity "spaces" ought to
be made available to the community.

The second chapter of this study included research find-
ings from similar studies, legal opinions and court cases, as
well as related facility use materials. References in this
chapter could be used to strengthen the position of a community

49
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college administrator who selected to recommend to his board the
inclusion of written facility use policies.

In Chapter 3, description was given to the design of the
study, the construction of the survey instruments, the nature of
the samples, and the collection and treatment of data. It would
appear that the descriptive method of research was appropriate to
the type of data generated by both survey instruments.

Chapter 4 provided the opportunity to analyze the data
both as single surveys and as combined surveys. In sections of
general community college information, community college facility
inventory, community college policies, and general recreation and
facility planning, data were produced for analysis to relate to
the purpose of development of written policies for recreative use
of physical education facilities in Arizona community colleges.

The purpose of Chapter 5 is to draw together conclusions
based on data gathered and to offer recommendations to Arizona
community college administrators. Suggestions for further re-

search are also made.

Conclusions

The following general conclusions were drawn from the
findings of this study:
1. According to this study, only one Arizona community col-
lege district has written policies and regulations con-

cerning multiple use of physical education facilities.
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One hundred percent participation by both community col-
lege and municipal agencies suggests the timeliness and
significance of this study topic.
The Arizona legal system treats community college physi-
cal education facilities and their regulation in the same
manner as elementary and secondary facilities.
A re-ordering of policy sections by priority was devel-
oped by the Arizona respondent in this study.
No significance was noted among sizes of schools and fa-
cility availability or sizes of community and availabili-
ty of community college facilities for recreational use.
It could be suggested, as a result of this study, that in
Arizona the larger the community population base, the
more likely the need for written cooperative use policies
between community colleges and public recreation
agencies.
It seemed evident from this study that the majority of
Arizona community college physical education facilities
are constructed for life-long, carry-over activities.
The "liability insurance’ factor is the major criterion
that allows use of Arizona community college physical
education facilities by community recreational groups.
In Arizona, public groups who select to use community
college physical education facilities can expect to pay

for utilities and custodial services.
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10. Forty percent of the Arizona community colleges respond-
ing to this survey do not inspect their physical educa-
tion facilities regularly.

11. Sixty percent of the community colleges in this Arizona
study could not agree to the number one priority for
their physical education facility use.

12, No clear responsibility for enforcement of rules and
regulations that govern community use of community col-
lege physical education facilities was reported by the
survey respondents,

13, No clear procedure as to "when to apply" and "to whom"
was reported by the Arizona administrators in this study.

14, Eighty percent of the municipal parks and recreation ad-
ministrators who answered this survey questionnaire
wanted to plan physical education facilities jointly,
however, only 40% of the community college administrators
reported they wished to do so.

Recommendations to Arizona Community
College Aaministrators

As a result of this study, the following recommendations
are made for Brizona community college administrators who select
to recommend to their boards written facility usage policies:

1. Xnow the Arizona law as it applies to public use of

school facilities.
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Cooperatively plan physical education facilities with

state, county, and municipal public recreation officials.

Submit for board action, written facility usage policies,

procedures, and fee schedules.

Develop a simple administrative system for the procedure

to apply, receive permits, use, and maintainance of fa-
cilities used by public groups.
Develop a written policy to ascertain the priority use of

the physical education facilities.

Recommendations for Further Study

Develop an Arizona study to research the facility usage
problem from the public recreational agencies! point of
view,

Develop an Arizona study for elementary and secondary
school physical education facilities, and, public recrea-
tional use of these facilities.

Develop an Arizona study to find out what the difference
in policy is for community groups who use community col-

lege physical education facilities.



APPENDIX A

SAMPLE LETTERS OF INVITATION TO
PARTICIPATE IN THE STUDY

54



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA’

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

BURLAU OF SCHOOL SERVICES

October 18, 1974

Dr. Robert H. Garin, President
Arizona Western College
Yuma, Arizona 85364

Dear Dr. Garin:

We are attempting to launch a research study that may aid the Arizona
Community College Districts. In order to initiate the study, we are
contacting you to solicit your participation.

This study will deal with community college facilities and policy de-
velopment, Specifically, the Burecau is attempting to compile data
that pertain to facility utilization by both the academic and non-
academic segments of your community.

The study may produce data that will demonstrate facility availabil-
ity, procedures to utilize facilities, charge rates and other perti-
nent information.

Would you advise us of your willingness to participate in this study
and would you send us the name of a school officer whom we may con-
tact for further details,

A copy of the study results will be available for your institution
upon request,

Sincerely,

Dr. Roy F. Blake, Associate Professor
Educational Foundations and Administration

William B. Watkins, Graduate Associate
Educational Foundations and Administration
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

BUREAU OF SCHOOL SERVICES

May 12, 1975

City of Coolidge

Parks and Recreation Director
or Clerk

Coolidge, Arizona 85228

Dear Sir:

A state-wide study is being conducted among Arizona community col-
leges and their host parks and recreation departments. We are
gathering data to develop policics for cooperative use of community
college physical education facilities by the above two agencies,

Would you please take the time to answer the five question survey
form enclosed, Data developed may offer the Arizona citizen in
your community a better opportunity to participate in recreation
facilities at the community college in your area.

Sincerely,

William B. Watkins,
Graduate Associate

enc.,



APPENDIX B

LETTER SENT TO ARIZONA COMMUNITY COLLEGE
DESIGNATED ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICIAL
WITH SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

BUREAU OF SCHOOL SERVICES

March 13, 1975

Dr. Robert A. Harrell

Associate Dean of Instructional
Services /Resource Management

Pima Community College

2202 West Anklam Road

Tucson, Arizona 85709

Dear Dr. Harrell:

Last fall Dr. Spector suggested your name as a contact person for
this study. We have now reached the stage where we are asking you,
on behalf of your institution, to fill in the attached survey form
and return it to me.

Your local parks and recreation department (the Tucson Parks and
Recreation Department) has also been askcd to complete a like sur-
vey in order for the study to receive input from both participants
in physical education facility usage. The results of this survey
will be analyzed for information that will, hopefully, suggest
better policy procedures for multiple use of physical education
facilities.

Please do not hesitate to call on me should you need further clari-
fication on any point. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

William B. Watkins,
Graduate Associate

enc,
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APPENDIX C

PANEL OF EXPERTS FOR EVALUATION

OF SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

Expert

Position

Dr. Roy F. Blake

Dr., Robert A. Harrell

Mr. Thomas Monahan

Dr. Elmer Nix

Professor of Educational Administra-
tion, College of Education, Univer-
sity of Arizona. Dissertation
Chairman.

Dean of Facility Planningland Re-
source Management, Pima Community
College District.

Deputy Director, Pima County Parks
and Recreation Department.

Retired Dean of Business Services,
Pima Community College District.
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APPENDIX D

GENERAL INFORMATION FROM RESPONDENTS
TO BOTH SURVEYS
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Arizona College Official College Enroll- Recreation Official Municipal
Community Responding to ment--Head Responding to Popula-
- College Survey Count 1974 Municipality Survey tion 1974
Arizona Coordinator of Superintendent of

Western Students 4,000 Yuma Parks 35,000
Central Assistant to Dis- Human Resource
Arizona trict President 4,534 Coolidge Specialist 7,800
Eastern Director of Busi-
Arizona ness Services 3,313 Thatcher Town Clerk 30,000
Glendale Dean of Director of Parks
Instruction 8,437 Glendale and Recreation 60,000
Mesa Associate Dean of Assistant Recreation
Students 7,734 Mesa Director 86,000
Mohave Administrative Director of Parks
Assistant 1,217 Kingman and Recreation 13,500
Pima Dean Facility Plan- Assistant Parks and.
ning & Resources 11,669 Tucson Recreation Director 415,000
Phoenix Athletic Director Recreation Supervi-
5,400 Phoenix sor T 775,000
Scottsdale Dean of Instruction Community Service
7,279 Scottsdale Director 88,000
Yavapai Dean of Research and Director of Parks
Development N/Ans. Prescott and Recreation 25,000

9



Name of college officer responding

APPENDIX E

SURVEY FORM FOR ARIZONA COMMUNITY COLLEGE MULTIPLE
PHYSICAL EDUCATIONAL FACILITY USE

Position

1973-74 population of community college district

Number of students attending your college:

FTSE 1973-74
Head Count -

Day Students

Night Students (after 4:00 P,M.)

(A1l questions pertain to Main Campus facilities.)

l'

Is there a public recreation program in the district in
which your college is located?

Yes No

If the answer is yes, answer section (a) and (b) by checking
that which applies.

a. Year-round recreation program
Part-time recreation program

b. Which agency directs your public recreation program?

The Board of Governors of the community college
The Parks and Recreation Department

The public recreation department and the Board of
Governors

Other public agencies, e.g., city council

Do college officials and public recreation personnel coopera-
tively plan new college physical education facilities so they
will meet the needs of both programs?

Yes No

— e—
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Regarding the cooperative plan, is there a written contract
between these two agencies?

Yes No

—— e—

Briefly explain the cooperative plan:

Does your college district have written policies and regula-
tions dealing with recreational facility use, for example:

applications and permits; charges and fees; use and supervi-
sion; records; legal regulations; time availabilities, etc.?

Yes No

—— e——

If "yes," please enclosed copies with this survey.
Policies

Applications and Permits

To which college officer is application made when desiring
use of your college physical educational facilities?

Office of the chief executive of the college
Athletic Director

Physical Education Department Chairperson
Physical Plant Director

Other, specify

Ry

Who must give approval to recreational uses of your
facilities?

Office of the chief executive of the college
Athletic Director

Physical Education Department Chairperson
Physical Plant Director

Other, specify

T

How far in advance must an application be made?

a. By public recreation agency

o

By other community group
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.64

Who must give approval for long term use--seasonal
schedules?

Office of the chief executive of the college
Athletic Director

Physical Education Chairperson

Physical Plant Director

Other, specify

far

in advance must notice be given to cancel scheduled

of college physical education facilities?

" By college district or its representative

By user

Charges and Fees

What is the rental policy concerning the use of your college
facilities?

a.

For

LEEEE 80 THHT

public recreation agencies:

No charge

Charge for light, heat, and water

Rent facility for each use or event

Fee for use of certain hours only--specify

Fee required for paying of college personnel on duty
during agency use of college physical education
facilities

Other, specify

other community recreation groups:

No charge
Charge for light, heat, and water

Rent facility for each use or event

Fee for use of certain hours only--specify

Fee required for paying of college personnel on duty
during agency use of college physical education
facilities
Other, specify
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12.

13,

14,

15.

65
Designate the reason for charging the fee:

Pay for extra custodial services

Pay for utilities

Pay for extra teacher services

Pay for depreciation of facilities

Regulatory measure--limit use of college facilities
To assure responsibility to honor contract

Other, specify

Is a deposit required? Yes No

Does the college district have a published rental schedule?

Yes No

—— ———

If "yes," who determines the schedule of fees?

Board of Governors

Office of the chief executive of the college
Athletic Director

Physical Plant Director

Other, specify

Office of the chief executive of the college
College cashier

Athletic Director

Physical Plant Director

Fiscal Officer

Other, specify

Does the amount charged for the use of the college physical
education facility depend upon the size of the group, number
of participants?

Yes No

— c—

If "yes," explain:
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17.

18.

19.

20,

66
When are fees collected?

Time of application for use
Just before activity

After activity

Other, specify

[T

Must reimbursement be made by the user for damage to the
district property?

Yes No

If "yes," how is this handled?

Require a '"breakage" deposit at time of application
Decided and payed for after estimation of cost of damage
Other, specify

Is the policy the same for all community groups?

Yes No

If not, please explain:

Are refunds permitted on cancelations by users?
Yes No

If "yes," are they full or partial refunds?

Explain:

Are refunds permitted on revoked permits by the college
district?

Yes No

If "yes," are they full or partial refunds?

Explain:
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Check the number of facilities that are a part of your cam-
pus and/or plant; list the rental rate/hour, evening, day,

etc,

Rental Rate

No. of

Units Facility

Eve-
Hour | ning

Day

Other

Archery range

Artitficial grass area

Classroom space in gymnasium

IDance studio

;Equipment room

.Golf range

‘Grass fields (baseball, soccer, etc.)

:Gymnasium

;Gymnastics

tHandball courts

' Ice rink

:Qutdoor hard surface areas

-Sauna area

iShower and locker rooms

; Ski run

s Stadium

:Storage rooms

-Swimming pool

. Tennis courts

- Track

“Weight training room

: Other, specify

22.

23,

List the following categories in order of priority (1 - 6)

for space utilization for physical education facilities at

your college:.

Administrative needs (e.g., registration, assembly, etc.)

Athletic needs (intercollegiate)
Community needs ‘
Instructional needs

Intramural needs

Other, specify

T

Is there a written college district policy that reflects your
priority list expressed in the answer to number 2279

Yes No

——— o——
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25,
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If "yes," check the following personnel who contributed to
the writing of your college priority-use policy for physical
education facilities.

Board of Governors

Office of the chief executive of the college
Athletic Director

Physical Education Department Chalrperson
Physical Plant Director

Student body representative

Other, specify

NRRRRE

se and Supervision

o)

Check the leadership and staff required when college facili-
ties are used by community groups for recreational purposes:

No requirements

Police protection must be provided

Members of the municipal recreation staff are requ1red
to be on duty

Members of the college district are to be on duty

A responsible adult leader must accompany the group.
Comment :

[ ]

||

Other, specify

—

Do your policies dinclude restrictions which must be observed
by community recreation groups using college physical educa-
tion facilities?

Yes No

If "yes," check those that apply:

Disorderly conduct prohibited

Drinking (alcohol) prohibited

Smoking prohibited in facilities

Use restricted to certain age groups, specify

|11

Use limited to residents of college district in which
your school is located
Other, specify

|




26.

27'

28.

29.

30.

31.

69

wWhich community activities or groups are not permitted to
use the college physical education facilities?

Political associated events
Religious gatherings and events
Other, specify

What office is responsible for the enforcement of rules and
regulations as outlined in your policy?

Office of the chief executive of the college
Athletic Director

Physical Education Department Chairperson
Physical Plant Director

Campus security

Custodial staff
Other, specify

Are groups allowed to decorate or install any equ1pment in
college facilities?

Yes ‘No

—— orm——

Comment:

Records

Are monies collected from fees and rentals deposited in the
general account?

Yes No

If "no," where are they placed?

Who receives copies of the financial receipts?

Group using facility
Board of Governors
College cashier
Athletic Director
Other, specify

[T

Are 'monies collected from fees audited?

Yes No

— e——

If "yes," by whom?
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33,

34,
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Must records be kept of community use of physical education
facilities at your college?

Yes

No

If "yes," what type of records?

Number of participants

Specify

Complaints
Groups who fail to comply with regulations
Abuse and breakage

Monies involved
Other, specify

any other type of records kept concerning community

use of the college physical education facilities:

Legal Matters

Have the laws and regulations had any influence upon the na-

ture of

the policies that have been established to control

use of college facilities by non-college groups?

a. Local Laws and Regulations

Yes

No

If "yes," specify

||

||

As concerned with auditing of monies collected

As concerned with time when college facilities may
be used

As concerned with who may use facilities

As concerned with special restrictions (e.g., no
smoking)
Other, specify

b. State Law and Regulations

Yes

No

—_— ——
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36.

37.
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If "yes," specify

As concerned with auditing monies collected

As concerned with time when college facilities may
be used

As concerned with who may use facilities

As concerned with special restrictions (e.g., no
smoking)
Other, specify

||

||

In case of accidents while community groups are using col-
lege physical education facilities, who is held responsible,
according to the cooperative agreements and policies?

College district
Community group
Comment:

Is insurance required for each group?

Yes No

For each participant?

Yes No
How much?
What kind?

Does your college keep regular (monthly, quarterly, yearly)
written records of facility inspections?

Yes No

If "yes," who does the inspecting?

Physical Plant Director

Athletic Director

Physical Education Department Chairperson
Custodian
Other, specify
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Adequacy Experienced in Use of Present Policies

Are you experiencing success and satisfaction in the appli-
cation of the present outlined policies which govern the
multiple use of college physical education facilities by
non-college groups? Comment on each of the following policy
areas in regard to the success or problems that you are
experiencing.

Applications and permits:

Charges and fees:

Use and supervision:

Legal matters:

Other comments regarding success or problems:



APPENDIX F

PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT
SURVEY FORM

Your host community college
has agreed to participate in this dissertation study being con-
ducted by the Bureau of School Services, The University of Arizona.
You are asked to complete the following brief survey form as soon
as possible so that we may calculate the data for release within
the study. All information will be treated confidentially.
Thank you.

Name of recreation officer responding

Position

1973-74 population of municipality your recreational agency serves
(e.g., Tucson 415,000)

Municipality
Population

1. Do you have a written policy statement relative to your co-
operative use of physical education facilities with your
local community college district?

Yes No

If "yes," please attach a copy of all policy statements re-
lated to this matter.

If "no," would you prefer to be operating under such a
written policy?

Yes No

— ——
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Please comment on the following areas as they relate to your
cooperative use of community college's physical education
facilities.

a, Applications and permits:

b. Charges and fees:

¢. Use and supervision:

d. Records:

e. Legal matters:

Do you feel the parks and recreation department ought to
have input into "planning" any future physical education
facilities within your community college district?

Yes No

To the best of your knowledge did your parks and recreation
department have any input into the present physical educa-
tion facilities at your community college campus?

Yes No

Suggest ways in which your parks and recreation department
could work cooperatively with your local community college
district in planning future physical education facilities.
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APPENDIX G

E.R.I.C. SEARCH DESCRIPTORS

Description of Problem

Administrative policies for cooperative use of physical education
facilities in community colleges.

QUWONNO WL AHWN

Descriptors
Education policies 11, Educational park
Community schools 12, Athletics
Physical education facilities 13, Parks :
Community colleges 14, Co-curricular programs
Junior colleges 15, Campus planning
After school activities 16, Site analysis
Administrative policies 17. School community
Recreational facilities cooperation
After school centers 18, Facility inventory
Educational facilities

Queries

Four (community colleges) AND 7 (administrative policies) AND
3 (physical education facilities),

Five (junior colleges) AND 1 (educational policy) AND 3
(physical education facilities),

Eighteen (facility inventory) AND 8 (recreation facilities)
OR 3 (physical education facilities) OR 12 (athletics) OR
10 (educational facilities).

Fifteen (campus planning) AND 16 (site analysis) AND 13
(parks) OR 11 (educational parks),

Seventeen (school community cooperation) AND 2 (community
schools ).

Nine (after school center) BND 6 (after school activities)
AND 14 (co-curricular programs),
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APPENDIX H

SAMPLE ARTIZONA COMMUNITY COLLEGE POLICIES,
FACTLITY RULES AND REGULATIONS, USER
CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM, PERMIT FOR
FACILITY USE FORM, AND FACILITY

RENTAL SCHEDULE®*

*Permission for reproduction has been granted by the
Maricopa County Community College District.
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Maricopa County Community College District
Use of College Facilities Policies

The Maricopa County Community College District shall he

hereinafter referred to as the "District." The Maricopa County
Community College District Governing Board shall hereinafter be
referred to as the "Board."

A. General Policies--

1.

College facilities shall be made available for community
use consistent with state statutes, and the policies and
regulations of the Board. In all cases, college. activ-
ities shall be given first preference for use of
facilities,

The Executive Vice President for Business Services shall
be responsible for interpreting the policies. He shall
be authorized to act in any cases not specifically cov-
ered by these policies. BAny agreement which cannot be
consumated by the applicant and the Executive Vice
President for Business Services shall be decided finally
by the President of the District.

B. Operational Policieg--

1.

Permission for use of college facilities is granted by
the Board, through its designated representative. An
application (Permit for Use of College Facilities) for
permission to use college facilities by persons or
groups not officially a part of the District must be
initiated at least three (3) weeks prior to the re-
quested date(s). Such application shall be submitted to
the college Executive Dean (or his delegated authority)
who shall determine whether or not the facility may be
used. An application approved at the college level must
be forwarded to the District Business Office for final
fiscal investigation and approval,

The applicant shall become familiar with and agree to
abide by the printed rules and regulations of the Dis-
trict concerning the public use of college facilities.
The use of facilities shall be granted only for legiti-
mate purposes. Therefore the responsibility for the
proper use of college facilities and observance of the
rules and regulations shall rest upon the applicant, his
sponsors and/or participants.
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Charges shall be made on the basis of a published rate
schedule prepared for such purposes. Final determination
of the usage classification shall be made by the Execu-
tive Vice President for Business Services.

Regular use of college facilities for religious or polit-
ical purposes shall not be permitted. Occasional use may
be permitted as determined by the Executive Vice Presi-
dent for Business Services. The rate schedule in effect
at time of approval shall be used to establish proper
charges.

Agreements for use of the facilities by the municipali-
ties shall be permitted through separate signed agree-
ments. No such agreement shall extend beyond June 30 of
the year involved. Reissuance of such an agreement may
be effected.

At least one college employee shall be on duty at all
times when college facilities are used by external groups.
He shall be responsible to the District, paid by the Dis-
trict, and no organization using a college facility shall
make any payment to said employee(s).

Exception:

Polling places for elections shall be handled as desig-
nated and approved by the Executive Vice President for
Business Services.

Agreement for use of facilities for college level courses
(other than those offered by the District) to be taught
to groups of college employees shall be governed as
follows:

a. When such a request is initiated by the District, the
facility shall be provided free of charge as a phase
of further training of employees.

b. When such a request is initiated by any other agent
or agency, the regular fee schedule shall be in
effect.

All concession rights shall be reserved for the college
involved unless specifically approved otherwise.

Upon request of the Executive Vice President for Business
Services, the applicant shall provide (in advance) the
content of the program of speakers, plays, amusements,
entertainment, or other activity.
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Kitchen Facilities:

No college kitchen facility shall be used except as spe-
cifically outlined by the Supervisor of Food Services and
approved by the Executive Vice President for Business
Services. All charges for food served shall be estab-
lished by the Supervisor of Food Services and approved by
the Executive Vice President for Business Services.
Charges for food service will contain a cost for use of
the facility.

Athletic Fields:

Generally, athletic fields shall not be utilized on a
regular basis by outside groups. Agreement may be en-
tered into for the following types of activity:

American Legion Baseball

Pop Warner Football

Parks and Recreation Department Programs

Such agreements shall be separately written each fiscal
year and are not continuing in nature unless there is re-
issuance of the agreement.

All permits shall be revocable at any time (without
stated reason) by the Board through its delegated agent.
Any applicant may cancel its request for use of facili-
ties if notice of intention to do so is given at least
forty-eight (48) hours prior to date of event. If such
notice is not received by the college involved, the
permit holder shall be held responsible for all direct
(out-of-pocket) damages.

The person(s) or organization requesting the use of a
facility shall pledge that it is not an adherent or sub-
scriber to a political faith or ideology which advo- '
cated other than our American system of representative
government of these United States, or of the State of
Arizona.
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Maricopa County Community College District
Rules and Regulations

Permit form (Permit for Use of College Facilities) must be
completed in full and submitted to the office of the Execu-
tive Dean of the college involved at least three weeks prior
to requested use date(s).

A1l requirements for District personnel and equipment de-
sired by the applicant shall be included on the permit form,
at the time of submittal (cleanup is included in the rate
schedule).

Additional personnel may be required by the District (safety,
health, welfare of persons; protection of facility; etc.)
and shall be supplied by the District as directed by the
Executive Dean and his staff and the Executive Vice Presi-
dent for Business Services. Cost shall be borne by the
applicant.

All activities must be under competent adult supervision.
The college employee on duty shall exercise authority over
the lessee or its activities. If the adult supervision is
inadequate, it shall be the responsibility of the college
employee on duty to report same to the Executive Dean who
shall forward such report to the Executive Vice President
for Business Services., The employee may request cessation
of the activity if he deems it necessary to protect the
facility and/or personnel.

Facilities must be vacated by 11:00 p.m. unless permission
is otherwise specifically granted in the permit. It is the
responsibility of the lessee to see that this regulation is
administered. Time of usage, as stated and approved on the
permit, shall include the necessary time for pre-program
availability of facility and clearance of facilities at con-
clusion of program or activity.

No apparatus, lighting, wiring, scenery, decorations, com-
bustible materials, animals, furniture, equipment or other
things of unusual nature is to be moved onto the college
property unless special permission, in writing, is granted
in advance. Such apparatus or furniture and equipment ap-
proved by the District and provided by the lessee shall be
removed from the premises promptly at the termination of
permit to avoid any interference with the normal college
program, unless written permission has been granted other-
wise by the Executive Dean of the college involved.
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The lessee shall assume full financial responsibility for
damages to any and all college property and equipment aris-
ing from the activities conducted by the lessee, its agent,
members, guests or patrons. The lessee agrees that the col-
lege District shall determine whether any such damages has
been done, the amount thereof, and the reasonable cost of
repairing and/or replacing the same. College District deci-
sion shall be final in determining responsibility.

Lessee agrees to conduct its activities on the premises so
as not to endanger any person lawfully thereon, and to in-
demnify and save harmless the college District and employees
thereof against any and all claims for loss, injury or dam-
age to persons or property including death arising out of
the activities conducted by the lessee, its agents, members,
guests or patrons.

Lessee agrees to furnish the college District, in advance of
the occupancy time of the permit, a certificate of insurance
in which the lessee is named as assured with the Maricopa
County Community College District for minimum public liabil-
ity insurance of $100,000.00 for any one person and
$300,000.00 for any one occurrence, together with a minimum
of $100,000,00 for property damage, said policy shall also
provide for a ten day prior notice of cancellation to the
District.

Only facilities approved in the permit are to be use and all
persons attending or affiliated with the activity shall con-
fine themselves to the specific section(s) of the facility
approved in the permit.

The use of tobacco in any facility in any form shall be
carefully controlled. Smoking shall be approved only in
areas consistent with local municipality fire regulations.
No smoking shall be permitted unless proper containers are
provided. -

Drinking of alcoholic beverages or gambling in any form any-
where in or on the premises is prohibited.

The District shall reserve the right to eject, or cause to
be ejected from the premises any person(s) for disorderly
conduct. The District nor any of its agents or employees
shall be liable for any damages that may be sustained by the
lessee through the exercise by the District of such right.



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17v.

18.

19.

20.

82

Lessee shall not admit to leased premises a larger number of
persons than can safely and freely move about in rented area
nor shall the lessee sell more tickets than the normal capa-
city of the rented premises.

All ordinances of the fire and police departments pertaining
to public assemblies shall be fully complied with.

Lessee will not cause or permit, upon the premises, anything
that will tend to injure, mar or deface any of the premises
and will not install nails, hooks, tacks, or screws into any
part of the buildings and will not make any alterations of
whatsoever kind to buildings or equipment thereof, unless
express written approval is granted.

No performance, exhibition or entertainment shall be given
or held in or on the leased premises which is illegal, in-
decent, obscene or immoral, and should any such exhibition
or performance, or any part thereof, be deemed by the Dis-
trict to be publicly criticized as indecent, obscene, lewd,
immoral or in any manner publicly offensive, the District
may require that such portions of the exhibition or per-
formance receiving such criticism be immediately terminated
and deleted to the extent necessary to remove their offen-
sive character.

No portions of the sidewalks, entries, passages, vestibules,
halls or ways of access to public utilities shall be ob-
structed by the lessee or permitted to be used for any pur-
pose other than ingress and egress from the premises.

The use of District equipment shall be permitted only when
operated by college employees or other persons specifically
authorized in the permit.

If control personnel (police, parking attendants, etc.) are
necessary, such personnel shall be procured by the District
and charged to the lessee,

If, in connection with the purpose or use for which lessee
is using facilities, chairs or other furniture and equipment
require moving or removal, lessee agrees to pay the cost of
moving and replacing the same. Moving or removal of equip-
ment about the facility shall not be permitted without ex-
press approval of the college Executive Dean.

The District assumes no responsibility for the failure of
the air-conditioning system to operate properly and the
lessee agrees to release the District from all damage or
claim of any sort which may result from such failure.
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Athletic Facilities:

a. The use of college physical education or athletic equip-
ment or supplies shall not be permitted.

b. Reasonable precaution shall be taken by the lessee to
see that dirt, water, etc., are removed from shoes be-
fore being admitted to the gymnasium floor. Wearing of
street shoes shall not be permitted on the gymnasium
floor unless expressly approved in the permit.

c¢. Uncaged livestock shall not be permitted on the football
stadium turf or surrounding track.

Lessee shall not sublet or assign the lease of the facili-
ties or any area therein or any rights or obligations there-
under without the express approval of the Executive Vice
President for Business Services.

In case of fire, casualty or other unforeseen occurrences
which render impossible the fulfillment of the lease by the
District, the said lease shall be immediately terminated.
The lessee shall waive any and all claims for damages as a
result of such termination.

Lessee shall comply with all the above rules and regulations,
the laws of the United States, the State of Arizona, and lo-
cal municipal ordinances. Violations may result in cancal-
lation of lease and discontinuance of future use of
facilities.

a. Organizations and groups classified under Class V
(profit making in nature) shall pay the base fee as
shown on the permit at least twenty-four (24) hours in
advance of scheduled performance or entertainment.

The District retains the right to fully examine all
ticket manifests prior to the performance and to secure
an audit by an agent designated by the District. The
lessee agrees to have available all ticket information
needed to establish a comprehensive audit for fulfilling
the financial articles of the permit.

b. All other Class rentals shall be invoiced within five
(5) days after termination of permit. ALL CHARGES DUE
AND PAYABLE WITHIN 10 DAYS OF RECEIPT OF INVOICE.



Classification Schedule

There shall be five categories of requestors for use of college
facilities:

Class I--No Admission Charge

Maricopa County Community College District organizations

Boy Scouts

Brownie and Girl Scouts

Camp Fire Girls

Other organizations judged by the Executive Vice President
for Business Services to fit this class.

Class II--No Admission Charge

Civic )
Service ) Organizations--activity is co-sponsored
Educational) by the college

Community )
Other organizations judged by the Executive Vice President
for Business Services to fit this class.

Charge-~Out-of-pocket cost (direct expense caused by the
usage) (each request shall be individually costed
by the Business Division)

Class ITI--No Admission Charge

Civic Organizations

Service Organizations

Church Organizations

Other organizations judged by the Executive Vice President
for Business Services to fit this class.

Class IV--An Admission Charge Is Made, But the Organization Is
Non-Profit in Nature

Civic Organizations

Service Organizations

Church Organizations

Other organizations judged by the Executive Vice President
for Business Services to fit this class.
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Class V--Where an Admission Charge Is Made and the Organization
Is "Profit-Making™ in Nature

Generally, this type endeavor shall not be permitted in col-
lege facilities since it tends to place the District in the

position of acting in a proprietary nature. Such action can
significantly change present insurance coverage (liability).
Such requests for use of college facilities shall be judged

by the Executive Vice President for Business Services.

Charges are the same as Class IV plus 10% of gross receipts.
NOTE: BAny usage request not specifically covered by this policy

shall be interpreted and administered under the direction
of the Executive Vice President for Business Services.



MARICOPA COUNTY
JUNIOR COLLEGE DISTRICT

1068 EAST WASHINGTON STREET
P. O, BOX 13349
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85002

Glendale Community College 252.6661 Distribution:
. Maricopa Technical Collepe White Copy - District Business Office
Mcesa Community College Yellow Copy - returned to Applicant
Phoenix_Collegre Pink Copy - to College

Blue Copy - Supervisor of Physical Plunt Facilities
PERMIT FOR USE OF COLLEGE FACILITIES
COLLEGE:

FACILITIES: (Building(s), Grounds, Room(s))
DATE(S) NEEDED: (Specify rehearsal, performance, etc.) List exact hours requested on each date,

Date: Hours:.

Date: Hours:.

NAME or ORGANIZATION:

PERSON(S) IN CHARGE:

STREET ADDRESS & TELEPHONE:

PURPOSE:

INSURANCE: Amount: Policy No.:
Company: .

lessee agrees to comply with all federsl, state, and municipal laws, rules, ordinances, requlations and orders with respect
to the use and occupancy thereof. Lessee, during the term cf this permit, ‘covensnts and agrees to indemnify and hold
harmless lessor from each and every loss, cost, gamage and expense ansing out of any accident or other occurrance causing
injuty 1o or death of persons or damage 1o property due 1o e conditicns of the fedsed premises or the use or neglect
thereof by lessee. Llessee further agrees to provide, pay fcr and maintain public liabdiy insurance wrth both lessor and
lessee named as the insured. Lessee agrees that it will pay for any unusual wear, tear, breakane and damage to facility
occurting from the public or princrpals representing the lessee. Subsequent to use of the facihity, maintenance statf will
inspect the prenuses to determine that no unusual vrear, tear, breakage or demage was done. Should an nspection reveal
damages, lessee shail reimburse the lestor for full costs necessary 1o restore facility to its condition prior 10 occupancy.

ORGANIZATION RATED: (check one) CLASS I_.____. CLASS Ul CLASS it

SPECIAL FACILITIES REQUESTED: (Note: an additional charge is made for oll special facilities except tables and
chairs).

# Needed Charge # Needed Charge
Public Address System & Operator $ Tables - - - - - . $
Projector & Operator - - - - $ Chairs =« = - « = « $
Light Board & Electrician - - - $ Parking Attendants - - $.
Grand Piano - - - « - - - $ Polico « « = = = + - $
Studio Piano - - - - - . . $ Extra Custodisns - - - $
$

CHARGES: Total amount due: - = - - §
Less Deposit Received: - - -
Balance Due: - - - - - - $_______

APPROVED: i
Exccutive Dean

Permit #

Signature of Applicant {Dale) Approval signasture — District (Date)
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Charges for Use of Equipment

Rate Since Proposed Rate 1973-74
Item 1966 Mon.-Fri. Sat. Sun.

Public address system  $5.00/hr
or projector w/operator w/one mike $6.00/hr §7.50/hr $9.00/hr

Grand piano 15.00/day  25.00/day 25.00/day 25.00/day
Studio piano 7.50/day  15.00/day 15.00/day 15.00/day
Organ, electric - 25.00/day 25.00/day 25.00/day

A1l charges are/hr/student on
items below

Biology lab - .20
Chemistry lab - .40
Physics 1lab - .40
Metal shop - .75
Buto shop - .75
Sewing lab - .30
Manual typewriter - .15
Electric typewriter - .30
Adding machine - .25
Calculator - .50
Posting machine - .50
Steno lab - .75

Rates for Additional Personnel

Mon.-Sat. Sun/.Hol.
Guard $5.50/hr 7.50/hr
Parking attendant 5.50/hr 7.50/hr
Electrician 8.50/hr 11.50/hr

Custodian ) 5.50/hr 7.50/hr



Rate Schedule Since 1966 and Rate Proposal 1973-74

Rate schedule since 1966

“Proposed rates 19/3~74 CTlasa ITIT

~ Proposed Rates 1G573-74 Ciass 1V

Mon.~Fri. . Sun. Mon,-Fri. Sat., Sun.
Pacility Class IT Clags I1II (3 hours min.) (3 hours min.) (3 hours min.) (3 hours min.) (3 hours min,)} (3 hours min.)
Classroom $1.50/hr 2 hrs  $1.65/hr 2 hrs  $3.00 $22.00 $27.00 $9.90 24,40 9.70
1.00/hr after 1.10/hr after 2.00/he after 7.00/hr 2fter 9/00/hr after  2.10/hr after 7.70/hr after 9,90/hr after
Lecture Room $6.00/hr 2 hrs  $8.60/hr 2 hrs $15.00 $27.00 §32.00 $16.50 $29.70 . $35.20
) 4,00/hr after 4.40/hr after 3,00/hr after 9,00/hr after 11.00/hr after 3.30/hr after 9.90/hr after 12.10/hr after
Cﬁoral Room $4.00/hr 2 hrs €4.40/hr 2 hrs " "oew " n..n" n n " " " " n n n " " n
2.00/hr after 2.20/hr after n " " A n " " n n " " n n o " " " LA M
Gymnasium Without $30.00 $39.00 $48.00 $33.00 $42.90 $52.80
Showers or Lockers 8.00/hr after 12.00/hr after 14.00/hr after 8.80/hr after 14.30/hr after 17.60/hr after
with Showers and $20.00/tr 2 hrs $22.00/hr 2 hrs 8.00/hr 11.00/hr 8.80/he 'B.BG/hr 12.10/hr 16,50/hr
Lockers ADD 13.50/hr after 14.85/hr after .
Auditorium §24.00/hr 2 hrs  $26.40/2 hrs $40.00 $55.00 §70.00 $44,00 §60.50 $77.¢00
16.00/hr after 17.60/hr after 13,50/hr after 18.50/hr afteér  23.00/hr after 14.85/hr after 20.35/hr after  25.30/hr after
6.00/hr 2 hrs 6.60/hr 2 hrs  21.00 26,00 30.00 23,10 28.60 33,00

* Auditorium/Rehearsal
. 4,00/hr after

Student Center (does not include Food

Faculty Dining Area  $6.00/hr 2 hrs
3,00/hr after

$6.00/hr 2 hrs
3.00/hr after

" Main Dindng Room  $10.00/hr 2 hrs
5.00/hr afver

Snack Bar Area

Student Lounge

4.40/hr after

Services Charges)

$6.60/hr 2 hrs
3.30/hr after

$6,60/hr 2 hrs
3.30/hr after

$11.00/hr 2 hrs
5.50/hr after

7.00/hy after

$15.00
5.00/hy after

$20.00
5.00/hr after

$39.00
6.00/hr after

§18.00
4,00/hr after

9.00/hr after

$27.00
9.00/hr after

$42.00
9.00/hr after

$54.00
10.00/hr after

$39.00
9.00/hy after

10.00/hr after

$36.00
12.00/hr after

$54.00
11.00/hr after

$75.00
12.00/hr after

$51.00
11.00/hr after

7.70/hr after

$16.50
5,50/hr after

$22,00
5.50/hr after

$42.90
6,60/hr after

$19.80
4.40/hr after

9.90/hr after

$29.70
9.90/hr after

846,20
9.99/hr after

$59.40

11.00/hr afver

$42.90
$.90/hr after

11.00/hr after

$39.60
13.20/hr after

$59.40 .
12.10/hr after

$82.50
13,20/hr after

$56.10
12.10/hr after

88




ate Schedule Since 1366 Proposed Kates 1373-74 Class Y11 —Proposed RAtes 1973-78 Class IV
Mon.-Fri, Sat, Sun. Mon ,~Fri, Sat, Sun.
Facility Class II Class IIT (3 hours min.) (3 hours min.) (3 hours min.) (3 hours min.) (3 hours min,) (3 hours mdn.)
Football Stadium
{1ighted) (8 hours)
includes: Showers and
Lockers, 1 Electrician,
1 AV man, 2 PE men,
1 Parking Guard $250,00 $250.00 $250.00 $290,00 $330.00 $250.00 $290.00 $330,00
Football Stadium
(unlighted) ¢ 4 hours) §220,00 $260.00 $300.00 §220,00 $260.00 $300.00
Baseball Field $10.00/hr 2 hrs $11.00/hr 2 hrs.  $30.00 $§40.,00 $50.00
(unlighted) $,00/hr after 5.50/hr after $.00/hr after 6.00/hr after 8,00/hr after $33.00 . §44.00 $55.00
ADD: If lighted 15.00 - 15,00 15,00 5.50/hr after 6.60/he after 8.80/hr after
For Shower and 15,00 15.00 15,00
Locker Roo=3 25.00 36.00 48,00
27.50 39,60 $2.80
Turfed Areas §5.00/hr 2 hra  §5.50/hr 2 hrs  $18B.00 $23.00 $30,00
. 2,50/hr after 2,75/hr after 3.50/hr after 5.50/hr after  7.50/hr after $19.80 §25.60 $33.00 -
3.85/he after 6.05/hr after 8,25/hr after
Paved Courts -] a L L] -] [ ] ” " L) n ] ] L] ]
L] L] ® " L] " L] L ] -
Swimdng Pool $15.00 $25.00 435,00
4.00/ne after 6.00/he after 8.,00/hr ofter $16.50 $27,50 $38.,50 )
4,40/hr after 6.60/hr after 8.,80/hr after
Showmobile (plus $30,00 $35.00 $40.00
$1.00/elle trans.) 4,00/hr efter 6.00/hr after 8.00/hr after $33.00 §38.,50 $44.00 :
[ 4,40/hr after 6,60/hr after 8.80/hr after
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APPENDIX T

SAMPLE ARIZONA MUNICIPAL RECREATION
JOINT USE SCHEDULE, AND CONTRACT
FOR FACILITY USE¥®

*Permission for reproduction has been granted by the
City of Prescott, Arizona.
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Proposed Joint Use Schedule
City-College Park
Prescott, Arizona

The construction of six (6) tennis courts and a multi-
purpose athletic-sports field on Yavapai College property adja-
cent to the City of Prescott's Whipple Park, will be for
educational purpose by Yavapai College and public recreation use
by students of the college and citizens of Prescott, Arizona,

As both of these facilities are outdoor facilities, it is
to be expected that there will be marginal use of the facilities
from approximately November 15 until March 15. As Prescott, Ari-
zona is above 5,000 feet elevation, it is to be expectéd that
occasional use will be made of these facilities in the winter
time rather than regular use. The dominant use will be spring,
fall, and summer. The City of Prescott has past experience in
this type of project and has used the recreation-school facili-
ties use concept for maximum citizen use,

Listed below is a projected day-by-day use of the facili-

ties by Yavapal College and the citizens of Prescott.

Projected Winter Months Use

(A) Weather permitting, Yavapai College's physical educa-
tion classes would use proposed facilities for tennis instruction,
field hockey, soccer, flag football, archery, and similar instruc-
tional and physical training subjects, Master schedule of class-
room use each term or semester would be posted with the City of

Prescott Parks and Recreation Department. As an example, if all
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class instruction periods were in the mornings on Monday, Wednes-
day, and Friday, the public would be notified through the Parks
and Recreation Department, the hours available to the facilities
for public use. Also, use by the public would be made available

after the regular school day or on weekends and holidays.

Projected Spring-Fall Use

(B) Yavapai College will continue use as listed under
schedule A but the public through the Parks and Recreation would
have more hours of use during the fall and spring. Also, the
City of Prescott sponsors many after school and twilight type of
activity whicﬁ is open to all citizens of Prescott and past ex-
periences shown that many students participate as teams or indi-
viduals in the recreation sponsored activities. As the college
size does not foresee that intramural college-only recreation
sports programs, but rather in the spring and fall college stu-
dents would enter into recreation programs such as tennis leagues,
softball and baseball programs, flag football, and soccer leagues,
under the sponsorship of the local community recreation
department.

(C) It is projected that Yavapai College's major use
would be September through May. While the City of Prescott's
major use is expected to be June, July, and August. The recrea-
tion department will utilize the facilities in the summer for a
variety of organized sports and free play use. Yavapai College

summer sessions will still have the opportunity by schedule, to
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use the facilities on a regular basis. The recreation department
would have more emphasis in the summer months with tennis in-
struction and organized play and softball and baseball use of the

multi-purpose field.

Resolution

WHEREAS, The Mayor and City Council of the City of Pres-
cott, Arizona and the Board of Governors of Yavapal College at
Prescott, Arizona, place importance on community service; and

WHEREAS, The City of Prescott's Parks and Recreation De-
partment has a purpose of fulfilling the Parks and Recreation
needs of the community; and

WHEREAS, Yavapal College is a comprehensive community
college with a wide range of academic, vocational and community
service programs; and

WHEREAS, The City of Prescott has made application to the
Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission and the Bureau
of Outdoor Recreation for a matching grant of $40,000 to construct
six (6) tennis courts and a multi-purpose athletic play field; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Governors of Yavapai College has
indicated their desire to commit a segment of the college campus
to this cooperative venture as being in the best interest of the
college and community; and

THEREFORE, Be it resolved by the Mayor and the City Coun-
cil and the Board of Governors of Yavapai College as follows:

SECTION I: To construct six (6) tennis courts and a
multi-purpose athletic field on Yavapai College property adjacent
to the City of Prescott's Whipple Park.,

SECTION II: That all construction meet the standards and
criteria of the U. S, Health, Education and Welfare Department
and the U, S. Bureau of Outdoor Recreation and the building codes
of the City of Prescott,

SECTION III: That the City of Prescott and Yavapal Col-
lege hereby agree that the constructed facilities will be made
available to students and the public.
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SECTION IV: That joint use would specify a minimum time
comnitment of 25 years for this activity, and would establish the
City of Prescott, through its Parks and Recreation Department, as
the agency with responsibility for construction and maintenance
of these facilities,

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council and approved by
the Mayor of the City of Prescott on this day of
s 1973,

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK MAYOR

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

CITY ATTORNEY

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Governors of Yavapai
College of the City of Prescott on this day of
1973
] ]

ATTEST:

BOARD SECRETARY PRESIDENT



APPENDIX J

ARTZONA ATTORNEY GENERAL OPINIONS RELATED
TO PHYSICAL EDUCATION FACILITIES*

*Permission for reproduction has been granted by the
Arizona Attorney General's Office.

95



96

Gary K. Nelson, The Attorney General
State Capitol
Phoenix, Arizona

January 23, 1974
Department of Law Opinion No., 74-5 (R-9)
Requested by:  THE ARTIZONA BOARD OF REGENTS

THE HONORABLE JACK J. TAYLOR
Arizona State Representative

Question: Would the use of Sun Devil Stadium by the Billy
Graham Crusade, on a reasonable lease basis,
violate either the state or federal constitution-
al provisions regarding the separation of church
and state?

Answer: No.

The Supreme Court of Arizona, in a recent decision up-
holding the expenditure of state funds through the Salvation
Army, rejected a narrow, literal interpretation of Article 2,
§12, Constitution of Arizona, 1 A.R.S, Community Council v,
Jordan, 102 Ariz., 448, 432 P, 2d 460 (1967). The relevant part
of Article 2, §12, supra, states:

No public money or property shall be appropriated for
or applied to any religious worship, exercise, or instruc-
tion, or to the support of any religious establishment.

In construing the Constitution of Arizona, the court's language
is very instructive:

The respondents would have us adopt for this case of
first impression the strict view that in essence no public
monies may be channeled through a religious organization
for any purpose whatsoever without, in fact, aiding that
church contrary to constitutional mandate. We do not
agree that such was the intent of the framers of the above
cited constitutional provisions. The prohibitions against
the use of public assets for religious purposes were in-
cluded in the Arizona Constitution to provide for the
historical doctrine of separation of church and state, the
thrust of which was to insure that there would be no state
supported religious institutions thus precluding govern-
mental preference and favoritism of one or more churches.
But the doctrine of separation of church and state does
not include the doctrine of total nonrecognition of the
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church by the state and of the state by the church. The
state constitutional provisions must be viewed in light
of contemporaneous assumptions concerning the appropriate
sphere of action for each institution., History is clear
that as a state evolves from one decade to another the
role of the statetranscends traditional boundaries and
assumes new dimensions" necessitating a revision of the
idiomatic meaning of "separation™ to align it with "the
new realities if original purposes and expectations are
to be realizged" ., . . . Community Council v, Jordan,
supra, 102 Ariz. at 451.

Our court then goes on, with characteristic candor, and rejects
numerous theories of judicial legerdemain used by other courts,
and simply states that on the facts in their case there was no
unconstitutional aiding of the Salvation Army.

In a decision somewhat analagous to the fact situation
before us here, and completely analagous to many contemporaneous
arrangements between local school districts in Arizona and var-
ious and sundry churches and denominations, the Supreme Court of
Florida held that the temporary or infrequent use of public
school buildings for religious meetings and worship services,
usually while new congregations were in the process of erecting
their own houses of worship, and without preference being given
to any one or group of churches and/or denominations, did no
violence to the doctrine of separation of church and state.
Southside Estates Baptist Church v. Board of Trustees, 115 So.
2d 697, 79 A.L.R. 2d 1142 (Fla. 1959). Both the Florida consti-
tutional provisions and their statutes are comparable to Ari-
zona's. See A,R.S5.§§15-442 and 15-451., See also Attorney
General Opinions No, 59-5-IL and No. 63-20., Although the annota-
tion following the case (79 A.L.R. 2d 1148), Use of Public School
Premises for Religious Purposes During Non-school Time, cites
some courts holding a contrary view, there can be little doubt,
in light of the language in Community Council v, Jordan, supra,
which position our court would take,

Many treatises have been written concerning the federal
constitutional provisions regarding the separation of church and
state and the decisions of the United States Supreme Court in-
terpreting them. The most recent emphasis of that court has been
in construing the numerous state efforts to find a way to consti-
tutionally aid private schools, many of which are operated by
churches . This opinion would be unduly lengthened if we were to
attempt to include our analysis of even a few of these cases, none
of which are in point here. Suffice it to say that we have not
found, nor have we been referred to any decision of the United
States Supreme Court which would interpret the Constitution of
the United States in such a way as to prohibit the use of Sun
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Devil Stadium in Tempe, Arizona, by the Billy Graham Crusade on
a reasonable lease arrangement with the Arizona Board of Regents
and Arizona State Unilversity.

In light of the decisions set forth above, it is also our
opinion that such an arrangement would not be violative of any
Arizona constitutional or statutory provisions regarding the
separation of church and state.

Respectfully submitted,

GARY L. NELSON
The BAttorney General

GKN:ell
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Office of the Maricopa County Attorney
Moise Berger, County Attorney
400 Superior Court Building
101 W. Jefferson, Phoenix, Arizona

October 4, 1974

Mr. H. Ray Shipley, Superintendent School Opinion No. 74-15
Paradise Valley Schools
3012 East Greenway Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85032

Dear Mr. Shipley:

This is in reply to your letter dated September 26, 1974, asking
for opinion of this office in connection with use of 20 cent lewy
funds collected under the old statute for the construction of
"open-air™ classrooms, such as playing fields and tennis courts. .

The previous version of A.R.S.§15-445 under which these funds
were collected did restrict the expenditure of such funds to
"erecting of school building.™

The issue is whether or not your proposed construction comes un-
der the heading of erecting of school buildings.

There 1s no Arizona Law which states directly that the construc-
tion'you propose can qualify as a school building.

In general the Courts have been liberal in interpreting school
buildings to include wvarious types of construction such as: en-
closed swimming pools (Petition of School Roard, 377 P. 24 4,
Ore.); a gymnasium (In re Savannah District, 44 So. 2d 545,
Miss.); and a school stadium with attached athletic field,
(Nicholas v. Calhoun, 37 So. 2d 313, Miss.).

The only Arizona case that we have is Alexander v. Phillips, 31
Ariz. 503, wherein the issue was whether or not a stadium is a
school building.

In holding that the stadium is such a building, the Court
declared: .

"A structure whose chief purpose is to provide for
the better giving of such competice athletic games
and sports as aforesaid is reasonably a school
house within the true spirit and meaning of
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paragraph 2736, supra, (giving school districts
authority to sell bonds ‘'for building school
houses')."

Although this is a case decided in 1927, the court indicated an
attitude of liberally construing the meaning of school buildings.
So long as the purpose of the construction is to aid in the edu-
cational programs of the school district, the court was willing
to allow this interpretation. It should also be noted that the
court used the word "structure" rather than building which also
indicates that the proposal in question does not have to be a
conventional type building. In this case it was a stadium which
consisted to spectator stands and an athletic field, without any
top covering,

In view of the liberal attitude of the court in the Alexander
case, and the interpretations of courts in other jurisdiction, it
is my opinion that your proposed construction of playing fields
and tennis courts, provided that they are an integral part of
your physical education program, could be considered school
buildings within the meaning of A.R.S.§15-445,

A copy of this opinion is being sent to the Attorney General for
concurrence.

Very truly yours,

MOISE BERGER
MARTICOPA COUNTY ATTORNEY

BY
Albert Firestein
Deputy County Attorney

54/9610
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DEPARTMENT OF LAW
OFFICE OF THE N. WARNER LEE

. t . THE ATIOANEY OCNERAL
Attorney Genreral
RODERICK G, MCDOUGALL
STATE CAPITOL CHILY ASSISTANT ATIORNEY GENLRAL

Phaeniz, Artzoua 85007

October 10, 1974

The Honorable Moise Berger
Maricopa County Attorney
101 West Jefferson
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Re: Concurring Opinion No. 74-33-C

Dear Mr. Berger:

We are returning herewith a copy of your letter
(School Opinion No. 74-15) dated October 4, 1974,
addressed to Mr. H. Ray Shipley, Superintendent of
Paradise Valley Schools, concerning the use of 20¢
levy funds collected under the old statute for the
construction of "open-air" classrooms, such as play-
ing fields and tennis courts.

This office concurs in your opinion.
Sincerely,

N. WARNER LEE
The Attorney General

(wf,& é/e.ﬁ&?

RALPH E. WILLEY \
Assistant Attorney General

REW:1£

Enclosure
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STATE OF ARIZONA
32nd LEGISLATURE
1st REGULAR SESSION

HOUGSE

H.B. 2283
Introduced
February 18, 1975

Introduced by Representative Harelson of District 27
AN ACT

RELATING TO STATE GOVERNMENT; PROVIDING THAT MARICOPA COUNTY BE
THE FISCAL AGENT FOR THE RTO SALADO PROJECT, THE INITIATOR
OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENTS AND THE ARBITRATOR TO RE~
SOLVE CONFLICTS AND PROVIDING FOR APPOINTMENT OF AN AD-
VISORY COMMITTEE

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Arizona:
Section 1. Duties of Maricopa county for Rio Salado
project Maricopa county, through its board of super-
visors, shall:

1. Be the fiscal agent to receive and disburse all
state appropriate funds for the Rio Salado project.

2. Initiate the creation of a contract or contracts,
pursuant to title 11, chapter 7, article 3, Arizona Revised
Statutes, regarding the administration of the Rio Salado
project between all governmental entities within the scope
of such project to insure that each governmental entity af-
fected shall be fairly considered. Such contract or con-
tracts shall:

(a) Provide that Maricopa county shall serve as ar-
bitrator in the resolution of any conflict which may arise
between contracting governmental entities, other than those
conflicts affecting only a particular governmental entity,
such as planning and zoning, if such particular matter does
not adversely affect the integrity of the project.

(b) Provide for appointment of a person or persons
from each contracting party to serve on an advisory commit-
tee to the Maricopa county board of supervisors in connec-
tion with planning and carrying out the Rio Salado project.
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STATE OF ARIZONA
30th LEGISLATURE
2nd REGULAR SESSION

SENATE

S.B. 1072
Introduced
January 12, 1972

Introduced by Majority of Committee on Education
AN ACT

RELATING TO EDUCATION; AUTHORIZING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMUNITY
SCHOOL PROGRAMS; AMENDING SECTIONS 15-302 AND 15-921, ARI-
ZONA REVISED STATUTES; AMENDING TITLE 15, CHAPTER 9,
ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES, BY ADDING ARTICLE 5 AND MAKING
APPROPRTATIONS.

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Arizona:

Section 1. Purpose

Because the physical facilities and trained staff of
our common and high schools represent substantial invest-
ments and assets of our communities, an option is allowed
by this legislation for the various common and high school
boards to make fuller use of these assets through the ef-
fectuation of the community school concept which makes the
school the community center for year-round, after-hours
educational, recreational and social enrichment activities
for all citizens. Such a community school may:

1. Provide trained personnel for the community
available day and night, year-round.

2. Adapt its facilities, building and grounds to
multiple use and to persons of all ages, night and year-
round.

3. Develop much of its curriculum and activities
from continuous study of people's basic needs.

4, Integrate, insofar as possible, the educational,
social, physical, recreational and health programs for
children, youth and adults.

5. Make full use of all available resources, both
human and material, in carrying out its program.

6. Provide a source of initiative and give initial
leadership in planning and carrying out constructive com-
munity projects. '
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7. Promote democratic thinking and action in all
phases of its work.

8. Inspire its staff with a desire to be of service
in other community life and activities and beyond the usual
classroom responsibilities.

9. Expand and diffuse leadership throughout the com-
munity.

10. Involve many community persons concerned in
planning much of its program. '

11. Enrich all phases of the daytime program by use
of community resources.

12. Help to develop a sense of unity and solidarity
in its neighborhood.

13. Initiate program of usefulness for persons of
all ages, classes and creeds.

14. Make its services and staff available for ef-
forts in coordinated living, learning and service activi-
ties of other agencies in the community.

15. Help to establish confidence in the minds of
people that they can solve cooperatively most of their own
community problems.

Sec. 2. Section 15-302, Arizona Revised Statutes, is
amended to read:

15-302. Admission of pupils; defining six years of
age; residents; nonresidents; tuition;
exclusion of certain children

A. All schools other than high schools and evening
or night schools shall, unless otherwise provided by law,
admit children between the ages of six and twenty-one years
who reside in the district. COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAMS SHALL
ADMIT PERSONS TO CLASSES AND OTHER ACTIVITIES WITHOUT REGARD
TO AGE. A child shall be deemed six years of age if he
will reach such age prior to January 1 of the current school
year. If a kindergarten is maintained, a child shall be
deemed five years of age and eligible for admission to kin-
dergarten if he will reach such age prior to January 1 of
the current school year.

B. The governing board may admit children who do not
reside in the district but who reside within the state upon
such terms as it prescribes.

C. Children of nonresidents of the state may be ad-
mitted upon payment of a reasonable tuition fixed by the
board.

D. The board may exclude children of filthy or
vicious habits or children suffering from contagious or in-
fectious diseases.

E. Governing schools boards may admit children who
are actually residents in rehabilitation or corrective
institutions.
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Sec. 3. Section 15,921, Arizona Revised Statutes, is
amended to read:

15-921., Establishment; admission of students;

tuition

A. The board of education of a high school or a
union high school or the board of trustees of a common
school may establish an evening or night school when in its
judgment the school is necessary or convenient. The school
shall be open for admission of children between the ages of
fourteen and twenty-one years, but this shall not be con-
strued as a requirement for a full course of study therein
nor as requiring the admission of a person to a class be-
yond his educational attainments. The schools shall be
open to persons over twenty-one years of age only upon pay-
ment of tuition as provided by law.

B. COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAMS SHALL ADMIT PERSONS TO
CLASSES AND OTHER ACTIVITIES WITHOUT REGARD TO AGE.

Sec. 4. Title 15, chapter 9, Arizona Revised Stat-
utes, is amended by adding article 5, sections 15-921
through 15-958, to read:

ARTICLE 5. COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM

15-951. Definitions '

IN THIS ARTICLE, UNLESS THE CONTEXT OTHERWISE
REQUIRES:

1. '"COMMUNITY SCHOOL™ MEANS ANY PUBLIC SCHOOL EN-
GAGED IN A COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM.

2. "COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM" MEANS A COMPOSITE OF
SERVICES OFFERED BY A COMMUNITY SCHOOL TO THE CITIZENS OF
ITS SERVICE AREA DURING ANY HOURS OTHER THAN NORMAL SCHOOL
HOURS INCLUDING USE OF THE FACILITIES AND PERSONNEL OF THE
SCHOOL YEAR~ROUND FOR ADULT EDUCATION AND RETRAINING,
AFTER-~-HOURS EDUCATION, RECREATIONAL AND SOCTAL ENRICHMENT
ACTIVITIES FOR THE YOUNG, FAMILY EDUCATION AND COUNSELING,
CIVIC AFFAIRS MEETINGS AND DISCUSSIONS, TEENAGER COUNSEL-
ING, COMMUNITY ORGANLZATIONS' ACTIVITIES, SENIOR CITIZEN
ACTIVITIES AND OTHER SIMILAR ACTIVITIES WHICH INTEGRATE
EDUCATIONAL, SOCIAL, RECREATIONAL AND HEALTH PROGRAMS FOR
CHILDREN, YOUTH AND ADULTS.

15-952., Powers of board.

A. THE GOVERNING BOARD OF ANY COMMON SCHOOL DISTRICT
OR HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT MAY:

1. ESTABLISH AND OPERATE IN ANY SCHOOL IN ITS DIS-
TRICT A COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM.

2. EMPLOY A COMMUNITY SCHOOL COORDINATOR FOR EACH
SCHOOL OR COMBINATION OF SCHOOLS ENGAGED IN COMMUNITY
SCHOOL PROGRAMS. SUCH DIRECTOR SHALL MEET THE QUALIFICA-
TIONS ESTABLISHED FOR SUCH POSITION BY THE GOVERNING BOARRD.
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3. EXPEND MONIES RECEIVED AS FEES, TUITIONS, GRANTS
OR DONATIONS FROM ANY PERSON FOR USE IN DEFRAYING EXPENSES
OF THE OPERATION OF A COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM PURSUANT TO
SECTION 15-953.

4, EXPEND MONIES FOR INSTRUCTION AND SUPERVISION OF
INSTRUCTION WITHOUT REGARD TO THE AGE OF ANY PUPIL.

B. ANY DISTRICT GOVERNING BOARD MAY ENTER INTO AN
AGREEMENT WITH ONE OR MORE OTHER DISTRICT GOVERNING BOARDS
FOR OPERATION OF A COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM, IN WHICH EVENT
ONE GOVERNING BOCARD SHALL BE DEEMED THE SPONSORING BOARD TO
EXERCISE THE AUTHORITY PRESCRIBED FOR THE DISTRICT GOVERN-
ING BOARD,

15-953., Community school program revolving fund

A, MONIES RECEIVED FOR AND DERIVED BY THE OPERATTON
OF A COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM SHALL BE PROMPTLY DEPOSITED
WITH THE COUNTY TREASURER WHO SHALL CREDIT THE DEPOSITS TO
THE REVOLVING FUND OF THE RESPECTIVE COMMUNITY SCHOOL PRO-
GRAM. MONIES PLACED TO THE CREDIT OF A COMMUNLITY SCHOOL
PROGRAM REVOLVING FUND MAY BE EXPENDED FOR COMMUNITY SCHOOL
PURPOSES BY WARRANTS DRAWN UPON ORDER OF THE SCHOOL DIS-
TRICT GOVERNING BOARD.,

B. THE REVOLVING FUND OF A SCHOOL DISTRICT COMMUNITY
SCHOOL PROGRAM IS A CONTINUING FUND NOT SUBJECT TO REVER-~
STION, EXCEPT UPON TERMINATION OF A COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM.

15-954. Duties of coordinator

A, A COMMUNITY SCHOOL COORDINATOR SHALL:

1. PLAN, PROMOTE, COORDINATE AND ADMINISTER, SUBJECT
TO APPROVAL OF THE DISTRICT GOVERNING BOARD, THE ACTIVITIES
OFFERED IN THE COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM.

2. MAKE USE OF AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR FACILITIES IN-
CLUDING BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS OF THE COMMUNITY SCHOOL OR
SCHOOLS IN ACTIVITIES OF THE COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM,

3. SUPERVISE PERSONNEL AND EMPLOYEES ENGAGED IN IN-
STRUCTION, COORDINATION AND PRESENTATION OF THE COMMUNITY
SCHOOL PROGRAM.

B. THE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DIRECTOR SHALL SERVE AT THE
PLEASURE OF THE BOARD OF THE DISTRICT.

15-955. Community school attendance for average

daily attendance

ATTENDANCE IN COURSES OF A COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM
WHICH QUALIFY AS PART OF AN ESTABLISHED CURRICULUM FOR A
HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA, WITHOUT REGARD TO THE AGE OF THE
PUPTIL, SHALL BE INCIUDED IN THE COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE
DAILY ATTENDANCE UNDER SECTION 15-1212, SUBSECTION C.

15-956. Community school program assistance;

applications

A. ANY COMMON OR HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT GOVERNING
BOARD WHICH ESTABLISHES A COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM IS ELIG-
IBLE TO MAKE APPLICATION FOR COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM
ASSISTANCE.
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B. AN APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE UNDER THIS SECTION
MUST INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

1. A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR THE COMMUNITY EDUCATION
PROGRAM, COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAMS MAY INCLUDE ACTIVITIES
FOR PRESCHOOL CHILDREN, AFTER SCHOOL HOURS ACTIVITIES FOR
CHILDREN AND ADULTS, CONTINUED AND REMEDIAL EDUCATION PRO-
GRAMS FOR CHILDREN AND ADULTS AND CULTURAL, SOCIAL, EDUCA-
TIONAL AND RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES FOR CITIZENS IN THE
COMMUNITY.

2. A STATEMENT OF THE ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PERSONS TO
BE SERVED BY THE PROGRAM AND OF THE TOTAL COST OF THE
PROGRAM.

3. A COPY OF THE GOVERNING BOARD RESOLUTION INDICAT-
ING ITS INTENTION TO PROVIDE THE TOTAL COST OF THE PROGRAM
IN EXCESS OF THE STATE GRANT AND OTHER ANTICIPATED SOURCES
OF FUNDING.

4, PROVISION FOR A COMMUNITY SCHOOQL COORDINATOR FOR
EACH COMMUNITY SCHOOL.

C. FOR COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAMS WHICH OBTAIN AS~
SISTANCE MAY BE PROVIDED FOR A PORTION OF THE COST OF THE
SALARY OF THE COMMUNITY SCHOOL COORDINATOR IN AN AMOUNT NOT
TO EXCEED SIX THOUSAND DOLLARS.

15-957. State board of education powers; duties

A, THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION SHALL:

1. ESTABLISH STANDARDS AND QUALIFICATION REQUIRE-
MENTS FOR COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGREM ASSISTANCE APPROVAL.,

2. REVIEW THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN PROPOSED FOR EACH
COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM AS TO CONFORMITY TO PRESCRIBE
STANDARDS AND QUALIFICATIONS, APPROPRIATENESS OF PRTIORI-
TIES, WORKABILITY OF PROCEDURES AND OVERALL VALUE,

3. APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE EACH COMMUNITY SCHOOL AS-
SISTANCE APPLICATION WITH APPROVAL BEING SUBJECT TO FUND-
ING AVAILABILITY.

B. THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION MAY PROMULGATE ALL
RULES AND REGULATIONS NECESSARY TO THE OPERATION OF THIS
ARTICLE,

15-958. Superintendent duties

THE SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION SHALL:

1. PREPARE AND DISTRIBUTE ALL NECESSARY FORMS FOR
APPLICATION BY ANY SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR COMMUNITY SCHOOL
PROGRAM ASSISTANCE.

2. ALLOCATE MONIES FROM APPROPRIATIONS TO THE DE-
PARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAMS APPROVED BY THE
STATE BOARD.

3. REVIEW OPERATION OF COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAMS
WHICH RECEIVE COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM ASSISTANCE TO EVAL-
UATE COMPLIANCE WITH STATE BOARD REQUIREMENTS AND THE PRO-
GRAM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN,
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4, SUSPEND ALLOCATIONS OF COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM
ASSISTANCE BASED ON REVIEW AND FINDING OF FAILURE TO COMPLY
WITH STATE BOARD REQUIREMENTS OR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN,

Sec. 5. Appropriations; purpose

A. The sum of thirty thousand dollars is appropri-
ated to the state department of education, for the fiscal
year 1972-1973, for the purpose of financing the salary of
a state coordinator for community school programs and pro-
viding the necessary, clerical and other expenses incurred
by the department for community school programs.

B. The sum of two hundred seventy thousand dollars
is appropriated to the state department of education, for
the fiscal year 1972-1973, for distribution to approved
community school projects as provided for in title 15,
chapter 9, article S.

Sec. 6. Effective date

The provisions of this act shall become effective
July 1, 1972,
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STATE OF ARIZONA
32nd LEGISLATURE
lst REGULAR SESSION

SENATE

S.B. 1076
Introduced
January 28, 1975

Introduced by Majority of Committee on Education
AN ACT

RELATING TO EDUCATION; AUTHORIZING CIVIC CENTER SCHOOL PROGRAMS
BY SCHOCL BOARDS, AND AMENDING SECTION 15-451, ARIZONA RE-
VISED STATUTES.

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Arizona:

Section 1. Section 15~451, Arizona Revised Statutes,
is amended to read:

15.451. Use of school buildings as civic center;

revolving fund; coordinator

A. The board of trustees may USE OR permit the use
OF FACILITIES, BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS, under its direction,
and subject to conditions, rules and regulations it pre-
scribes: s-of-the-sehoel-hours-eor-houses-within-dicEriat

1. As a civic center for the district where the
citizens, parent teachers' association, camp fire girls,
boy scout troops, clubs and associations formed for recrea-
tional, educational, political, economic,artistic or moral
activities of the district may engage in supervised recrea-
tional activities and where they may meet and discuss, from
time to time as they desire, any and all subjects and ques-
tions which, in their judgment, relate to the educational,
political, economic, artistic and moral interests of the
citizens of the respective communities in which they reside.
The use of public school houses, FACILITIES and grounds as
a civiec center shall in no way interfere with use and occu-
pancy of school houses, FACILITIES and grounds as required
for school purposes.

2. FOR A CIVIC CENTER SCHOOL PROGRAM CONSISTING OF
SUCH COURSES OF STUDY AND RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES AS THE
BOARD MAY DIRECT. THE BOARD MAY PRESCRIBE A FEE FOR SUCH
COURSES OR ACTIVITIES AND ALL SUCH FEES SHALL BE DEPOSITED
PURSUANT TO SUBSECTION B OF THIS SECTION.
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B. Monies received for and derived from the use of
school facilities under this section shall be promptly de-
posted with the county treasurer who shall credit the
deposits to the civic center school fund of the respective
district. Monies placed to the credit of a civic center
school fund may be expended for THE civic center school
purposes PRESCRIBED BY SUBSECTION A by warrants drawn upon
order of the school district governing board. The civic
center school program is a continuing fund not subject to
reversion, except upon termination of a civiec center school
program. Upon termination of a civic center school program
any remaining funds shall revert to the operating budget of
the district or districts.

Sec. 2. Emergency

To preserve the public peace, health and safety it is
necessary that this act become immediately operative. It
is therefore declared to be an emergency measure, to take
effect as provided by law.
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