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The concept 0f joint occupancy (also known as shared

facilities or multiple-use buildings} involves combining schools with
apartment dwellings, commercial space, or comhunity services and
offices. Many leading educators and econonists recommensthis

approach as a solution to both public and private urban

chool needs.

Surveyed in this review are 13 documents and journal articles
previously cited in RIE, ERIC's monthly abstract catalogs, dealing
with methods of plannipg, financing, and constructing joint occupancy
facilities for all educational levels. {(Author)
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Whether the idea is simple cconomic sell-intervst, 1he preserva-
tion of housing, or huilding new kinds of urbon communinies,
the principle is roughly the same; how o g scarce lind (o the
greatwesy public and private advaniage. , . . We cannil assume
that Lind fur schools can be pun aside in perpetuity and never
condrilisie 1o the fiscal health of a city heyond the comrilaion
of educning children. Po survive, schoals mist contrilmte sig-
wificantly (o the physical as well as the buman repewal of ciies.

Clinchy (1970}
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The concept of joint ocenpaney (alsa kiown as shared
aciiities o multiple-use buildings)  involves  conthiting

on's nhangin'g information requirements. Most of the-reports cited in
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® commumity services and offices. Many leading cdncators
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pancy is attractive because it can provide needed schools

‘sensitive ‘to

andreduce the finaneid impact of school construction cosis,

rocessed. by this and other clearinghouses in the ERIC system and announced

The design of a joift-occupaney praject varies substan
tidly aecording 1o lhclL‘Imrtlclcrislics and needs of cach
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community. 1t is nsnally composed ol a single structie or
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comples af mised public and private uses, jointly designed,
constructed, ind operated by the participating partics, When
local conditions and state laws permit, shared lacilitics may
be arranged thraugh lease or sale of air rights above school-
awned katd. Tn some cases, edueational and ather fucilities
are built in contiguons structures on adjoining sites.
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ECONOMIC AND
EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS

Bevause joint oveapiney promises Sig-
nificant ccomomic benelits to urban school
districts, it is often dealt with in docwnents
presetting o range of Financing and con-
strnction alternatives, lo ane such doe-
ument,  published by the. Edoueational
Facilities Laboratories, Ine. (1971), the
use af shared lfacilities 15 deseribed as one
ol eight financing alternatives used suceess-
fully by school distriets, FFL sdentifies
three ways in which school districts and
other community agencies may cooperale
1o build 1 comman, shared Tacility,

I'ivst, the school district con huild the
facilivy and lease it to other agencics, nsing
the income to olfset capital and operating
expenses, This method docs not henefit
the district Themeially, bat it doex help the
city avoid the cost of duplicate facilitics.

Sccond, the disivict can ask (the other
ageney (o huild the Tacility in conjunction
with a new schoul, This reduces the capital
cost and is atteactive to distriets with tight
budgers. A third option shares first costs
hased on expected pro rata usuge.

Cooperative use " of  the same  [acility
can rveduee a disweiet’s  construetion and
nntenance costs, while providing, within
the same phvsical strucwre, o range of
public serviees in addition to educantion.
EFL lists some prospective agencies willing
to share facilities ind discusses methods of
working out cost-sharing formalas, -

Joint ccepancy receives attention in
another EFL publication that Tocuses on
design and construction alernatives lor
reducing  the cost ol cduentional space
(Clinchy and others 1971). This document
brielly discusses the concept and  gives
several examples ol its application. Partner-

ship arringements for schoolcaunnunicy
complexes cim he made with cither private
or public partics, Shared facilities offer o
valuable ool for city planners secking (o
provide @ package of comannity services at
one lime,

‘Freating joint occupuncey within the con.
text of plices and things for experimental
schools, Mollov and otbers (1972) identity
four advantages:

® Sharing tnstead of competing with ather

enterprrises Mor Jand cases site acquishion
problems -

& Uroperty taxes paid by commercial part-

ner s inerease Lhe tax biase

#® “The city is able 1o aequire sites {or other

publiv or subsidized facilities such as
_Iihrarics, health centers, or subsidized
housing ) i
® Both [Dawilitics and programs maity  be

shared under (his concept, For example,
an ollice building built ever a commereiul
high school offers possibitides or work{
study progroms, apiartment dwellers in a
similiar arrangement could use the schaol™s
recreationad Fadilities

These anthors deseribe New York City’s

shaved-facilitics projects ind present a chart

listing current projects in' the city and the

United States.

Inaddition to the obvious {lnancial bene.
fits ol sharing facilitics, joint occupancy
suggests a solution o many urban social
and  cducational problems. By blending
schools with community lacilities serving
varicd ethnie groups wmd income levels, the
concepl ‘redles @ hew enviromnent, a
kind of small city with a lite of its own bu
also intimately connected with its neigh-
borhood and the rest of the larger eity™
{Clinchy 1970). Clinchv’s comprehensive
and wellillustrated survey ol joint veew-
pancy projects gives the hackground, phvsi
cal characteristics, and advanlages of ten
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significant examples. Cases studied include
instances of shared sites, shared buildings,
and total environment projects velating parts
stricturally and functionally.

Clinchy also reports several prerequisites
necessary [or a suecesstul shoaring ol Tacili-
ties. All parties involved must be willing to
work out long series of details and make
the necessary compromises 1o achieve the
desived result, One ol the participants should
seree s g stngle coordinating agent. 1o is
also important that fegal mechanisins exist
or be vreated to make joinl occupancy pos-
sible. In some stites, legisluive action may
be requir=d to facilitate sharing smonyg pub-
i and private partics. It may be necessary
Lo form enurely new legal entities,

NEW YORK QITY

The New Yok Educational Construction
Fund (FCF) was ereated in 1966 1o cury
out an imagmative program of urban devel:
opment by constructing public schools as
part ol multiple-use  structures. Nelson
(1969) explains that ECF is a sell'sustaining
corporation estiblished 1o stimulate eeo-
nomic  constrection  through  leasing a

schaol's air rights and adjucent properey

to private developers. Tt can issue i1s own
honds outside the city’s debt Hmic and re-
tire the bonds with income received from
the commiercial partner. The developer con-
striets both the school and the norschool
parts ol the lacility.

Nelson veports that multinse buiiding
adds a new dimension to community de-
velopment, leading to a greater integra-
tion  of school, home, and business
aspects ol wban life. In addition, the sizes
ol new schools cim be economically re-
duced. therchy creating u more personal
atmosphere [or learning.

ECF’suse of modern design and construce-

Jomt Oceufriney 3

tion techniques permits schools 1o be open
more hours und generally serve as [ocul
peints of the community. To ensure total
acceptance ol its projects, the Tund is ine
voleed i the total plaming process ol the
city, submitting itselt 10 veview by both
city agencies and local community groups.
- PUSL 126, a three-story elementary school
sharing itssite with a twenty-five story maod-
erile incae apartment developmen, is the
first ECF projedt 10 be completed {*Build-
ings. . " 1972 and “Joint Oceapancy Proj-
cets.. . 1972). The fund corrently has plans
for  twentv-tlhwee more  such  Tacilities:
twentv-one school/apartment combinations
and two schoolfoiTice building anits. Total
expected costs ol these projects will be
approximately 8180 million lor the schools
and $380million for the commercial spaces,

Under the ECF arvimgement, the devel
oper ugrees to build the schoul in order to

Cbenelte from ownership ol the commercial

or housing development, He must linanee
the nonschool portion independently, but is
relicved of land acquisition costs.

.Two New York architects discuss their
experiences with air-rights construction in
Progressive clrchitecture (" Architectural
Avrobatics”™ 1973). Air righis convention-
ally refers 1o “piggyback™ construction of
one building direety over another building
{as in some jointocenpancy projects) or over
public areas such as roadways, rivers, or rail-
roads. The architects agree that this type of

construction  frequently has more hidden

problems than advantages. Instead, they
vecommend “‘contiguous” projects as elimin-
ating some of the ecxpensive engineering
costs ol piggyback buildings.

A contiguous solution depends on city
ordinances defining how much volame may
be built on a given plot and whether un-
used volume from one piece of land may be
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trauslerned tooan adjacemt building. When
possible, joint-ocenpaney projects can be
buift with school buildings girdiing highrisc
income-producing structures, as is the case
with BCF's P S, 126, As an added advantage
ol thisapproach, the roof of the schoot may
serve as o plavground and recreation arca
for both students and apactment dwellers,

A dewiled discussion of joint occupancy
appears in Licherman’s (1972) report on the
cdueational facility optionsavailable in New
York Citv. Much of the impetus behind
New York's  shired-Tacility projects has
come i respotise 1o overcrowding ol exist-
ing schools by chilidren rom new apart-
ment complexes. As g result, residents of
several areas ol the city have opposed new
constnction antil there are guavantees ol
adequale supporting services.

Licherman  tdentilies several efforts by

the ety to remedy this sitwation, including
fullsized, FLCF-sponsored  Joint-ocenpancy
schools and schools built by dhe ¢ity’s hous-
ing anthority alongside of housing projects.
The New York City Board of Education
las asked thae sharved faeility schools be lo-
cated within the apartment stvuctare itself,
perhaps on the Tirst andfor second floors,
Licherman lists criteria fov such schools:
® The educational program will be bused on
the open-space concepl
® There should be a minimum ol §:000
sgnare Teet of floor space .
®  Aceess 10 school space shoutd be separite
lrom Lhe aparimem entrance
® Play space must be accessible from the
school und usable by housing residenis
alter school hours
®  Spaces should be wisconditioned for yeir.
round use

An carly publication by Clinchy (1960}
reports on one ol the first experiments in
joimng school Tacilitics and urban public

housing prajects. The school is located on
the ground lMoors of three sepirie units of
a public housing project in Queens, New
York City. Proximity of both students aned
parents to the school chminates wranspor-
talion  problews and stréngthens parent-
teacher refations. In this tvpe ol joint
oecupancy, options exist for expanding or
contracting the school to mateh enrollmenis
and avoid leaving school spaces vacant.
Major difficulties ol the plin pertain 1o
distribution ol adminisuacion and mainte-
nance services, In this partienlar case, addi-
tional troubles were caused by the faet thal
none ol the spaces were eriginally designed
for school wse. Clinehy notes thar ihe
school served asa focal point for the housing
project and was used by adublis for more
hotrs and purposes than was the case
the typical New York school at that time.

HIGHER EDUCATION

An unprecedented leve! ol higher eduea-
tional Lacility sharing'is curvently being ex-
plored in the development of a supercampus
in Denver, Colovado (“Auravin .7 1973).
The progress and suceess of the Auraria
Higher Education Center, particulardy with -
respect Lo major political issues of ownership
and control, provides valuable infornation
for future expertments in shared facilities

Intended 1o reduce duplication of elTort
and lacilities among the eny’s three public
institutes of higher education, the concept
onginally calicd tor a “shared cluster™ of
buildings that would il about 30 percent
ol 1he total space planned for the site. This
would include all physical education facili-
tics, most ceniral serviees, and majar cle-
ments of the libravy, student activity, and
administradive units ol cach participating
college, The remaining space was to be used
separately by cuach college.
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Intervening political and fnancial Factors
caused the erigival plan of specialized shared
facilitics to be aliered so that almost every
building on the proposed super-campus will
be shared among the three colleges. The
campus plan s being developed jointly by
live architectural and plannimg livms. Archi-
teets will then be selected (not necessarily
from the firms involved in the overall plin-
ning) 1o design individual buildings. Com-
plete occupancey is projected for fall 1976,

Adetailed site master plan for the Auraria
Center {Auraia Higlier Lducation Cenler
1471) deseribes and illastrates the relation-
ship between the center’s architectural char-
actevistiecs and  its  edocational  and
community goals, Site master planning is
explained as the key element leading to the
development ofa total tacility that will pro-
vide un clfective and acstheticully pleasing
envitonment, Each site plun drawing deals
with & speeilic plining response 10 the
“form generators” identilied For the center,
Form generators are thoxe forees combining
to mfluence ceducational design—for ¢x-
ample, the students and Fieolty of che por-
ticipating institutions, the eity of Denver
and its planning goals, the city transporta-
tion system, varions envirenmental consider-
ations, and the use of interim lueiliies. Plans
are also given lor street netwarks, mass
transit, pedestrian ¢iveulation, encrgy dis-
(ribution, cxpansion potential, and prelim-
inry  cost estimates. Care is taken 1o
preserve the existing historieal buildings on
the site,

A vecent article iy Plamring for Higher
fducation (" Balumore. . .7 1973) describes
the unsuccesslul attempts of one college
lo share ils facilities with commercial in-
terests. Planners For w comimumity college
in Baltimore reasoned that sharing its con-
pus  with  neighborhood  commerciul

, Joint Qecupaney b

enterprises would provide exeellent work-
study opporiunitics, aveid development of
the college as an isolated asland within the-
community, and provide additional income
from rental ol campus space 10 businesses,
Joint oceupancy.ol the same site would also
avoid displacement of a wide range ol com-
mereial services vital 1o the community as
whole, Despite the lagic ol tese advantages.
burcaneratie inertia and laws governing fi-
nmaneing ol public buildings prevented con-
struction of the proposed campus,
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