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* This study is part of the Central California
Regional Obesity Prevention Program’s
(CCROPP) effort to determine how policies and
environment influence childhood obesity

« CCROPP is

* An environmental and policy approach to obesity prevention

o A partnership between 8 County Public Health
departments and 8 community based organizations

o Funded by the California Endowment

o Administered by Fresno State through the regional obesity
Prevention Program

CCROPP sites
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O

* This study focused on determining:

o The extent to which schools made their physical
activities facilities open for public use during non-
school hours

o Policies and assets that support their decision to open
school physical facilities to the public

o Perceived barriers to open school to the public

o Determine differences by: urban vs. Rural, being
CCROPP vs. non-CCROPP site; school size, district size
and neighborhood poverty level.

O

* Rural and underserved
communities in the Central Valley
of California face greater
challenges in finding safe places
to support their children’s
physical activity

* These communities are also more likely
to be poor and lack funding-base to
develop basic infrastructure to support
physical activities
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== school is the only public
facility available

‘Despite a policy that
allows schools to open

- /R facilities for public use,

B X 4 some schools continue to
) keep them locked after
school hours

“I see people at this schoolin my
neighborhood jumping the fence.
It’s hard to be active because the
schoolis closed.”

— Fabiola, Age 13 Fresno, CA

e Determine

o Prevalence of joint agreements
between the school and the community

to share school physical activity
facilities

oFactors the influence schools’
reluctance to participate in
joint use agreements.
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Learning Objectives

O

Describe the prevalence of agreements to share
school physical activity facilities with the
community

Understand factors that may influence schools’
reluctance to participate in joint use agreements
to share school physical activity facilities with
the community

Appreciate the role played by schools in providing
safe places for children‘s physical activity

Methods

Study Design: A quantitative cross-sectional

Target Sample: 400 schools- i.e. 40% of all San
Joaquin Valley (8 counties) schools

0 600 schools were selected in order to get 400

o Random samples were selected from four
stratums:

Urban, small school
Urban, large school
Rural, small school
Rural, large school

260 schools (65% of target sample) have been
surveyed as of this presentation

11/3/2009



~ Measuret
O

*Dependent or outcome
variable:

~ School’s physical activity facilities
open to public during non-school
hours (yes, No).

O

* Primary independent variables

» School characteristics
o School size (500 or less vs. >500students)

o Percent of total school acreage that is open
space

o School district size(10 vs. >10 schools in district)
* Neighborhood characteristics
o Urban vs. Rural

o Percent children receiving free or reduced price
meals (F/RP meals) as indicator of neighborhood
poverty level(<60% vs. >60%).
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O

* Descriptive Statistics

o Univariate analysis to assess distribution
of variables

o Bivariate analysis to determine factors
associated with having opening physical
activity facilities to the public

* Multivariate Statistics--Logistic regression
will be used to determine independent
effect of these factors

oWe present descriptive statistics only

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

O

DISCRIPTIVE
STATISCS
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Physical Activity Facilities Open During Non-School Hours:
Central Valley of California Schools 2009(%): N=260
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A bout 72% schools reported opening
‘physical activity facilities for public use
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Most schools (64%) use formal or informal policy without
joint use agreement; only 16% use joint use only
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Sports leagues (93% of schools)are the most common groups
allowed to use PA facities,student clubs (79% of schools) are
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31 % of schools charge a fee
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*Schools with 45% or
more acres of open
space or with <500
students and districts
with more than 10
schools were more
likely to use formal
open policy than their
counterparts

m Joint Use & Informal
m Joint Use & Formal

m Informal Open Policy
m Formal Open Policy
= Joint Use only
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Policy Approaches To Used By Schools to Open Physical Activity
Facilities to the Public: : Central Valley of California Schools
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*Schools in poor
communities were
more likely open via
formal open policy and
least via joint plus
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Distribution of Physical Activity Facilities in Schools By
CCROPP Sites Versus Non-CCROPP Sites :All Schools: N=155
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CCROPP sites were more likely then non-CCROPP sites to have
soccer(12% vs. 8%) or softball (9%vs 7%) and football (9% vs. 7%)
fields and less likely to have track (10% vs. 13%)
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Schools that Open Physical Activity Facilities to Public:
CCROPP Vs. Non-CCROPP Sites: N=155
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Of the schools that are open to public use CCROPP sites tended to
have more soccer fields, baseball fields and football fields

Possible
359, 33 33 32
o - A
30% 291 |l
25% - ‘I I
15% |~ F.
10% | 5 a An
5% - 1 CCROPP
o% T T T T T T T T
. . . ° ° o . H non-CCROP site
(2 < < . A &
Q‘ QQo QQO e .l}"\ éob & o&
(4 N NS <
¥ Q& e &N (}‘&
O\ 0\ & lo‘ ‘\o N
&0 4 oo ) ‘oo
& & O KL
® o &
& & &
) X2 0‘0

CCROPP site schools were less likely allow public use via School Board

initiative(25% vs. 33%) or PTA support (2% vs. 8%), and more likely to
use civic center act(16% vs. 4%) or creative financing (5% vs. 1%) than

Assets that Made Policy/Agreement W
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Perceived Barriers to Opening School Physical
Activity Facilities to Public Use: N=73
35% .
30% E 25 2; ‘E
25% n M 1
20% 7% |
15% BN 1l
1::? Bl , .= B -ccroer
A El E- 0 r-——E i E- u Not CCROPP
0% T T T T T
) & 28
'Q"\ 0(, 06 \0" o ‘0
2 & &f & ° o
N (2 o (%)
v R &
é’b &0 ‘.O
» P
< v
Schools in CCROPP sites were more likely to perceive liability(32%

I vs 29%), maintenance (25% vs 17%) and safety (27% vs. 20)
cultural conflict (2% vs. 0%) than were non-CCROPP sites
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CCROPP sites schools were more likely to report: safety, community support
as initiatives that would make them open school facilities to public and less
likely to report liability waver maintenance and as incentives
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O

+ Formal policy, was the most common method used to
open schools to the Public

+ Schools in CCROPP sites were significantly less likely to
open for Public use

+ Schools that had more than 45% acreage of school as
open space were more likely to open PA facilities to
public

- There was no statically significant difference by:

o School size defined as number of children, Urban or
rural(defined by population density)

o District size defined as (small,10 or less schools) and
large(more than 10 schools) in the district

o waver maintenance and as incentives

O

» School board and school district
initiatives were the most methods
through which schools were open to
public use

+ There were also differences in perceived barriers
CCROPP sites schools were more likely to report: safety,
community support as initiatives that would make them
open school facilities to public and less likely to report
liability Schools in CCROPP sites were significantly less
likely to open for Public use
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O

- Knowing factors that influence schools to
open their physical activity facilities to
the public may help directing effort to
increase access to Public access to
school PA facilities

O

For Further information on this presentation contact

Mathilda Ruwe, MD, MPH, PhD
Senior Research Scientist

Central Valley Health Policy Institute
1625 E Shaw Ave., Suite 146
California State University,

Fresno, CA 95710-8106
mruwe@csufresno.edu

Visit us on the web at: www.ccropp.org
and www.cvhpi.org
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