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Abstract

Portland, Oregon, is considered to be a leadenstagrable development.
Government agencies, nonprofit organizations, arsinesses have been innovators in
policymaking and practice that is aimed at creaimgore sustainable city. Despite
population aging, little is known about how or wheat planners and developers consider
older persons in terms of sustainable developnidmits, this study examined the case of
sustainable, affordable housing developed for Ioeeime adults aged 55 and older.

Interviews with 31 key informants were conducteaider to answer three
research questions: What is the meaning of sustigmevelopment in Portland, Oregon,
as it pertains to affordable housing for an agimgjety? How and why has sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults been develapdebrtland? What are the policies that
affect the availability and appropriateness of ansible, affordable housing for older
adults in Portland? The sample included individwi® influenced the creation of senior
housing (e.g., urban planners, architects, nonpdo®ctors) and who were identified
either because of their roles within local housilegelopment or through snowball
sampling. Six Portland-area developments provitdectbntext for studying how and
why sustainable, affordable housing for older alwlas planned and created in the city.

The findings suggested that introducing the topiaging into the discourse of
sustainable development will lead to a more romesaning of the concept, which can
aid future research, policy, and practice. Fivenglets characterizing sustainable housing

for older adults were identified: physical accesityh proximity to community services;



infrastructure that connects housing with servibesilthy living environments; and high-
guality social spaces in and near housing develapn@&he findings also pointed to the
need for sustainable development practices to ftagteon to social equity and the
equitable distribution of affordable housing, irdilg housing for older adults.

Several insights intbow sustainable, affordable housing for older adults
developed in Portland were gained (e.g., using goaent subsidies; involving aging
experts in integrated design processes; intersdqiartnerships that led to the city
becoming an early adopter in greening its affordddausing), as well aghysuch
housing was completed (e.g., there was a collepiiNdic-sector response to meet the
need for creating sustainable, affordable housangemerging culture of sustainable
development in Portland; urban and regional plageiifiorts have begun to address
population aging).

However, the amount of sustainable, affordable imguemains insufficient to
meet Portland’s aging population. Reasons idedtifielude: the absence of specific
housing policy attuned to the needs of older adnlBortland; disconnects between
housing and health care and supportive servicektaamk of integration of older adults in
the planning, design, and development processesnRar innovation and improvement
exists in regard to healthy, accessible, greenaffioddable housing policies and the
development of new models of housing for an agimgutation. Based on this research,
10 guiding principles of sustainable developmentio aging society were proposed to

inform future research, as well as planning ancetigment efforts.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

“To be sustainable, cities must provide the stmgs and services to support their
residents’ wellbeing...older people in particularuigg supportive and enabling living
environments to compensate for physical and scb@hges associated with ageing”
(World Health Organization (WHO), 2007a, p. 4). §hesearch is a qualitative case
study that explores myriad factors that have haigoact on the planning and
development of housing in Portland, Oregon, thabissidered to be sustainable,
affordable, and intended for the use of those &feand older. Those factors include the
evolving understanding of the relationship betwseastainability, aging, and affordable
housing, as well as the confluence of people, @se® and policies that lead to the
planning and development of sustainable housingeandtonments. The findings from
this study inform the creation of a set of propogeling principles of sustainable
development for an aging society that will offetuite directions for research, practice,
and policy making in Portland and beyond.

Statement of the Problem

According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2008), ir2thvgyear span from 2010 to
2030 the U.S. is predicted to witness a 79% grawthe number of people aged 65 and
older. In January, 2011, the first Baby Boomer—&wbko were born between 1946 and
1964—turned 65, and the aging of this cohort hag vall continue to, dramatically

change the U.S. age structure (Federal Interagéocym on Aging-Related Statistics



(FIFARS), 2012). Moving forward, Portland, Oregtime U.S., and the world will face
the unprecedented aging of populations and the teeaddress the challenges and
opportunities that will accompany the aging of stciKinsella & He, 2009).

Based on a review of literature it is clear thaikble housing for older adults
does not meet their current needs, nor is it exgoettt meet the increasing needs that will
accompany the growing number and proportion ofroédiilts in the U.S. (Commission
on Affordable Housing and Health Facility Needs $@niors in the ZiCentury, 2002;
Farber, Shinkle, Lynott, Fox-Grage, & Harrell, 20PErl, 2010; Shactman & Altman,
2002; WHO, 2007a). Furthermore, a call to actios @en issued by national policy
experts to planners and policy makers specifidatijlighting the need to prepare for
population aging through urban planning and theettggment of housing that is
affordable, well-designed and close in proximityessential services and infrastructure,
and intended to integrate a diversifying populatidmle fostering social well-being
(Farber et al., 2011).

In Planning for an Aging Socief({Howe, Chapman, & Baggett, 1994) it is
suggested that a community’s ability to effectivedgpond to the needs of an aging
society depends on how well integrated those naegls planning efforts. The authors
explained that “creativity in defining opportungi&éo make improvements will maximize
the use of both public and private resources” (1994). Ten years later, Giuliano
(2004) detailed the need for research that addsdsse the development community
responds to aging-specific issues such as acddagsainid mobility, and also, how the

public sector plans for and encourages age-aptepdevelopment.



For more than a decade there has been a substantigh in efforts that are
aimed at improving housing and environments (bdtysjzal and social) in anticipation
of the aging of the population, including AARP’s s on livable communities for an
aging society (AARP, 2011; see also AARP, 2000520@005b; Pollack, 2000) and the
WHO's focus on age-friendly cities and communi{fddHO, 2007a, 2012). Several
important findings emerged from the Portland-basgetfriendly study that was a part of
the larger WHO study (Neal & DelLaTorre, 2007a, 200First, every category of
participant (older adults, caregivers, and pro\sddrservice) identified a lack of
affordable housing for an aging society. Secondp@ling to respondents, the housing
that was available was disconnected from imporantices and infrastructure needed by
older adults to maintain independence and qualitieo Third, housing was not planned
for and developed in a way that met the needsiafagdividuals. Finally, suggestions
for improving housing for an aging society wereeodld, including changes in planning
and development practices and policies that inffedrousing quantity and quality.

Around the same time that livable community and-aigadly city initiatives
were underway, efforts aimed at sustainable dewedop became more prevalent in
policy and practice in many jurisdictions. Sustaieadevelopment has been broadly
detailed as an attempt to meet the needs of thherdugeneration without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet theirasee@Oregon Sustainability Act, 2001;
United Nations, 1987). Policies from the State o#gon and the City of Portland have
focused on requiring sustainable development mrestiand Portland, in particular, has

been noted to be making a push to become the ratsustainability capital”



(Giegerich, 2008, April 27). At the state level,eQon’s Department of Land
Conservation and Development (2012) specificallysaio foster sustainable, vibrant
communities throughout Oregon, and in 2009, thg @hitPortland integrated its Bureau
of Planning and Office of Sustainable Developmatd the Bureau of Planning and
Sustainability to better align the complementafpre$ (City of Portland, 2009a).

However, even with the concurrent attempts to fdamnd develop housing and
environments that are both sustainable and beakfar an aging population, a
disconnect appears to exist between the two effaltisough both undertakings require
forward-looking approaches to policy, planning, anglementation, they have not been
looked at together in the academic literaturee#nss logical to assume that the rapid
aging of society would be integral to sustainaldeelopment based solely on the
temporal component of sustainability: providing ogpnities for current and future
generations. However, very little attention hasneaid to incorporating population
aging into sustainable development research, jslieind practices. More specifically,
there has been no research to date that has edphl@éntersection of the planning and
development of affordable housing, housing for olt#ults, and housing development
that is considered to be sustainable.
Purpose of this Study

This study had three primary purposes: (1) to explloe meaning of sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults; (2) to bettederstand how and why sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults was plannedafudt developed in Portland; and (3) to

identify the policies and programs that have hadrgract on the availability and



appropriateness of such housing. As was detail¢aeiistatement of the problem above,
there is a growing need for affordable and appateiousing for older adults in
Portland, Oregon, other municipalities throughdwt tJ.S., and indeed the world.
Additionally, when decision makers are implemensuagtainable development policies
and programs they must pay more attention to fudleraographic shifts such as
population aging.

Portland provides an ideal setting for a case stiidystainable development, as
six developments were identified within the citylis that are specific to people aged 55
and older, affordable by government standards hawve elements that are considered to
be sustainable. Additionally, because of a straimghdor sustainable development in
Portland, the city is home to many experts who vadie to elucidate how and why
certain factors affected the planning and develagrogsustainable, affordable housing
for older adults. However, extant developmentsthedresence of experts still have not
resulted in the appropriate quality or quantityso$tainable, affordable housing for an
aging Portland, and changes are needed to meetgh@sing needs.

If sustainable housing development is intended ¢etrfuture needs, that
development must consider the specific housing :1eédn aging society before it is too
late. Jon Pynoos, in an interview for National RuBadio (Norris, 2011), explained that
most housing in the U.S. can be considered “Petet Rousing, as it is designed for
people who are never going to grow old. Althougeréhare early adopters who grasp the
meaning and needs of housing for an aging soambgt municipalities have yet to

establish policy, practices, and funding mechanidrassupport the rapidly changing



demographics. In Portland and nearby communitiglslipresponses aimed at
developing sustainable, affordable housing have e®ised on issues that have taken
precedence over an aging population, such as hesmgss and workforce housing
(Cities of Portland and Gresham, and Multnomah @qu011). Moving forward, public
responses must consider demographic projectidhgyfare to address the growing
needs of older adults.

This study makes several important contributiomstRhis research contributes
to the literature in gerontology, urban planningbic health, and urban studies by
improving understanding of sustainable developnasrit pertains to affordable housing
for an aging society. It explores the meaningsdegfthitions associated with sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults, and it hightgghow and why planning and
development of such housing has occurred in Pattl8acond, this research seeks to be
translational in that it is intended to inform frgypolicy making and program
implementation specifically in Portland, particljan the City’s efforts to plan and
develop sustainable housing for its aging poputationally, a third contribution of this
study is the development of guiding principles wdtainable development for an aging
society which can be used to guide future reseg@iahning and development practices,
and policy in Portland and perhaps in communitiesughout the world.

Theoretical Framework

This research has been informed by the ecologealpectives in the fields of

gerontology and public health (Altman, 1975; Lawtb886; Lawton & Nahemow, 1973;

Moos & Lemke, 1996; Sallis, 2003). Lawton (1986%emninal author who led the



development of the ecology of aging perspectivgarontology, specifically detailed the
need to consider multiple contributing factorshe health and well-being of older adults,
including aspects of the social and physical emnrents. In the field of public health,
the ecological perspective has been used to ghealbuilding of health interventions and
healthy communities by detailing the various fastibriat contribute to the health and
well-being of individuals and society (Satarian008; WHO, 2010). Both ecological
perspectives considered how individuals and grafipgople interact with various
environments, whether they be social environments,(personal interactions, cultural
values), physical environments (e.g., sidewalksisirgy units), or policy environments
(e.q., affordable housing programs, comprehendamnmng efforts).

Stokols (1992) highlighted the need to integragedbological perspective into
research efforts in an attempt to move beyond¢bpesof individual behavior change
and to focus on societal-level interventions (Lgstream approaches) that examine
policy changes and other interventions along amrenmental continuum from micro-
level settings (e.g., housing facilities) to mataeel settings (e.g., transportation
systems, government programs). An example frontitdrature clarifies some aspects of
the environmental continuum: An architect or planmko is designing a housing facility
for older adults needs to consider macro-leveldssauch as building and zoning codes,
potential biological changes that occur with agehsas vision loss and reduced
mobility, and aspects affecting public health, sashealthy building materials and safe

and accessible design features (Stokols, 1992).



Cunningham and Michael (2004) issued a call toacuggesting that it is time
to move beyond basic research and individual iet@iens and toward the creation of
policies and strategies that aim to achieve healtommunities for older adults.
Satariano and McAuley (2003) posited that transheti research, such as that described
by Cunningham and Michael, should consider sobialpgical, behavioral, and
environmental factors and should attempt to undedsthe dynamic interplay over time
that occurs between older people and their enviesisa Greenfield (2012) explained
that utilizing an ecological framework to advanesaarch, policy, and practice related to
initiatives like livable and age-friendly commuesiwould help to keep the various
efforts from becoming fragmented from one another.

The ecological perspectives from gerontology andipunealth informed the
present research in several ways. First, pertiliterdture informed the development of
research questions that focused on understandingéweeral aspects of housing
environments—physical, social, and cultural-wefli@mced by various actors,
regulations, and societal trends. Second, the geatthis study was research conducted
in Portland that was a part of the WHO'’s global Agendly Cities project (Neal &
DeLaTorre, 2007a, 2007b; WHO, 2007a, 2007b). Thesearch findings detailed a
range of ecological factors that were seen as iagedly features and barriers for both
individuals and the general population of Portlaswhgestions were also made as to how
barriers could be removed or mitigated (e.qg., iasimgg affordable housing, improving
housing options). Finally, the ecological perspectvas used in creating guiding

principles of sustainable development for an agimgety. The principles of the



ecological perspective were examined in combinatiah findings from this research,
suggestions emerging from the findings of the Radispecific WHO Age-friendly
Cities project, elements of sustainable urban dgreent (Wheeler, 2000), the WHO'’s
active aging framework (WHO, 2002) and its ageritly domains (WHO, 2007a), and
research suggestions from the literature in getogyo(Laws, 1995) and urban planning
(Giuliano, 2004; Howe et al., 1994).
Research Questions

The following research questions were asked inrdaldetermine the factors that
had an impact on the planning and developmentsifgable, affordable housing for
older adults:

(1) What is the meaning of sustainable developnmeRortland, Oregon, as it pertains to
affordable housing for an aging society?

(2) How and why has sustainable, affordable houinglder adults been developed in
Portland?

(3) What are the policies that have an impact erathailability and appropriateness of
sustainable, affordable housing for older adultBantland?

Method

In order to answer the research questions, a gtiaétcase study approach was
taken. Primary data were collected from 31 keynmi@nts in public, for-profit, and
nonprofit organizations. A snowball sampling teclug was used to identify participants,
with the initial interviews identified from amonie author’s professional contacts. The
remaining contacts were suggested by participetmselves during or following their
interviews. The individuals interviewed representggiad professional occupations
including directors of community development cogiamns, architects, housing
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developers, consultants and academics in thedighbusing for older adults,
management professionals, current and past eleffierdls, and staff from Portland’s
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (urban plas@ad green building experts), the
Portland Housing Bureau, the Housing Authority oftRand, regional and county
government, and the Portland Development Commission

A conventional content analysis method was usatdrahan a directed or
summative approach). According to Hsieh and Sharfi2od5) conventional content
analysis is generally used with study designs anundescribe a phenomenon when
theory or literature is limited, as is the casenvgitistainable, affordable housing
development for older adults; analysis occurs wefpeated reading of all data in an effort
to form codes, categories, and meaningful clusterthis research, several iterations of
analysis and interpretation occurred. The init@diag of the interview transcripts led to
the identification of over 100 unique codes. Thosees were then used to develop 17
distinct categories that addressed the three neaarch questions. Those 17 categories
were then used to create “codes” (i.e., abbrevietel® words which acted as a storage
area for all words, terms, and quotations) in t@guter programtlas.ti 6 (Atlas.ti) to
facilitate further analysis of the interview tranpts. Overall, 903 informant quotations
were sorted into the 17 categories. A final analyathin each of the 17 categories led to
a meaningful clustering of findings that answeradheof the research questions.

The final stage of the research design was anssges of policies that had an
impact on the planning and development of susténalffordable housing for older

adults in Portland. In response to questions agk&dy informants, relevant housing-
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related policies were identified by respondenthatnational, state, regional, and local
levels that fell into three categories: policieattivorked; policies that needed to be
improved; and policies that did not exist but tslabuld be considered in the future. In
the concluding chapter, the findings from this gtuere considered, along with existing
literature, to create a set of proposed guidingqgipies of sustainable development for an
aging society.

Delimitations

This case study was limited to the geographic aitigal boundaries of the City
of Portland, rather than the Portland metropoligion, so that relevant policies and
practices could be examined in the sole municypafitiditionally, although this study
focused on housing, it also included elements @fstirrounding environment that have a
functional relationship to housing; for examplejoaung infrastructure, transportation
options, and access to services were considereariam aspects of the housing
environment that go “beyond the walls” of a housimg.

Although the findings are specific to the city adr®and, it is likely that some of
the results will be applicable to other cities aagions. For example, the policy
landscape that is explored in the literature revesamines federal, state, regional, and
local policies and may have relevance to the plamand development of sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults in other comities. Also, having a better
understanding of the meaning of sustainable, affolelhousing for older adults, as well
as the practices and processes that are detailespgndents, may be relevant in a

variety of other communities.
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Finally, the views and experiences of older adiégnselves were not directly a
part of this research, although this perspective evdical in understanding the successes
and failures of housing and communities that haenlplanned and developed for older
adults. In particular, the present research wamnméd by the views of 55 participants in
the Age-friendly Cities project in Portland and fhrelings detailed the day-to-day
experiences of older adults, caregivers acting@®xy for older adults, and providers of
services to older adults with respect to eight domautdoor spaces and buildings,
transportation, housing, respect and social inclyssocial participation, communication
and information, civic participation and employmeartd community support and health
services (Neal & DeLaTorre, 2007a, 2007Db).

Organization of the Document

Chapter 2 reviews the relevant literature for tesearch, including: demographic
trends depicting the aging of society; efforts tegare for an aging society; and an
overview of sustainable development policies aratices, which includes a review of
the landscape of policies in place at the fedstatge, regional, and local levels.

Chapter 3 details the theoretical framework arsg@aech methods used for this
research. A rationale is given for the use of & sigdy approach and qualitative
methods.

Chapter 4 provides an overview of the six develapsiéhat are considered to
offer sustainable, affordable housing for olderltsdut also provides an in-depth look at

one of these developments, The Watershed, basedeoniews with several key
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informants involved with the project and materidlat were made available to the
researcher.

Chapters 5 through 7 report findings addressinghtee research questions.
Chapter 5 explores the meaning of sustainabletdsfide housing for older adults based
on the responses of the key informants. In padrctillooks at how respondents
described sustainable development, the perceiwaderits of sustainable housing and
environments for older adults, and exploring theletion of the term sustainable.

Chapter 6 details how and why sustainable developfoe older adults is
developed through an exploration of the roles Waaibus sectors play in planning and
development, as well as the reasons that develdgraes produced.

Chapter 7 focuses on the policies that that are@cted to the planning and
development of the housing being examined in gsgarch. An assessment is conducted
to identify policies that have had a positive impa developments, those that need
changes, and policies recommendations to consideeifuture.

Chapter 8 summarizes the key findings, discussesibations and limitations of
the dissertation, and details future research neettiitionally, based on the study’'s
findings, a set of proposed guiding principles udtainable development for an aging

society is offered.
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Chapter 2

Review of the Literature

This research approached the topic of sustainafitedable housing for older
adults based on the literature in several fieldstodly, including social and
environmental gerontology, public health, the enmgrgesearch on sustainability and
sustainable development, urban studies, and umnegional planning. This review of
literature identified a gap in the empirical resdarTo date, no research exists that has
focused on understanding the relationship betwastamability and an aging society,
specifically as it pertains to the planning andedepment of affordable, sustainable
housing for older adults. Additionally, there isufficient literature that explains the
policies, programs, processes, and practicesrijddt the planning and development of
sustainable, affordable housing for older adults.

A number of demographic trends highlight the ragmchg of society at the
national, state, and local levels. The demograjphperative caused by this
unprecedented population aging calls for attentibopolicies and programs that can
improve the well-being and quality of life of oldadults. Particular attention in this
review is given to the literature in social and iemmwmental gerontology and public
health that has focused on active and healthy agingverview of ecological models is
provided in an attempt to understand the relatignisatween older adults and their
housing and environments, from the micro to therméavel. Literature pertaining to

sustainable development is also explored, incluthegconcept’s evolution and its
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relationship to older adults. Finally, the polientiscape related to sustainable, affordable
housing for older adults is reviewed by focusingooticies and programs that affect
housing development in Portland, from federal legisn (e.g., affordable housing
allocations) to city and regional policies and peogs (e.g., comprehensive planning
efforts).
Our Aging Society: Demographic Trends in the U.SQregon, and Portland

The United States The irreversible rate of population aging will skamational,
regional, and local economics and policymakingkenany other demographic shift that
the U.S. has witnessed (Congressional Budget Qffi@@5; Kinsella & He, 2009;
Mrsnik, 2010). Based on 2010 population estimdteS.(Census Bureau, 2012) and
2030 population projections (U.S. Census BureaQ820n the 20-year span from 2010
to 2030, the U.S. will see an increase in the dvetember and proportion of those 65
and older, from 40,267,984 in 2010 (approximat&y% of the population) to
72,092,000 in 2030 (approximately 19.3% of the pafpon). This represents a 79.0%
growth in the overall number of those aged 65 dddrdrom 2010 to 2030 and a 48.0%
growth in the proportion of those older adults dgrihat same time period (see Table
2.1). For comparison, according to the U.S. CeBausau estimates (2012) and
projections (2008), the total population of the UsSexpected to increase from
approximately 308,745,538 people in 2010 to 373 M2 in 2030, which represents a
21.0% growth in the total population, and the papah aged 0-64 is expected to
increase from 268,477,554 in 2010 to 301,412,0DB0O, an expected growth rate of

12.3% during the 20-year period. This unprecedeatetidisproportionate aging of the
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U.S. population will be driven largely by the agioigthe Baby Boomers. The first
members of that age group (those born betweend@ies 1946 and 1964) turned 65 in
January, 2011 (FIFARS, 2012).

According to comparisons between 2010 populatiemeses (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2012) and interim state population propaiby the U.S. Census Bureau for
2030 (2005), in the 20-year time period betweer02xid 2030 every state will have
witnessed an increase in both the number and piopasf those aged 65 and older,
except the District of Columbia, which is expectedee a rise in proportion of the 65
and older population from 11.5% to 13.4%, but aerall decline in the number of that
population from 61,036 to 58,238. Based on U.S.sGsmBureau (2012) demographic
profiles, in 2010, the proportion of those aged68 older in individual states in 2010
ranged from a low of 7.7% in Alaska, to a high @f326 in Florida; in 2030, the
projections included a low of 13.2% in Utah andghtof 27.1% in Florida (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2005).

Comparing 2010 population estimates (U.S. Censusdsil 2012) and interim
state projections for 2030 (U.S. Census Bureausp8éveral trends should be noted
during the 20-year period: The lowest rate of growtthe absolute number of older
adults (not including the District of Columbia) wai®jected to occur in West Virginia,
where an increase of 43.4% is expected to occggdan the projected rise in the
number of those aged 65 and older from 297,400i020 426,443 in 2030. On the
other end, Arizona is expected to withess a 169r@¥ease is the number of older adults,

as the state’s population of older adults is ptejd¢o rise from 881,831 to 2,371,354
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during the same 20-year period. The growth in tiep@rtion of older adults from 2010
to 2030 was projected to range from a low of 31i@%regon (from 13.9% in 2010 to
18.2% in 2030) to a high of 113.1% in Wyoming (fra214% in 2010 to 26.5% in 2030).

The State of OregonIn 2010, Oregon was projected to have 13.9%sof it
population aged 65 and older, which is the slightbher than the U.S. proportion of
13.0% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012); Oregon was peaje¢o have 533,533 adults aged
65 and older in 2010, a number that the U.S. CeBsusau (2005) expected to grow to
881,957 in 2030 (approximately 18.2% of the popaigt The expected increase in older
adults represents a 65.3% growth in the overallberof those 65 and older (which is
lower than the 79.0% expected in the U.S.), wiikegrojected rate of growth in the
proportion of older adults in Oregon from 2010 @38Q (31.0%) is lower than the 48.0%
increase in the U.S. (see Table 2.1).

The reason for Oregon’s low projected rate of ghowtthe proportion of older
adults is not clearly explained, but a demographidile of the U.S. (Shrestha & Heisler,
2011) offered some insight: two major drivers diie growth in the U.S. are identified
as fertility and immigration; Oregon’s projectednmgration patterns differ from those of
other states. Oregon’s Office of Economic Analy2311) showed that minorities in
Oregon have been growing at a faster pace thaging bvithessed at the national level,
including the rapid growth of Hispanics in the stahe report also noted that Hispanics
tend to be recent immigrants with large familieghwa high proportion of children and

young adults.
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This demographic shift may contribute to the loywmjected proportional growth
of Oregon’s population aged 65 and older. It isamig@nt to note that living arrangements
for Hispanics are different from those of other plagions. Bicket and Mitra (2009)
called for policy makers to focus on the livingaargements of a diversifying and
growing elder population in the U.S. and explaitieat Hispanics aged 65 and older are
less likely to live alone than non-Hispanic whigesl Blacks and that they are more
likely than those groups to live with other relasvand non-relatives. Thus, assumptions
about housing configurations for a diversifying ptation in Oregon may need to be
reconsidered.

Overall demographic changes were discussed ahQuegon-Washington
housing summit that was convened in Portland byAtiherican Planning Association
(2004, October 6), including comments made by Ritlgelland, a representative from
the Oregon Housing and Community Services depattrdgeiland, who developed
models to assist local governments in assessingifmpueeds, came to several
conclusions: Every Oregon county had a “significaifdrdable housing problem;”
aspects of age were correlated with housing tréags, “The older you get the more
likely you will be a homeowner, until you hit 7Scthen you are more likely to become
a renter.”); and natural growth in the Hispanic glagon will fuel housing demand in
single-family, multi-person, and non-family houskiso(p. 4).

The Portland metropolitan region. According to Metro (2009), the Portland-
Vancouver Metropolitan Statistical Area will witrsea growth in the number and

proportion of its entire population, as well as thenber and proportion of those aged 65
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and older from 2010-2030 (all reported populatibaracteristics in this paragraph are
from Metro’s 2009 population forecasts). The enpiopulation (i.e., all ages) is expected
to grow from 2,265,500 in 2010 to 3,050,100 in 208@rowth of 34.6%. The expected
increases in the 65 and older population includeseafrom approximately 251,000
people in 2010 (11.1%) to approximately 518,100ptem 2030 (17.0%), which
represents a 106.4% growth in the overall numbénage aged 65 and older and a
53.3% growth in the proportion of older people. 3v@umbers can also be compared to
the number of those aged 0-64, which will grow frapproximately 2,014,500 in 2010
(88.9% of the population) to 2,532,000 in 2030 083.of the population); this represents
an increase in the number of those aged 0-64 G22%and a decline in their proportion
of -6.6% during the 20-year period. Compared togOneand the U.S., the Portland-
Vancouver region is thus expected to see a langsvth in both the number of older
adults and the proportion of older adults from 2612030, but will retain a lower

overall proportion of those aged 65 and older iB®G@&t 17% of the population (see

Table 2.1).
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Table 2.1

Overview of the Number, Proportion, and Growth RaiEPeople Aged 65 and Older in
the U.S., State of Oregon, and Portland-Vancouvetrdpolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
from 2010-2030 (bold values represent the highalstevin comparison to other
geographies)

Category United State of Portland-
States Oregon Vancouver
MSA

Number of persons aged 65+ in 2010 40,267,984 533,533 251,000
Proportion of persons aged 65+ in 2010 13.0% 13.9% 11.1%
Number of persons aged 65+ in 2030 72,092,000 881,957 518,100
Proportion of persons aged 65+ in 2030 19.3% 18.2% 17.0%
Growth rate in number of persons aged 79.0% 65.3% 106.4%
65+ from 2010 to 2030
Growth rate in proportion of persons 48.0% 31.0% 53.3%

aged 65+ from 2010 to 2030

Sources: United States: 2010 estimates are from@kBsus Bureau's (201Zhe Statistical Abstract of
the United Statesand 2030 projections are from U.S. Census Buse@@08)2008 National Population
Projections State of Oregon: 2010 estimates are from U.Ss@eBureau’s (2012)he Statistical
Abstract of the United Statesnd 2030 projections are from U.S. Census Buse@@05)Interim State
Population Projectionsand Portland-Vancouver MSA: all forecasts arenfidetro’s (200920 and 50
Year Regional Population and Employment Range Festtsc

A report conducted for Metro, Portland’s regiogalernment, detailed some of
the housing and spatial location patterns relaidtie¢ aging of the Portland-Vancouver
Metropolitan region (Neal, M.B., Chapman, N., Dall, Sharkova, I., DeLaTorre, A.,
Sullivan, K., Kanai, T., & Martin, S., 2006). In pigular, older adults in the region were
found to be similar to those in the U.S. as a whiol¢hat they were less likely to move
as they grew older, but when they did, they tertdadove into higher-density housing
than middle-aged adults. Additionally, Portlandkeah highly for severe housing cost
burden, which was seen to limit housing optionpeeglly for renters, who typically

have lower incomes than owners. It is also impartiamote that Hispanics aged 65 and
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older were less likely to own homes in the Portleaglon than similarly-aged white and
Asian households (U.S. Census Bureau, 2003).
Additional Trends within the Aging Population of the U.S.

Several important trends should be noted withindhger population of those 65
and older and should be considered by researchdrpaicy makers moving forward,
including those related to subpopulations that \@rpge, health, functional ability, race
and ethnicity, and socioeconomic factors.

The growth of the “oldest old.” The category of the “oldest old” has generally
been considered to consist of those aged 85 ard. dlde 85 and older population in the
U.S. is projected to more than double, from 4.7iamlin 2003 to 9.6 million in 2030,
and then more than double again, to 20.9 millio20&0 (He, Sengupta, Velkoff, &
DeBarros, 2005). More recently, He and Muenchra@il) noted that the 90-and-older
population has grown and will continue to grow éaghan those aged 85-89 and that
relatively little is known about this age grouplsacacteristics. These authors analyzed
American Community Survey data from 2006-2008 ambrted that, as compared to
younger-older people (i.e., those aged 85-89 drti@de under the age of 85), the 90-
and-older population has a lower gender ratio, fiesver men per 100 women) and much
higher rates of widowhood, poverty, and disability.

Increasing diversity. According to FIFARS (2012), as the population afesl
adults in the U.S. grows older, it will also growcreasingly diverse and will require
greater flexibility in programs and services to meeneeds. Six cultural phenomena

have been identified that affect health and welhkp@mong different cultures, including
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environmental control (e.g., use of community reéses and social supports), biological
variations (e.g., physical, genetic, nutritionabgial organization (e.g., socialization and
ethno-religious patterns), communication (e.g.glaage, non-verbal cues), space (e.g.,
personal and shared space, territoriality), ane timentation (e.g., present- versus
future-orientation of activities and goals) (GigeDavidhizar, 1995; Spector, 2004).

FIFARS (2012) reported that from 2010 to 2050 trapprtion of non-Hispanic
white persons aged 65 and older will drop from 80%8%, while all other race
categories will increase, including Black alon@¥fr9% to 12%), Asian alone (from 3%
to 9%), Hispanic of any race (from 7% to 20%), afiedbther races alone or in
combination (from 2% to 3%). This increasing divigrss expected to affect families,
businesses, and health care providers in the Vigcént & Velkoff, 2010), and Latino
health and aging is considered an important chgéleand opportunity for policymakers
at the national and regional levels (Torres-Gil &, 2012).

Generational conflict According to Bengtson and Putney (2006, p.20), “The
problem of generations and aging, and the resuftinglems of generational succession,
support, stability and change, represents oneeofirthst enduring puzzles about social
organization and behavior.” Binstock (2010, pp.579) detailed the “ideological
context” in which aging-related policies and pragsahave been developed in the U.S.
and pointed to several distinct ideologies thathaxemplified intergenerational
perceptions over time: (1) the rise of collectiemcern following the Great Depression,
which led to the passage of key social policieg.(&ocial Security, Medicare, and

Medicaid); (2) the emergence of the neoliberal/eovetive focus on “greedy geezers” in
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the media and politics; and (3) the debate on fgererational equity” that has paid
attention to the overall health of the economyelation to expenditures on benefits for
older people.

In the U.S., intergenerational conflict has inflaed policies such as health care
and retirement programs and has led to public &naieout future conflicts that have the
potential to undermine the social contract betwggmerations that resulted in old-age
entitlements (Binstock, 2010; Walker, 1990). Théeptial for intergenerational conflict
remains as pressures on federal, state, and lodgels continue to grow along with the
aging of society; however, some have warned thatgimg or eliminating policies and
programs that support older adults’ well-being rhaye tremendous impacts on the
families and communities that will be left with tharden of caring for those no longer
supported (Bengtson & Putney, 2006; Binstock, 2010)

Economic indicators Prior to the financial crisis of 2008, the econostiatus for
a large segment of older adults in the U.S. hadonwgd as a result of rising social
security and pensions (public and private) to er@at “economic status of the elderly as
a group [that] is now very similar to the restlo¢ population — a dramatic change from
their disadvantaged position in the past” (Sch2f)1, p. 55). However, as Schulz
explained (2001, p. 56), “Economic deprivation amkcurity still exist on a large scale
among the elderly” and, although poverty amonggaiteed is lower than in years past, it is
still common among the oldest old, ethnic minositiand older women, and large
numbers of “extremely vulnerable” older adults ewrbo have incomes clustered not far

above the poverty level. In 2010, women aged 65cdaher were more like to live in

23



poverty (10.7%) than older men (6.7%), and older blackg2§), Hispanic (20.9%), and
Asian (15.1%) women were more likely to live in poty than older non-Hispanic white
women (8.3%); older black (14.2%), Hispanic (14.2&6)d Asian (14.0%) men were
also more likely to live in poverty than older nbispanic white men (5.0%) (FIFARS,
2012).

In regard to poverty rates, it is also importanhade that for people aged 65 and
older in 2010, neither the number in poverty (3i8iom) nor the poverty rate (9.0%) was
significantly different from 2009, but for thoseealy18-64 the poverty rate increased
from 12.9% in 2009 to 13.7% in 2010, a jump intive years from 24.7 million to 26.3
million; children under the age of 18 saw incredsas 2009 to 2010 in poverty rate
(from 20.7% to 22.0%) and overall number (from 1%%.36.4 million) (DeNavas-Walt,
Proctor, & Smith, 2011). These trends reflect s@agines in poverty rates among older
adults that began in the 1960s and 1970s—due texipension of Social Security
benefits—that have been followed by gradual deslgiece (O'Brien, Wu, & Baer, 2010).
They also show the success and importance of gmearnprograms in providing a
support system for vulnerable older adults, paldidyy members of ethnic minority
groups as poverty rates remain higher than thasedio-Hispanic whites.

Dependency ratios are used to assess the chamggigmship among the number
of older adults, government expenditures, and etahomic output and are defined as

measures that seek the “number of persons in ttietgamot engaged in producing output

! According to the U.S. Department of Health and larServices (2012), the poverty guidelines for the
48 contiguous states and the District of Columbésen$11,170 for one person and $15,130 for two lgeop
in a family.
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relative to those in the labor force who are” (3zhR001, p. 287). Vincent and Velkoff
(2010) measured the youth, old-age, and total disreay ratios from 2010 to 2050.
They found that the total dependency ratio forh®. is expected to increase from 67 to
85 during the 40-year period between 2010 and 206that the old-age dependency
ratio will see a rapid increase between 2010 ardf) Zom 22 to 35), followed by a
gradual increase to 37 through 2050. Schulz (200291) described the implications of
the increases in dependency ratios and the futunskeh of the elderly as falling on
“governments’ ability to tax (that is, voters’ wlgness to pay taxes) and...payments
outside the family—both government and employemnspeced health and pension
benefits.”

Income trends of older adults compiled by the &nsus Bureau (DeVavas-
Walt et al., 2011) revealed that from 2009 to 20#8| median household incorrfer
those aged 65 and older declined by 1.5% (as cadpara 2.3 percent decline in the
U.S.); the highest declines were in the severalddl-cohorts under the age of 65: young
adults aged 15-24 (-9.3%), the early Baby Boom&r8% for those aged 45 to 64), and
the older portion of the Baby Boomers (-2.3% farsh aged 55-64). These data highlight
that although the decline in income for older aglulas less than that of the U.S. as a
whole, the Boomer cohort has recently witnessedesointhe highest declines in income

in the years prior to reaching the age of 65.

2 Total dependency = ((Population under age 20 “uRtipn aged 65 years and over) / (Population aged
20 to 64 years)) * 100. Old-age dependency = (Rdijpn aged 65 years and over / Population aget 20
64 years) * 100. Youth dependency = (Populatiorearadje 20 / Population aged 20 to 64 years) * 100.

% According to the U.S. Census Bureau “real” incaefers to one’s income after adjusting for inflatio
All income values are adjusted to reflect 2010aisl|
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Another economic indicator, net household wealtiofder adults in the U.S.,
must be considered from two perspectives. Theifirgte rising income gap between
younger and older people. The second is the diggaat exists between the upper and
lower income groups of those aged 65 and oldaedard to the former, households
headed by older adults have made dramatic gaitieineconomic well-being over the
last quarter of a century. According to Fry, Cohinjngston, and Taylor (2011), the 42%
increase in median net worth from 1984 to 2009 agyitbnse aged 65 and older was
substantially higher as compared with the entineubtetion in the U.S. (10% increase), as
well as all other subgroups, which ranged from idesl of -68% (those younger than 35)

to increases of 10% (those aged 55-64) (See Tab)e 2
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Table 2.2.

Median Net Worth by Age of Householder in 1984 26@9? Including the Proportional
Change Over Time (all estimates are in 2010 do)lars

1984 2009 Change
All $65,293 $71,635 10%
Younger than 35 $11,521 $3,662 -68%
35-44 $71,118 $39,601 -44%
45-54 $113,511 $101,651 -10%
55-64 $147,236 $162,065 10%
65 and older $120,457 $170,494 42%

Source: Pew Research Center (Fry, Cohn, Living&ohaylor, 2011).

Several additional income trends must also be nétedinstance, FIFARS
(2010) reported that from 1974 to 2007 (beforegb@nomic downturn), there were
increases in the proportions of those aged 65 &ted ;m the middle income (from 32.6%
to 33.3%) and high income (from 18.2% to 30.6%ggaties, and decreases among
those in the low income category (from 34.6% tB2&). and those under the poverty
threshold (from 14.6% to 9.8%). The FIFARS reptsbdighlighted the potential effects
of the 2008 economic downturn, positing that ageigs could be disproportionately
affected: e.g., those aged 50-64 may have beenaffested and those aged 65 and older
may have been least affected. This is of partictdaicern since the 50-64 population

represents the cohort that will become the largestortion of older adults in 2030.

* “Median” denotes the midpoint of a group—in thisse the point at which 50% of the households have
more wealth and 50% have less. All worth is repbite2010 dollars.
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According to another report from FIFARS (2009) thpécifically looked at the
2008 financial crisis and the economic well-beifiglder Americans—the crisis was
deemed to have begun in December, 2007-the etiette downturn included a loss in
the value of retirement accounts of those agedh80o&der of 31% (from September,
2007 to May, 2009), rising unemployment, decreagehding, falling housing prices,
and increased pressure of foreclosures. Similadgording to an analysis of Baby
Boomer wealth by Rosnik and Baker (2009), yound®&¢34) and older (55-65) cohorts
of Baby Boomers witnessed a loss of wealth dubeabllapse of the housing bubble
and the plunge in the stock market (measured franyéars 2004 to 2009) that will
make them far more dependent on Social SecurityMetticare than prior generations.
Not only did these cohorts witness a loss of wed#lth they did not save during those
years and lost peak years in which they shouldabeng. An important policy
implication noted by the authors is that “Proposatssubstantially cutting back Social
Security and Medicare for those approaching retm@nare unrealistic given the financial
situation of those near retirement” (Rosnik & Bgk09, p. 21).

Healthy aging According to Kinsella and He (2009, p.1), populataging
represents “a human success story of increasee\dagg life expectancy has increased
since the mid-1800s due to improvements in medigaeitation, and public health.
However, along with increased life expectancy cafmnges in health and functional
ability. FIFARS (2010) reported that from 2006 @038, respondent-assessed health
status of those aged 65 and older in the U.S. sthaveeeases in the “fair or poor” health

categories and decreases in the “good to exceltat€gories across each age category
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(i.e., 65-74, 75-84, and 85 and older), includiogdll gender and race categories.
According to the Administration on Aging (2005)etrate of limitations in activities of
daily living (ADLS) (i.e., bathing, dressing, eajinwalking, toileting, and getting in and
out of bed) showed increases with age: Those ageh@® older reported more
limitations than those aged 75-84, and the latteug had more limitations than the 65-
74 cohort.

The Centers for Disease Control and PreventionTéwedMerck Company
Foundation (2007) repoithe State of Aging and Health in Amerprasented the
following seven calls to action that are intende@ncourage individuals, professionals,
and communities to take specific steps to imprinechealth and well-being of older
adults: (1) address health disparities among @dalts, particularly in racial and ethnic
minority populations; (2) encourage people to comicate their wishes about end-of-
life care; (3) improve the oral health of older lstu(4) increase physical activity among
older adults by promoting environmental changepin&ease adult immunizations,
particularly in racial and ethnic minority populats; (6) increase screening for
colorectal cancer; and (7) prevent falls, a leadiangse of hospitalization and injury
deaths among older adults.

There is no single, fundamental cause of healtiygagrather a multiplicity of
factors working together to facilitate optimal faioning well into later life” (Bengtson,
Gans, Putney, & Silverstein, 2009, p. 8). Ryff &wdger (2009) explained several factors
that lead to a biopsychosocial understanding olftfmeaging: social structural influences

that are indexed by one’s location in the socriditire (e.g., age, gender, socioeconomic
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status, race/ethnicity, cultural context), indivadipsychosocial and behavioral influences
(e.g., personality, traits, social ties, behavigralctices related to health), and biological
influences (e.g., normal aging/senescence, damagowesses caused by internal and
external factors, prevention and protection). Gl&&sLeon, Bassuk, and Berkman
(2006) have also argued that physical and mentdingeassociated with older age
reduces the capacity to engage in physical, scia ,community activities outside of
one’s home environment.

The WHO, in its reportActive Ageing: A Policy Framewo(R002), highlights
one approach that can be taken that will lead &dthwg or active, aging. The WHO
(2002, p. 12) paper defined active aging as thecgss of optimizing opportunities for
health, participation and security in order to erdgaquality of life as people age.” The
WHQO's active aging framework focuses on policy andgram development for the
individual and for society by attempting to undarst the evidence that supports a broad
range of determinants, including gender, cultuealtih and social services, the physical
environment, and social, economic, behavioral ardgnal determinants (see Table 2.3
for an overview of determinants). This approach shift away from a needs-based
approach and assumes a rights-based approacletbgnizes the rights of people to
equality of opportunity and treatment as they godaer (WHO, 2002).

Preparing for an Aging Society

The emergence of the field of gerontologyf we are to successfully prepare for

our aging society we must consider the multipliatyssues that have been identified in

the field of gerontology, from demographic changed economic shifts to trends in
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disease patterns and the promotion of healthy betsga\Gerontology—the study of the
biological, psychological, and social aspects ahggemerged as a research area in the
U.S. in 1939, the Gerontological Society of Amemas founded in 1945, and graduate
schools in the U.S. began offering degree progiartisee 1960s (Gerontological Society
of America, 2011; Haley & Zelinski, 2008; Hooymank8yak, 2011).

The aging of society became an area of growingesten the field of urban
planning following the Baby Boom after World Way When demographic projections
prompted calls for foresight and preparation. Kaarini1961) relayed the sentiment of
the American Society of Planning Officials in aftang Advisory Service report titled,
Planning and an Aging Populatiokle explained that the approach to the post-war
housing boom taken by community development andnahe experts had been “child-
or family-centered” and that the pronounced shifthe age composition will “necessitate
some reshuffling — discarding some outmoded thesprexasting tenuous theories, and
originating some new theories.” Kaufman (1961,2). ®&ncluded that “within a
relatively short period, our society has moved fraposition of disinterest to one of
sharp interest in the older generation.” Howewdtelevidence of action of this type in
the field of planning is evident until the late D88vhen Howe and colleagues received a
grant from the U.S. Administration on Aging to degea program titled Livable
Environments for Older People (Howe et al., 1994).

Development of theories in gerontology and relatefields. Street (2007)
detailed the growth of theory in gerontology, whigan with the empirical testing of

micro-level theories in the 1960s and 1970s sudhsehgagement, activity, and
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continuity theories. These micro-level theoriesvpted three distinct contributions to
understanding pathways of adjustment in old ageesimdividuals disengage from their
social settings; some individuals remain very actito old age; and some individuals
continue to use their foundations of early lifectpe with age-related changes. As
interest in gerontology grew, so too did theorydiag both “meso-level (or mid-range)
theories that explored linkages between individaals societies” (e.g., subculture and
exchange theories), and “macro-level theoriesdpatified the structural relationships
between society and individuals in the contexhefthanging age structure of national
populations” (e.g., modernization and feminist thex) (Street, 2007, p. 146).

The connection between micro-, meso-, and macrel-keories in gerontology
can be partially attributed to the psychologiststdiewin and Urie Bronfenbrenner and
their contributions to early ecological models (ficd, Gauvin, & Raine, 2011). Lawton
(1980, p. 11) explained that Lewin was the firstgh®logist to try and conceptualize
person/environment relations, formulating the egwial equation B # (P, E), which
sees behavior as a function of the person andntieoement; Lawton considered this “a
useful statement, but certainly overly broad,”tasas unclear what is included as the
“person” and what is the “environment.”

Bronfenbrenner (1979, p.3) offered a theoreticasjpective for research in
human development that conceived of the ecologiceironment as “set of nested
structures, each inside the next, like a set o6Rnsdolls.” These nested structures
provide the context for understanding human devebt as extending beyond

individuals’ behavior to “encompass functional gyss both within and between
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settings” (p. 7). The four described settings,@mraentric structures, include
microsystems (connections among an individual, acibjeand other persons inside an
immediate environmental setting), mesosystemshktimel among two or more
microsystems or settings that an individual freqsi@m will frequent), exosystems
(interconnections among an individual’'s settingsviich he or she participates and those
which may never be entered but still affect thevidiial's life), and macrosystems
(overarching patterns of ideology and the orgarmmadf social institutions that are
particular to a culture/society) (Bronfenbrenné&79; L'Abate, Cusinato, Maino, Clesso,
& Scilletta, 2010).

Person-environment perspective in the field of gerdology. The ability to
adapt to biological, psychological, and social demwith age varies among individuals.
As described by Lewin and the person-environmerggeetive, adaptation implies a
dual process in which the individual adjusts togbeial and physical environment, and
the social and physical environments can also bagdd (Hooyman & Kiyak, 2011).

Lewin’s ecological equation first described behaws the outcome of person-
environment factors, or BHP, E), but it was mainly M. Powell Lawton and his
colleagues who first applied the concept to thiel it gerontology. Lawton and Simon
(1968) were aware of the functional limitationsotder persons, which led to their
environmental docility hypothesis: “The more congpettthe organism — in terms of
health, intelligence, ego strength, social roldgrenance, or cultural evolution — the less
will be the proportion of variance in behavior diitable to physical objects or

conditions around him.” (p. 108). Conversely, tlaegued, a person with a lower level of
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individual competence has less capacity to dedd avgimilar environment and less
ability to adapt to that environment than a pensgh a higher level of individual
competence.

Lawton and Nahemow’s (1978cology and the Aging Procedsveloped a
description of the ecology of aging (i.e., the Addilon Model), which recognized that
adaptation is one of the most important elementaiafan ecology and the aging
process. The ecology of aging was defined as aésysf continual adaptations in which
both the organism and the environment change averib a nonrandom pattern; either
the environment or the organism is capable ofathitg a cycle of action, or of
responding” (Lawton & Nahemow, 1973, p. 621). Timgdel focused on the behavior of
an individual as a function of the person and thhdrenment, measured separately,
which is known as a transactional person-envirorinrerdel.

Lawton (1980) advanced the earlier work on the@gppbf aging by identifying
the interactive processes between persons andanmeénts, which led to an expansion
of Lewin’s original model to include the person-gomment interaction: B £(P, E, P x
E). The person-environment interaction (i.e., P) xdpresents the interface between two
elements in which “the combination of subjectivperence and external environment
may have an effect on behavior that is in additdand independent of either the person
or the objective environment” (Lawton, 1980, p..MJeisman, Chaudhury, and Diaz
Moore (2000) elaborated, explaining that this iatdon may be influenced by processes
of socialization and enculturation which contaishared set of expectations or rules that

may affect behavior; individual traits such as pasdity or environmental cognition
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(e.q., significance of place) can be considereal jpart of the person-environment
interaction.

The term “environment” was, and still is, a broadr with various meanings and
room for interpretation. Lawton (1986) felt thaéth was a notable absence of a truly
functional taxonomy of environments, and he sotgmame and define several aspects
of the environment. These included: the personaremment (e.g., significant persons in
the life of a subject); the group environment (erglationships of an individual to
groups, such as pressure and norms, but the abskaseider social context); the
suprapersonal environment (e.g., characteristitBeohggregate of individuals in
proximity to an individual, such as average agepime, and/or race); the social
environment (e.g., social and political movemeat®nomic cycles, traditions and
values); and the physical environment (e.qg., ttarahor built environment).

Kahana (1982) added to the ability to conceptudheeenvironmental
transactions of the elderly through the concegtevon-environment congruence, which
theorized that individuals with certain types oéds are most likely to seek, and be
found in, environments that are congruent withrtheeds. Lawton (1986, p. 15) added
that congruence is “associated with a positive alestate, incongruence with a negative
state” and that congruence may be viewed as “amt pdere competence and press are
in balance.”

Congruence can also be understood by thinkingrmgef person-environment
(P-E) fit, as Kahana (1982) recognized that adegtatcan occur either in the

environment (e.g., making road signs easier to)readt the personal level (e.g., no
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longer driving at night). Carp (1987) expanded fma ¢oncept to include two levels of
“fit:” first, a primary level of life maintenanceeeds (e.g., food, water, shelter) which are
dependent on a person’s ability to perform actsitf daily living (e.g., bathing,
toileting, feeding); second, after the primary-llewveeds are met, higher-order needs such
as social contact, need for privacy, and locatipnelerences. Achieving both levels of
P-E fit depends on an individual’s ability to fiedvironments that are congruent with
their personal needs, no matter what his or hepetemce and adaptation levels may be.
Ecological models: The ecology of aging and the salkcecological model
Lawton and colleagues discussed the ecology ofQeagnt pertained to individual
behavior, but they also conceptualized the micnot macro-level environments that
contributed to the well-being and functioning ofl@l adults. Of particular importance
were an individual’s home—considered a part ofntieroenvironment—and his or her
community and neighborhood, and the policies andiams that were considered to be
part of the macro environment. Lawton (1986) pasiteat for an older person of
marginal competence, the availability of a spectanimmacro-level supportive services
may be the difference between a positive or negatitcome, or the difference between
being able to age in one’s community or becomirsgytutionalized.
Moos and Lemke (1996) also used a conceptual frameto evaluate the
physical and social environments in residentidirsgs for older adults. Their evaluation
framework was guided by a model of the relationdtg@fween program and personal
factors and resident stability and change. The éwank builds on the work of Lawton

and of Carp by highlighting the fact that a givewieonmental feature can vary in the
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way that it affects different residents, leading#oying levels of congruence or fit. The
framework was designed to assess congregate se#tioigg five areas: (1) objective
characteristics of program (aggregate residentstaiticharacteristics, physical, and
policy factors); (2) personal factors (socio-denapdyic characteristics, health status,
functioning factors, and preferences); (3) sodiahate; (4) residents’ coping responses;
and (5) resident adaptation (adjustment, actietel, and use of services). The utility of
this framework is that it provides practitionerspgram evaluators, and researchers with
an integrated assessment tool that measures thty @liaesidential settings for older
adults.

In the field of public health, ecological approaseenerged in the 1980s to
analyze and understand disease prevention, healthopion, and possible interventions,
and, according to Richard et al. (2011), enthusifmsrthese approaches remains. The
models emerged from the early work of Lewin andrBeabrenner and together, they
have come to be known as the social ecological hrevd¥or the ecological perspective.
The National Institute of Health (2005) providedl@ar explanation:

The ecological perspective emphasizes the intexatitween, and

interdependence of, factors within and acrossakls of a health problem. It

highlights people’s interactions with their physiaad social environments. Two
key concepts of the ecological perspective helgéatify intervention points for
promoting health: first, behavior both affects, amdffected by, multiple levels

of influence, second, individual behavior both sfg@nd is shaped by, the social

environment (reciprocal causation). (p. 10)

In order to effectively achieve health promotidre £cological perspective
focused on understanding the multiple levels dbigrice that affect health. McLeroy,

Bibeau, Steckler, and Glanz (1988) critiqued thaagical models by Bronfenbrenner
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and others in the social sciences as lacking sesfficpecificity to guide either the
conceptualization of a problem or appropriate wvgations. In developing an ecological
model for health promotion that aims for behavianaicomes, five levels of influence
were defined (McLeroy et al., 1988; National Ingits of Health, 2005): (1)
intrapersonal levels; (2) interpersonal levels;if3}itutional factors; (4) community
factors; and (5) public policy.

Stokols’ (1992) work on establishing and maintagniealthy environments
suggested a need to move beyond focusing on belzhange and to begin
understanding the advantages of health-promotive@mments. Healthfulness, Stokols
explained, is a multifaceted phenomenon encompggsiysical health, emotional well-
being, and social cohesion, factors that requirgingobeyond the emphasis on
individual-level interventions and toward the irgilon of policies and interventions along
an environmental continuum from micro- (e.g., hagdacilities) to macro-level setting
(e.g., metropolitan and national settings).

Designing health-promotive environments at thelltmael thus was seen as
being influenced by regulatory and economic posicgieplemented in local, regional, and
national contexts. For example, Stokols (1992 5).nbted that an architect or planner
designing a residential facility for the elderlyiwieed knowledge across many
disciplines, including “environmental law (e.g.etregulations intended to mitigate
negative impacts of proposed environmental deveéoys), life span human

development, (e.g., the specialized health andysaéed of different age groups), and
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ergonomics and public health (e.g., the potengalth consequences of poorly designed,
toxic or injury-prone environments).”

Both the gerontology and public health ecologicabels focus on attributes of
the individual (e.qg., the aging body, disease asdhility, individual behavior) and the
environment (e.g., accessibility and usability,igsbconnections and interaction, healthy
housing). Sallis (2003) considered the ecologicadiets as useful for guiding research,
and he focused on the need to consider effectibéqimterventions pertaining to
healthy and active aging. However, as CunninghagdnMichael (2004) explained, there
is a need to move beyond basic research and individterventions toward the creation
of policies and strategies that aim to achievethgalcommunities for older adults.
Satariano and McAuley (2003) argued for action-dassearch that would consider the
impacts of social, biological, behavioral, and earimental factors while understanding
the dynamic interplay over time that occurs betwaleer people and their environments.
For example, as one grows older, what opportungrelor barriers affect one’s ability to
maintain social connections, choose from a contmofihousing options, or have access
to services?

Greenfield (2012) looked at the ecological framewgand their utility in
advancing research, policy, and practice and cdeduhat theoretically-derived
dimensions that characterize aging-in-place imtes (i.e., environment- and person-
focused aspects) should be used to ensure thatrstiatives (e.g., WHO’s Age-friendly
Cities and the Village models, both described ertbxt section) do not become

disparate from one another. Rather, differentatiites can be applied in different
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communities, where appropriate, but will remainl iegether theoretically, which may
provide an opportunity to explore their similarijalifferences, and potential.

Livable communities and age-friendly citiesAs discussed above, older adults’
well-being and health are affected by their soaral built environments, which requires
looking at the contributing factors across manelsyfrom the biological characteristics
of an individual, to macro-level public policy. Tlearly work in environmental
gerontology developed theoretical underpinningaceptual models, and research
findings that contributed to understanding thegyatt of interactions and relationships
that exist between older persons and their envissrismiand point to ways for planning
for the aging of the population, including areafofising and policy (Golant, 1992;
Howe et al., 1994; Lawton, 1986; and Pynoos, 1987).

Glass and Balfour (2003) pointed to the fact tlyatesms of social welfare (e.qg.,
health care, neighborhoods, housing developmen® faaled to keep pace with the
needs of an increasingly aging population, and Kozland Bright (2006) suggested that
poorly designed housing, inadequate sidewalkstdisnmobility options, and few
supportive services can make it difficult for peofd remain active and engaged with
friends, families, and neighbors. For a little mtiran a decade, a number of new
research agendas, initiatives, projects and progteaxe focused on making cities and
communities better for the older adults who funttiathin those settings on a daily
basis.

One of the first such efforts involved researchensublic health, gerontology,

and urban planning, who focused on the connectehseen older adults’ levels of
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physical activity and the environment (both builtlasocial). In th&erontologist
DiPietro (2001) described safety and accessilfgityors of the built environment as
having an impact upon physical activity (e.g., gyalf sidewalks, fear of crime). The
Journal of Aging and Physical Activipublished a supplemental edition to the regular
journal (Chodzo-Zajko, 2001) that focused on insieg physical activity among older
adults by addressing various barriers in publiegychnd home, community, workplace,
and health care settings.

Chodzo-Zajko’s (2001Journal of Aging and Physical Activipublication was a
result of funding by the Robert Wood Johnson Fotindawhich also provided funding
for a report titledNational Blueprint: Increasing Physical Activity Amg Adults Aged
50 and Oldel(The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, 2001) that gré of the need to
develop a framework for planning, collaborativei@ttand social change among
organizations involved in physical activity andragiln 2002, thémerican Journal of
Preventive Medicinpublished a supplemental issue (King, Bauman, 8a8a2002) that
looked at innovative approaches to understandidgrtuencing physical activity. This
special journal issue included research that sowaghting together multiple disciplines,
such as public health and urban planning (HandwyiBet, Ewing, & Killingsworth,
2002) and understand how programs such as Tail&3seas can have an impact on
physical functions among older adults (Li, Fish¢armer, & McAuley, 2002).

Outside of academia, AARP was attempting to asmegshape communities that
were appropriate for older adults. The Public Bolrstitute publishedlivable

Communities: An Evaluation Gui@Bollack, 2000), which sought to empower local
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older adults to evaluate their environments in ptdgrepare them to enact community-
level changes. This initial guide was revised i02@nd focused on the areas of
transportation, walkability, safety and securitypgping, housing, health services,
recreational and cultural activities, and caringhawunities (AARP, 2005a). AARP’s
work in the area of livable communities has corguhto expand, including original
research conducted by its Public Policy Institwieuking on livable communities—
Beyond 50.05: A Report to the Nation on Livable @wmities: Creating Environments
for Successful AginfAARP, 2005b)—and policies that support aginglace across the
U.S. (AARP, 2011), such as those that encouragegtiening the connections between
land use, transportation, and housing.

There was also an attempt to focus on influencnagtgioners to create
environments that would lead to healthier commasifor older adults, as is evident
from the Planning Advisory Service report from h@erican Planning Association,
Planning for an Aging Societywhich was written after the training of urbanrplars in
Oregon in the 1990s on the topic of planning foagimg society (Howe et al., 1994).
Howe (2001) proposed that the burgeoning numbetdsr adults in the U.S. would
encounter significant obstacles to continued inddpace in the form of land use and
planning regulations, public and private investrseahd dominant social values. Smart
growth initiatives that emphasized walkable cit@igersity in housing choice, a strong
sense of community, and accessible environments se®n as needed for maintaining
the health, independence, and self-worth of oldeits. The International City/County

Management Association (2003) approached actiwegifor older adults by targeting
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management strategies for healthy and livable conmirea. The report focused on local
governments needing to consider policies and mexin land use planning, streetscape
and sidewalk design, transportation, and housirensure that aging societies would
remain healthy and active.

Another research effort that focused on the ass&#soi communities was the
AdvantAge Initiative (Feldman & Oberlink, 2003)research model for elder-friendly
communities that included indicators to measuretad improve community capacity
to promote the health and well-being of older aulhe findings of the project
identified four primary aspects of an elder-frigndbmmunity. These included
addressing basic needs (e.g., housing, serviaeshqting social and civic engagement
(e.g., community connections, meaningful activitieptimizing physical and mental
health well-being (e.g., promoting healthy behasji@reventive health services), and
maximizing independence for frail and disabled wtlials (e.g., support for caregivers,
accessible transportation).

Additional research projects that focus on agingdj laalth have been undertaken
in other cities in the U.S. For example, the AttaReegional Commission in Atlanta,
Georgia, has undertaken a framework for planniigad.ifelong Communities that
promotes housing and transportation options, emgms healthy lifestyles, and expands
information and access to services for older adéteinta Regional Commission, 2009).
One outcome of the work in Atlanta was the creatibtheLifelong Communities
Handbook(Atlanta Regional Commission, n.d.), which is seneent of the Regional

Plan and incorporates seven principles: (1) comiggt(2) pedestrian access and transit,
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(3) neighborhood retail and services, (4) socidraxction, (5) diversity of dwelling
types, (6) healthy living, and (7) considerationdaisting residents.

In Portland, Oregon, researchers from Oregon HealthScience University
(Michael, Green, & Kellogg, 2003) developed a SeNi@lking Environmental
Assessment Tool to measure built environment cheriatics that were associated with
walking for older adults. In 2007, the assessmesttument was revised to create an
easier-to-use tool for practitioners and commumgmbers (Michael, Keast, Chaudhury,
Day, Mahmood, & Sarte, 2008). The revised instrunh@s been used and/or modified
for use in research projects such as the U.S. &mwiental Protection Agency-funded
project in Portland that looked at the benefitgien street treatments (i.e., natural,
landscape-based features to capture stormwateffydmoactive aging (Dill, Neal,
Shandas, Luhr, Adkins, & Lund, 2010).

In 2006, the WHO started the Age-friendly Citiesjpct as part of its Ageing and
Life Course program, which was based on the aeireg framework described above
(also see Table 2.3 below for an overview of thiemheinants of active aging) which
sought to inform research, practice, and policy @/I2007a). The goals of the initial
project were twofold: to create a practical guidattcould be used to improve cities for
those of all ages and abilities and, for particigatities, to learn about their city’s age
friendliness and to provide a catalyst for positixange.

In developing the Age-friendly Cities project, M8HO used the active aging
framework to identify eight domains for researcld astion: (1) transportation, (2)

housing, (3) outdoor spaces and buildings, (4)agarticipation, (5) respect and social
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inclusion, (6) civic participation and employmeft) communication and information,
and (8) community support and health services.if@alty, 33 cities in 22 countries
participated in the research (including Portlamahd in 2010 the WHO started a related
effort, the Global Network of Age-friendly Cities@ Communities. The Network grants
membership to cities that apply and attest to tt@mmitment to undertake the process
of continually assessing and improving their agenfitliness, which includes developing
an action plan and using indicators to track preg@ver time (WHO, 2012).

In order to understand the overlap between the VEHCtive aging framework
(WHO, 2002) and the eight domains that encompas&thbal Network of Age-friendly
Cities and Communities (WHO, 2007), Table 2.3 dbssrsix shared areas of focus

between the two publications from the WHO.
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Table 2.3

Six Overlapping Areas of Focus Identified fromWierld Health Organization’s (2002)
Active Aging Framework and the Eight Domains of\iidO Global Network of Age-
friendly Cities and Communities (World Health Orgaation, 2007)

Overlapping areas of focus Active aging framework  Age-friendly cities and

determinants communities domains
Physical environment Physical environment Housirapsportation,
outdoor spaces and
buildings
Social environment Social determinants Socidig@pation,

respect and social
inclusion, civic
participation

Economic resources Economic determinants Employment

Services Health and social services ~ Community atppealth
services, communication
and information

Population determinants Culture, gender

Individual determinants Personal and behavioral
determinants

At the beginning of 2012, it is safe to say tha&réhis a growing awareness of the
need to advocate for the creation of age-friendlg<and livable communities. These
efforts have built on previous work in the fieldsgerontology and public health and
appear to have considerable promise. Lehning (2failid that successful efforts to
encourage adoption by cities of innovations thecatthe mobility and quality of life of
older adults have several characteristics: fatditae involvement of older adults, target
key decision makers within government, emphasizanitial benefits to the city, and
focus on vulnerable older adults. The age-frieruitigs and livable communities efforts
have attempted to do just that and specifically @minmprove cities and communities for

an aging society.
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Housing for Older Adults

The demographic imperative that has been identifighlights the urgent need
for planners and policy makers to prepare for apidly aging society. Included is the
need for planning and developing affordable housanglder adults that is well
designed, nearby essential services and qualitgstrficture, and able to foster social and
community integration (Farber et al., 2011).

Housing for older adults can include any type ottiwwg where older people may
live, from single-family homes, to age-segregatearsment complexes, to long-term
care facilities. In 2009, 23.1 million householdsrerheaded by an older person aged 65
or older; 80% were owners, and 20% were rentersnjAdtration on Aging, 2010).
According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2010), in 26886 of people aged 65 and older
lived with relatives, 27% lived alone, and 5% liviadgroup quarters; only 4% (1.6
million) lived in nursing or skilled care facilitse Housing itself is an important aspect in
the lives of older adults, as it contributes to phgsical and social aspects of individuals’
daily lives. Golant (1992) explained the overarghmportance of housing, looking
beyond its physical and economics aspects:

[Housing is more than] merely a shelter, a finanotdding, or type of land use in

a particular neighborhood... [It] must also considsues such as family ties and

relationships; the availability and quality of cgireng assistance; individual

beliefs and values about accepting assistancejithdil coping styles; the
desirability of communal living arrangements; ahd tost, availability, and
quality of human services and long-term health .ogre3)

As detailed in a report by the Commission on Afalg Housing and Health

Facility Needs for Seniors in the 2Century (2002) titledA Quiet Crisis in America
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there is a particular need for providing more afédsle housing that is healthy and
appropriate based on the rapid aging of societg. Gbmmission’s report made it clear
that federal programs, such as Section 202, Se8tibow Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) equity, and state and local programs mustibed in order to erase shortfalls
and meet the expanding needs of an aging populégemnthe policy and program
landscape section later in this chapter for a cemgmsive review of policies and
programs). According to Cummings and DiPasqual&g1§. 2), the LIHTC program,
in particular, has been thdé factofederal production program for affordable housing
since its inception in 1987.” However, due to theant downturn of the U.S. economy,
insufficient funds are being generated by the shtbese tax credits to successfully
complete affordable housing projects (Wuest, 2009).

Housing policies and programs pertaining to older dults. Pynoos (1987, p.
27) described housing policy for older adults dsuaposive course of action intended to
promote better housing and to deal with generasimguproblems.” Such policies can
range from broad, macro-level policies that focngopulation trends and funding
sources to micro-level policies that deal with sfetypes of projects and developments
(e.g., adaptive reuses of existing buildings atellscation issues). Both macro- and
micro-level policies are important in addressing inoad need for housing for our aging

society and the design and development of appttepniausing for that population.

®> The Low Income Housing Tax Credit program is adstéred by the Internal Revenue Service and
allows private investors to reduce their federabime taxes by $1 for every dollar of tax crediefeed,
with the amount of equity generated by the taxitsetbpending on two factors: the price investoes a
willing to pay for the credit and various transanticosts connected to the sale or syndicationeofah
credits (Schwartz, 2006).
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According to Koff and Park (1993), housing policiesolder adults have
insufficiently considered the quality of life ofd®r adults within housing and have
instead focused on housing environments that dyejust adequate as shelter. The
authors refer to several housing policy objectdetailed by Pynoos (1987) that are
particularly important to consider for enhancing tfuality of life of an aging society:
promoting housing choice; providing an approprisggghborhood and supportive
services; maximizing independence; ensuring houtirtige., housing that matches the
needs of its residents); providing adaptable oomwuodating housing; and enhancing
residential satisfaction and control. Although thebjectives were articulated nearly 25
years ago, they are still relevant for creatingrappate, affordable housing for older
adults today.

According to Shactman and Altman (2002), the staegpof aging of the U.S.
population occurring after 2010 requires that petidoe examined for their current value,
as well against the backdrop of the future needmaging population. This approach
falls in line with the principles of sustainablevééopment (detailed later in this chapter)
and is confirmed in a congressional research serejgort to members of U.S. Congress
(Perl, 2010) that stressed the growing need fovighag affordable housing for a rapidly
aging population. An estimated need for an additi@i30,000 units of affordable
housing by 2010 was detailed in the repArQuiet Crisis in Americ@Commission on
Affordable Housing and Health Facility Needs fon®es in the 2 Century, 2002).

The housing continuum and aging in placeHousing is associated with age-

related changes and the onset of morbidity ovelifdtneourse and can be understood as
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existing on a continuum that affects an older pgswell-being and quality of life. As
Newcomer and Weeden (1986, p. 4) explained, thairaoum is “characterized both by
its physical features and by the attributes obdsupants” and ranges from completely
independent households to semi-independent anchdepehouseholds. The assumption
is that as a person ages, a gradual decline ofgaiysd mental capacities will be
accompanied by an increasing need for assistartcthameed to move to appropriate
care settings (Howe et al., 1994).

Schafer (1999) explained that the desire to “agdane” is recognized as an
important objective in the design and implementatbsupport services for the elderly,
in particular housing. Aging in place can slow daiva need for older people to move
from one household on the continuum to the nexto¥erwhelming majority of older
adults would prefer to age in their current resaeras a national survey on housing and
home modification conducted by AARP in 2000 revda&9% of those aged 55 and
older agreed that they would like to stay in tleeirrent residence for as long as possible.
However, as reported in another AARP (2003) pubboaThese Four
Walls...Americans 45+ Talk About Home and Commumgny consumers seem to be
in denial regarding the possibility of increasimgilty, exhibiting what may be an
unrealistic sense of optimism about the future.

When older adults experience functional declings important to consider the
options that exist. These may include aging inrtheme, in a different home in the same
community, or in a different home in an entirel§felient community. Golant (2009)

warned that older adults should not automaticauane that aging in their home is the
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best solution to their changing needs. Golant'ppsed solution is to make it easier for
older homeowners to “occupy more supportive houamgngements by assisting them
with their moving plans and by better informingrthand the professionals who serve
them about their benefits” (p. 38). Pynoos and @i¢2009) focused on the need to
ensure that older adults who choose to age in lace that option. The authors
concluded that there are promising developmentapdrtunities to foster
improvements in physical aspects of housing thrquaities, building codes, and
community-wide efforts.

Design approaches used in housing developmentanmatontribute to aging in
place and a continuum of community housing optionkide accessibility, visitability,
and universal design. Accessible design is desighrmeets standards originally
developed in accordance with the Americans withabilgies Act (ADA) in 1990 that set
minimum requirements for newly constructed (andral) public facilities and
accommodations, and commercial buildings that bellused by people with disabilities
(U.S. Department of Justice, 2010). Universal desdthe design of products and
environments to be usable by all people, to thatgst extent possible, without the need
for adaptation or specialized design” (North CaralState University Center for
Universal Design, 2006, p. 2). The general inténtraversal design for housing is to
make it more usable for everyone, regardless of #idities, in all aspects possible
(e.g., entrances, circulations, appliances, kitshbathrooms). Visitable design, as it
pertains to housing, targets housing that has fe@eggrirements for accessibility (e.g.,

market-rate, single-family housing as comparedaiesing financed with public
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resources) and has three required criteria: oreestep entrance, wide doorways with 32
inches of passage, and a half-bathroom on the fio@nthat can be accessed by a person
in a wheelchair (AARP, 2008; Concrete Change, 2008)

Two community-oriented efforts that aim to faciléaging in place are naturally
occurring retirement communities (NORCs) and vilagodels. NORCs originally were
defined as housing developments not planned ogaegifor older adults but that have a
large proportion of older adults living within thefidunt & Ross, 1990). The size and
shape of the housing itself and the age and propoof its older residents varies.
NORCs can be vertical (i.e., multi-story apartmautding) or horizontal (i.e., a
neighborhood). NORCs do tend to work best in cirstamces in which residents have
long-standing experience with cooperative actigi{e.g., condos, system of governance,
homogeneous demographics) (Pine & Pine, 2002).

The “village” model is defined as a consumew@ approach that promotes
aging in place by combining member support, refeffia services, and engagement with
consumers living in the community (Scharlach, Grah& Lehning, 2011). The model is
considered to be innovative and potentially prongdor older adults who are not reliant
on public assistance programs. Scharlach et al1(30 9) detailed the distinctive
characteristics shared by most existing villagesm@siding a ‘service consolidation
model of operation, reliance on membership duesoéimer internal resources, substantial
consumer involvement, and relative organizationé@omy.”

Age-integrated versus age-segregated housir@ne of the debates in the field

of gerontology pertains to the positive and negatispects of age-integrated versus age-
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segregated housing. The argument for age-integriaiedgenerational housing is not
new. An article by Louis Mumford in 1985@rgued for the need to normalize age by
“restoring the old to the community” (Mumford, 198¥ 43). Rosow (1961) noted the
problem with segregating older people from otheregations is the shrinking of the
older generation’s primary groups and the olderegation’s potential to become
vulnerable to growing dependency and social neddse recently, Folts and Muir

(2002) explained that intergenerational housing mormal circumstance for older people
and pointed to the example that until children &the home, most housing is
intergenerational. Indeed, many have argued thatgaenerational, or age-integrated
housing environments, are better for both oldeitadund society.

On the other hand, Golant (1987) argued that ageegated housing consists of
an extremely diverse array of residential accomrtiods and that it is exceedingly
difficult to make generalizations about the restddiving within those developments. He
refuted the critics and maintained that not onlyottter adults in age-segregated housing
have links to the “outside world,” but they “ofteelong to clubs and organizations
whose members include young and old alike; theyaedtshop in establishments
patronized by all age groups; they visit with Kmends, and neighbors—of all ages—on a
regular basis; they communicate daily by mail ahdrn@ with persons who are
considerable distances away; and their spherestioftg often extend beyond their
immediate residences” (Golant, 1987, p. 51). OVidnalusing preferences are subjective,
and arguments can be made for both age-integrattdge-segregated housing for older

adults.

® The original article from May, 1956 was reprinteith permission fromArchitectural Record
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Affordable housing for older adults. To understanding what constitutes
affordable housing requires a detailed explanat@mder (1985) noted that attempts to
make housing affordable fall into two categoridfores aimed at reducing the cost of
construction and efforts focused on increasingug®’s ability to pay for housing. Both
categories deal with the cost of the housing iati@h to the economic means of the
person(s) living in it. This raises the questiortha extent to which affordable housing is
available to older adults. The supply of affordatdeising—mainly public housing for
low income people—is mostly focused on the secatelgory of attempts to make
housing affordable: increasing the user’s abilitypay for housing.

Golant’s (1992) examination of the availabilityadffordable housing for older
adults categorizes the older adult population thtee groups: the upper-income echelon,
who have few problems finding housing that is af&drle for them; the lowest-income
older adults who are sometime less disadvantagkddimg affordable housing due to
government-subsidized programs available to thew the moderate-income older
adults who have incomes above the poverty levellansi are disqualified from receiving
most government benefits, yet who cannot affordgbel housing. According to the
National Low Income Housing Coalition (2009), thare more than 1.1 million public
housing units in the U.S., and older adults (thexped 62 and older) occupy 31% of
them; another 1.5 million live in homes with prdjgased assistance (e.g., Sections 8,
202, 811) and 75% of those are older adults oropsraiith disabilities.

The goal of adequately housing older adults has bddressed since the 1937

Housing Act, which sought to provide “safe and aed®using” for all age groups; there
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has also been general acceptance on the part ptitiie that governmental agencies
should bear certain responsibilities for housirdgoladults (Turner, 1986, p. 42). The
guestion, “Affordable to whom?” must still be adsed to understand what affordable
housing is available for older adults in the U.&d anunicipalities such as Portland,
however.

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Developr(tédD) is required by
law to set income limits that determine the eligiypiof applicants for its assisted housing
programs, of which the major active programs aeeRttblic Housing program, the
Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program, Sectl@htibusing for the elderly
program, and Section 811 housing for persons wi#hhilities program (see federal
policies described later in this chapter for furttietails on these programs) (HUD,
2011a). The generally accepted definition of afatnié housing was a household paying
“No more than 30 percent of its annual income ouashwy;” also, families paying more
than 30% of their income for housing were consideéoebe “cost burdened and may
have difficulty affording necessities such as foddthing, transportation and medical
care.” (HUD, 2012a, para. 2)

According to HUD (2011a), the agency calculatesraftibility requirements
using Median Family Income (MFI) estimates for eawttropolitan area, parts of some
metropolitan areas, and each nonmetropolitan caiviiy is sometimes referred to as
Area Median Income). For example, the Portland HauBureau (2012) detailed
income thresholds for the Portland-Vancouver-Hdlshh OR-WA Metropolitan

Statistical Area that consisted of Clackamas, CblarrMultnomah, Skamania,
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Washington, and Yambhill Counties (in Oregon) andrCICounty (in Washington State);
housing affordability for a single-person househs#ts at the following levels: 30% of
MFI ($14,600 per year or $365 per month); 50% ofl 424,300 per year or $607 per
month); 80% of MFI ($38,850 per year or $971 penthls 100% of MFI ($47,810 per
year or $1,195 per month). If an individual makessithan the MFI percentage (e.g.,
80% or 30%)and does not have other assets such as savingsvastinents, he or she
becomes eligible to apply for affordable housinghiould be noted that a single person
earning less than 30% of MFI might not be belowfdderal poverty guideline of
$11,170 (U.S. Department of Health and Human Sesyi2012)

In 2012, a person receiving income of less than¥lper year was considered
to be below the poverty line, while couples beld® 330 qualified (HUD, 2012b).
According to O'Brien, Wu, and Baer (2010), in 2Q@arly one in six persons aged 65 or
older was poor (i.e., under the poverty line) acaummoor (i.e., under 125% of the poverty
line). The authors reported that more than 50%oof plder households spend more than
half of their expenditures on housing, and mora B@% of the same group spends more
than 30%. O’'Brien et al. (2010) reported that 40@%oor older adults were renters
and, in general, older poor renters were more\likelface greater housing costs than
older poor homeowners.

According to the Commission on Affordable Housimgl d&dealth Facility Needs
for Seniors in the ZiCentury (2002), 324,000 Section 8-assisted unigehior
properties were at risk of "opting out" of the HibBbgram (i.e., forfeiting their

affordability subsidies) and the U.S. was losingenaffordable housing units than it
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gained. According to the Commission, this was ategrbased on the reduction in
funding allocated for new affordable housing camstion and the expiration of former
affordable housing that was converted to marketdnausing. The Commission also
reported that affordable housing in the U.S. iglitaging and in need of renovation and
that over the past three decades, U.S. investmaitardable housing has declined.

Abbott (1983) declared that “a displacement ofgber and the elderly and the
uneasy teetering of the middle-class housing pydaadd up to a housing crisis that calls
for new programs in the city [i.e., Portland, Oreganetropolis, and nation” (p. 273). In
research conducted by the WHO (2007a), there wasrgkagreement among
municipalities from 33 cities and 22 countries tigbout the world that the cost of
housing is a major factor influencing where oldeojple live and their quality of life. In
Portland, participants in the local component ef$tudy (older adults, caregivers, and
providers of service in the public, for-profit, andnprofit sectors) reported that
affordability of housing is one of the biggest lens to age-friendliness that older adults
in the city face (Neal & DeLaTorre, 2007a, 2007b).

Howe (2004) pointed out that although housing castshigh in Portland, the
City, nonprofit organizations, and for-profit dewpers have made significant
commitments to produce new housing that meetsebdsof lower-income households,
even though it is more expensive to develop thsl kaf housing. Howe explained that
over time, Portland has developed a strong, ma#iled commitment to housing, as is
evidenced in it€omprehensive Plan Goals and Polic{€sty of Portland, 2011a), and,

in particular, the City’s housing goal. Within theusing goal is language that indirectly
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addresses affordable housing for older adults, details the “needs, preferences, and
financial capabilities of current and future housldl.” The full landscape of policies
concerning housing development is explored laténigchapter.

Development of housing for older adultsThe development of housing for older
adults has been a growth industry, and it is exquetti expanaver the next several
decades due to the aging of the population. Acogrth Gordon (1998), in the latter half
of the 1980s and during parts of the 1990s, invesind developers began seeing the
development of senior housing and communities@essaable opportunity. To date,
however, the development and management of seouwitg (i.e., congregate housing
with or without services) has been undertaken Igtively few large firms and
organizations, unlike the general home buildingustdy, which is carried out by
numerous small firms (Gordon, 1998). Gordon ex@dithat the need to understand
complexities involved with constructing housinghvitare options can be seen as a
barrier to many smaller and less experienced dpeeto

Outside of for-profit developers of housing for @lgdults, housing is often
developed through partnerships that exist betweeprbfit, nonprofit, and public
organizations (Porter, Brecht, Cory, Faigin, Gam#itaber, 1995). In Portland, the
nonprofit housing development sector has a stroaggmce and many affordable housing
developments have been completed by these enfitiespublic sector is also a
contributor to the development of housing for oldéults, and like the nonprofit sector,
is a main contributor of affordable housing for Eswncome people, in general.

Specialized knowledge is necessary for developmgsimg units for older adults,
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especially those that provide long-term care, asetlare complex government regulations
and management requirements that are encountesethior housing (Porter et al.,

1995). Successful development firms have a thorauglerstanding of options, policies,
and laws that are needed in order to complete aelojement (Gordon, 1998).

However, although the development of senior housingnique due to its scope,
complexity, and emphasis on the management ohkgigproducts, the basic process
parallels the development of other types of housingany respects (Porter et al., 1995).
Porter specifically pointed to the initial stagedefvelopment as perhaps the most
important part of the process, specifically whea dieveloper is concerned with
establishing basic strategies and approachesgm@osed project (e.g., formulating the
basic concept, understanding its community andhibgidhood context, determining the
constraints and opportunities posed by the sitg samicturing the subsequent sequences
in the development process, including obtainingrzg@approvals).

Gordon (1998) explained that no chronological oder be placed on the
development of a senior housing community project,he agreed that there is a “front-
loaded” interdependent process (including teanctelg site selection, and formation of
the basic concept) wherein members of the develapteam are all, to varying degrees,
called on throughout the process to expand, retlainé refine their work as the project
evolves. Porter et al. (1995) outlined the multighBnary project team of experts that a
developer must assemble: a sponsor/developer aghdeam (architect, site planner,
other design specialists), a market analyst, albur construction manager, an

investment adviser, financing sources, a managearehimarketing firm, and an attorney
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with specialized expertise in senior housing. Aiddilly, private developers of housing
for older adults tend to have created models feeigpment that include specialized
design for older persons.

These experts are crucial to the success of thelbpeoject, as each of them
possesses unique knowledge and experience. Irboddiive projects where there are
multiple developers, exploring the roles of differactors and processes necessary to
completing a project on time and budget are impdrfBhe added dimensions of
affordability and sustainable development practibas are specifically geared toward
older adults may require additional expertise thay complicate the project further.

The processes and partners in a housing develo@recbmplicated. The
general outline of processes have been describ&@blyon (1998) and Brown and
Tremoulet (2006) as having several characterisfrst, the owner/sponsor of a project
will often begin a project with a building prograhat lays out the elements and
processes desired in the creation of housing dpredat (e.g., target population, number
of units, green elements, steps in the procesg) pfbgram often responds to a market
analysis, a request for proposals from a govern@agency, and/or a vision for a building
that may or may not be sustainable and/or affoedaltiie building program is then used
to begin assembling the team that will be respdaddy financing, designing,
developing, and potentially managing the eventoalking project. After a development
team is assembled several normal processes oproiate sites are explored,
feasibility studies are conducted, early desiggestaare begun, neighbors are notified of

proposed activities, city-required reviews are eaarted (e.g., environmental,
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transportation, zoning), and permits and fees aemged. At this stage developers will
address public concerns (e.g., neighborhood asenw@aand can make adjustments
and/or change direction based on the input thesiveclf the project is still considered
feasible, then site control is obtained (i.e., gayriegal right to use land), which leads to
the next series of processes, including detailsthdefinancing, construction, and the
eventual occupancy of the building (Brown and Trahay 2006; Gordon, 1998).
Giuliano (2004, pp. 208-9) posed two important goes that she argued should
be asked in future research: “How sensitive areeld@ers of senior communities to
mobility and accessibility issues? Additionally, attare cities doing to encourage the
location of senior communities in appropriate ptfeAn important component of
Giuliano’s position was the presentation of a galssiesearch topic: studying urban
planning practice related to senior housing devalenqt. This suggested research topic
highlighted the limited attention that the acadeocammunity had placed on the planning
and development of senior housing, and it provjmhes of the rationale for this research.
Howe et al. (1994) explained that as creative oystior housing older adults
arise, planners who are reviewing these projedthave few precedents to guide their
assessment as they make important decisions Zergng amendments) during hearings
and cases at the city level.Rhanning for an Agingociety (Howe et al., 1994), creative
planning processes were called for in regard te@spf clustering/dispersal of
developments, neighborhood impacts on issues suphréing and nearby businesses,
community resistance (especially to low-incomefaféile housing), and changes in land

use that may be required (e.g., mixed-use, resaleabmmercial); additionally, site
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planning and the development proposal process m@ezl as important aspects of
developing housing for older adults.
Sustainability and Sustainable Development

The term sustainability is derived from the wordtsin, which means “to endure
without giving way or yielding...to keep up or keepirtg, as an action or process;
maintain” (Random House Webster, 1992, p. 1347)ivkg (2002, p. 102) explained
that “the scientific practice of sustainability adates the recent collective surge centered
on the idea of sustainable development.” Wheel@d@2p. 436) noted that “the birth of
the sustainability concept in the 1970s can be asdhe logical outgrowth of a new
consciousness about global problems related terthigonment and development, fueled
in part by 1960s environmentalism.” Aguirre (2008}fed that the term sustainability had
always referred to matters of the natural enviromna@d Choguill (2007) suggested that
the concept of sustainable development was injit@hceived as a term most relevant to
economic development. Today, the concepts of swtdity and sustainable
development are used in many academic disciplindgpeofessional settings.

An Internet search for the terms sustainabilitgustainable development yields
hundreds of millions of results, ranging in natfrem urban planning and design to food
systems and recycling. The terms are applied gmaésented in many ways; thus, it is
crucial to provide ample context when discussirggrthFor example, th@regon
Sustainability Ac{State of Oregon, 2001) defined sustainabilitgnean “using,
developing and protecting resources in a manneetiebles people to meet current

needs and provides that future generations camast future needs, from the joint
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perspective of environmental, economic and commwbjectives.” Oregon’s definition
has a distinct similarity to the best-known and ommly embraced origins of the
concept “sustainable development” (Williams & Miliiton, 2004), which comes from
theReport of the World Commission on Environment aaddlbpmen({United Nations,
1987), commonly referred to as the “Brundtland Rgpafter the commission’s chair
Gro Harlan Brundtland.

According to Meadowcroft (2000), although the Brtladd Report did not coin
the expression “sustainable development,” the tdpeped legitimize the concept,
which was then formally endorsed by political leada 1992 at the United Nation’s Rio
Earth Summit in Brazil. In fact, he traced the cgpis of “sustainability” and
“sustainable society” to the 1970s literature pema to the radical environmental
movement. However, Choguill (1999) suggested thats not until the 1990s that the
concept of sustainable development moved beyondogmaental and economic
applications and into the areas of human settlesnenban areas, and housing. Today,
these many variations of sustainability permeat#ipal, academic, professional, and
popular culture.

The Brundtland Report (United Nations, 1987) staked “humanity has the
ability to make development sustainable to enduaeit meets the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future genecais to meet their own needs” (p. 24).
Choguill (2007) noted that although this definitisrubiquitous among those familiar
with sustainable development research, policy,m@adtice, it is a much more complex

topic than the simple definition suggests. In akbtited Sustainable Cities in the 21
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Century(Foo & Yuen, 1999), Choguill (1999, p. 135) expkxl that although the
Brundtland Report’s definition was “wonderfully againg,” it was impossible to
operationalize as it did not “readily lend itsefrheasurement.”

In order to clarify sustainable development’s comgrds, an overview of its
descriptions in the literature is necessary. ThegddrNation’s commission convened by
Gro Harlan Brundtland attempted to identify theee$il components of a sustainable
future and has been summarized as the need tockdide three E's” of environment,
(social) equity, and economy (Berke, 2002, p. 8@@Donough and Braungart (2002)
have opted to use the following descriptions tadbe sustainability components:
ecology (rather than environment), equity, and econ Elkington (2012, p. 1), who first
“coined the term triple bottom line” in 1994 in eeénce to necessary components of
sustainable capitalism, focused on the followingéhcomponents: people, planet, and
profit. McDonough and Braungart (2002, p.154) sstee that businesses should
consider the “triple top line” as a strategic dadigol beforebeginning a project, rather
than after the fact.

Dillard, Dujon, and King (2009) explained that tlasthough social sustainability
issues have been alluded to within the literatswejal sustainability is still just emerging
into the mainstream concerns of many in practickiarmcademic research. $ocial
Sustainability in Urban Areas: Communities, Connatgt and the Urban Fabri¢gManzi,
Lucas, Lloyd-Jones, & Allen, 2010) the authors @sgd that “principles of social
sustainability are inseparable from environmenta economic factors” and that the

“concept needs to consider the central questiaqaity” (p. 24). Manzi and colleagues
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(2010) detailed that a social equity policy agemiest focus on implementation efforts
that are based on three specific visions of howagociety should function, namely
that it is inclusive (tackling social exclusiongring (fostering the development of social
capital), and well governed (instituting effectiyevernment mechanisms). In addition to
the focus of social equity, the United Nations Eatiomal, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (2001) expanded upon the three cargooents of sustainability by
including culture as a necessary element that dhimeiconsidered as important as
environmental issues and as a necessary parthetrdhe for-profit sector and civil
society.

The resiliency of the term sustainable developneantbe attributed to the
concept’'s most important strengths, which Meadoft¢&®00) noted as “its focus on
global issues, on linking economic and environmlesieéaision making, on inter- and
intra-generational equity, and on achieving strtadtteform while leaving it open to
experience to establish the ultimate parametetiseofequired changes” (p. 384).
Meadowcroft added that sustainable developmentassiders “relevant stakeholders”
who are engaged in participatory, process-oriediesttions and who perceive
sustainable development “as a value to be enhaatleer than as an absolute goal” (p.
439). Leach, Mearns, and Scones (1997) arguedithah scholars—planners in
particular—are analyzing sustainability incorre@/power inequalities and community
institutions are largely ignored. Instead, theyifgolsthat agendas of specific interest
groups with different goals and perspectives oml@rms and solutions need to be

considered.
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Krueger and Gibbs (2007) detailed that the dis@afsustainability is more
frequently found in urban and regional developnstrategy than ever before. They
explained that sustainability “exists as a divesseof policy provisions being rolled out
around the world,” but that what remains uncleghawv those policies mesh with the
social relations that attend our current form gditadism and raise critical questions
about the prospects of sustainability and how istnln@ engaged if it is to live up to its
tripartite concerns of economic stability, sociqligy, and environmental integrity” (p.

9). Raco (2007) described “implementation deficds’an area of concern and distinction
between discourses of sustainability and implemmigractices; he noted a “significant
difference between the aspirations of policymaleerd the institutional structures and
resources that exist, or are created, to bringpafieasures to fruition” (p. 225). Taking
comments from Krueger and Gibbs and Raco togeteprospects of sustainability
depend on the ability to move beyond policy and intplementation stages which
requires concerted efforts and resources to becdidi by policymakers and institutions.

In summary, sustainable development and sustaityahdve evolved over time
from being an outgrowth of the environmental movetread economic principles to
becoming an overarching direction in which polick®is, citizens, academics, and
practitioners are encouraged to follow. This inelsithe need for more focus on issue of
people and social equity in the future and moviagdmd policy formation and into
implementation efforts. The application of susthiradevelopment to urban areas and, in
particular, housing, has emerged in the recent past concepts of sustainable

development focus primarily on three principle9:gfiort- and long-term perspectives
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need to be integrated in daily actions and planpmogesses; (2) the environment
(physical, cultural, and social) or ecology, ecomstability, and social equity are all
inextricably connected in balancing for future gtbhwand consumption patterns; and (3)
participatory, processes-oriented directions madbbowed in planning for future
sustainability.

Sustainability and Older Adults

We must remember to consider that the next geoeratill be aging differently
from any previous generation and also, accordirBetie (2002) and Meadowcroft
(2000), that a goal of sustainable developmenttexygenerational equity, which implies
fairness to coming generations. This multi-generedi perspective is also seen in some
Native American approaches to decision-making.example, the Seventh Generation
Fund for Indian Development (2011) considers theaat of decisions seven generations
into the future with respect to revitalization,tmgation, preservation, planning, and
development projects.

As our population ages, intergenerational dilemreash as dwindling resources
and increasing need, may cause conflict. Wrightlaml (2000) explained that most of
the attention to the impact of an aging societyfbassed on economic issues, especially
the aging of the Baby Boom population (e.g., natiaebt, federal entitlements, and
healthcare costs). In reality, as early as 199%lacs had begun discussing sustainability
and an aging population from a different perspectit a conference convened at the
University of North Texas in Denton in 1995 titlekh Aging Population, an Aging

Planet, and a Sustainable Future: Thinking Globalgting Locally academics
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examined the relationship between population agimdjecological development in order
to explore the ways in which older people can Iselgeties meet the ecological and
social challenges facing our world (Ingman, Pestikm, Friedsam, & Bartlett, 2005).

In Chapter 1 of a publication arising from that fesance Elderly People and the
EnvironmentLaws (1995) suggested a number of research plitssstregarding elderly
people and the environment prompted largely byldek of detailed attention to the
interaction of population aging, elderly peopled @mvironmental problems” (p. 17). She
detailed four important areas needing attentioppldnning and policy making that is
sensitive to local histories and geographies; (M erability of older adults to natural
hazards and environment change; (3) the contribsitod the elderly to environmental
problems and solutions; and (4) the distributiomesiources according to the needs of
competing groups.

From the North Texas conference proceedings, Bkstiod Pei (1995) explored
the relationships between sustainable futures gimjgopulations in order to identify
problems and potentials. In regard to the latsuesof potential, they saw older adults as
having been excluded by modern society, even ththughhave valuable contributions
to make to sustainability and sustainable develoypnfeditionally, Ekstrom and Pei
noted three potential problems: (1) population ggill be problematic due to limited
family and governmental resources that will be eelefdr many groups of people; (2) as
economic well-being of the elderly increases, camstion and demand for goods and

services increases; and (3) as demands for sppsdadervices such as long-term care
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increase, resources dedicated to providing newntdobies will expand, creating further
environmental impact.

Ekstrom and Ingman (1999) took into consideratilmeoadults’ available skills,
time, and enthusiasm as important contributionsdbald address public concerns. In
particular, senior engagement in environmentalrafiaas seen to be growing, and the
authors felt it should be tapped into for the dmraaind maintenance of sustainable
communities. Laws (1995) noted that elderly pe@péeoften underrepresented in
conversations about the environment, as young peapl often the target audience.
Ekstrom and Ingman (1999) also pointed to the ieedducation at all ages, specifically
regarding teaching younger people about the pradfesging, teaching older people
about being stewards of the environment, and emgumteraction between the two
groups so that synergy is created that moves tomaré sustainable knowledge and
policy.

In the articleSustainability and Automobility among the Eldedyt International
AssessmenRosenbloom (2001) noted that sustainability hasyrdefinitions, and she
explained that communities and neighborhoods cppa@tiolder adults’ lives in an
environmentally responsible way, including the iparation of transportation-oriented
issues that are environmentally friendly. Rosenim@so saw many aspects of the
environment as good for older adults , includirig: fedestrian amenities that reduce
vehicle-pedestrian conflicts (e.g., traffic islajjd2) mixed land uses so that walking,
biking, and mass transit are possible and regli@jcenhanced comfort, safety, and

security, which should increase mobility (e.g.estrfurniture, lengthened traffic signals,
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electronic warning signs); (4) walkways free frdhagally parked cars, bike riding or
rollerblading, food carts, and vendor stalls; amdhousing where residents are not
dependent on the automobile, have access to meaidahopping services, feel safe and
comfortable, and can afford to live.

Rosenbloom (2001) briefly mentioned affordable apdropriate housing as
important to sustainability among older adultshaligh a gap in the literature on
sustainable housing and older adults exists, wédoamw from Choguill’s (2007)
detailing of policies in five areas that must bgided and implemented in order to
achieve sustainability in the housing sector: (¥/plvement of the community in all
steps of planning, development, and maintenang¢e&d@:ss to quality building materials
at a cost that they can afford; (3) building stadddhat are not overly cost prohibitive
but foster good health and safety; (4) improvedsirayfinance models that allow
housing needs to be met; and (5) ensuring theabibiy of adequate land for residential
construction at a price that householders can@ffohoguill (2007) concluded that
“without thinking through housing policies and bagthem on sustainability
criteria...there is no chance at all of success147.).

Landorf, Brewer, and Sheppard’s (2008) work onufiEan environment and
sustainable aging argued that the “disabling impéthie urban environment on older
people should be an essential consideration inh@n sustainability debate” (p. 512).
They proposed the following urban aspects as atlitar creating a sustainable urban
environment that facilitate a healthy later life &n aging society: fostering sustainable

aging in place; enabling older adults to be engaggidhysical, social, and community
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activity beyond the home environment; creating dran environment that enables the
broadest range of functional limitations; requirgmvernments to coordinate and
financially support an inclusive approach to urldasign; cultivating independence and
empowerment among older adults in later life; athdaacing a political and intellectual
challenge to the constructs that currently dicteib&n development policy and practice.

The Policy and Program Landscape for the Planningrad Development of
Sustainable, Affordable Housing for Older Adults inPortland

Since the 1930’s the public sector has assumedrmegponsibility for housing
low-income older adults, and there is a generatptanice among the public that
governmental agencies should bear that respongifiliurner, 1986). Public policies, in
general, are critical for shaping the health, veeling, and independence of the U.S.
population. As Andrain (1998) explained, publicip@s shape individual, group, and
national health when they reduce environmentabkréskd expand opportunities that lead
to improved health. By reducing the prevalenceutistandard housing for low-income
older adults and increasing housing that is buiihWwealthy materials and in connected
neighborhoods (e.g., with access to transit andcas), public policy has the ability to
improve the health of older adults in need of sighsing.

Policies can be seen as a collective responsedoial problem by an agency that
assumes a position, and programs are the prodiptdioy that are shaped by legislation
or regulation as defined by the policies’ goalsg@ge2010). The implementation of
policies occurs after a program is enacted andlg¢ie administration of a program and
the resulting impacts on people and events (Mazama&iSabatier, 1989). Abbott (1983)
explained that in Portland, Oregon, in order foligdes to be successful, it has been
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necessary to engage elected official, public seagencies, and individuals and groups
that are recognized as legitimate participantbéngublic decision making process such
as advocates, the private sectors, and citizens.

The planning and development of sustainable, afflalelhousing in Portland, is
affected by a range of policies, legislation, regjoihs, actors, programs, and
implementation efforts from the federal to the Ideael. Some of these policies and
programs are administered by higher levels of govent (e.g., statewide allocation of
Section 8 housing vouchers), some are influence@dsral and state legislation (e.qg.,
the LIHTC program is administered by the Internal/8hue Service, comprehensive
plans in Portland are required by the State of Gmggand some are uniquely local in
creation and implementation (e.g., design revieRartland). This section overviews
these policies to set the context for the remainddnis research.

In must be noted that the housing policies disaigs¢his section are specific to
independent housing, including such housing withtéd supportive services, but do not
extend to licensed long-term care and congregé#iege (such housing options are not
the focus of this research). The policies and @ograffect older adults in varying
degrees and are covered with the understandingisatesearch will explore how they
affect an aging society.

Federal policies and programs that have an impactrothe development of
sustainable, affordable housingAccording to Smith (2006), the U.S. has used fddera
policies and programs to respond to housing needs ghe 1800s, but there were two

major turning points in affordable housing poli@yst, the enactment of tenement laws
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to regulate the quality of affordable housing ,uieqg improved health and safety
minimums for housing of poor citizens in slum dedk toward the end of the 19
century; second, after the Great Depression thetereat of housing acts in 1934 and
1937 that launched the modern public housing systetncreated a means for the federal
government to provide funds and authority to rem&estandard private housing and
replace it with higher quality public housing.

Today, affordable housing policy is often assodatgth public housing and low-
income subsidies, even though, as Schwartz ar@8$i6), federal legislation in the form
of tax benefits for homeownership has provided ahrarger housing subsidy that
benefits the affluent. The focus here is on fedaffairdable housing policy and programs
and the goals and outcomes that are associatedheitvailability of quality, affordable
housing, including the meso- and macro-level castéhat the housing lies within.

In addition to subsidizing housing, federal polscand programs focus on the
creation of racial and economic diversity in neigtitmods, household wealth creation,
strengthening families, linking housing to suppaatservices, and promoting balanced
metropolitan growth; governments are able to sisal policies through direct
subsidies, tax incentives, regulatory policies, bygroviding supports to financial
institutions (Bratt, 1989; Katz, Turner, Brown, Qumgham, & Sawyer, 2003; Schwartz,
2006).

Policies and programs that directly affect the @ustbility of housing, or promote
sustainable development with respect to housingear@onments, are more recent in

creation. Specifically, in June, 2009, the Partm@réor Sustainable Communities was
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formed by HUD, the U.S. Department of Transporta(ibOT), and the U.S.
Environment Protection Agency (EPA). These threznages pledged “to ensure that
housing and transportation goals are met while kanaously protecting the
environment, promoting equitable development, agldihg to address the challenges of
climate change” (EPA, 2010, April). The interagepeytnership was created to
coordinate efforts according to six livability pciples that are intended to guide the
agencies’ work: (1) provide more transportationicés; (2) promote equitable,
affordable housing; (3) enhance economic competiggs; (4) support existing
communities; (5) coordinate and leverage federhties and investment; and (6) value
communities and neighborhoods (Partnership forgsusble Communities, 2009).
Federal public housing The first major subsidized housing program in th8.U
the Public Housing program, originated as parhefiiousing Act of 1937, which was
itself part of the New Deal, and at the time ofgazage, the legislation was considered to
be as important to job creation as it was to tleaton of low-income housing (Bratt,
1989; Schwartz, 2006). Since the creation of thadiPt{ousing program, it has devolved
from a strong federal program to increased authatithe local levels and with
responsibilities being taken on by the private @e®mith, 2006). Today, the policy
guiding public housing eligibility varies by statayt eligibility is generally broken into
three categories: extremely low income, or 30% &1;Mery low income, or 50% of
MFI; and low income, or 80% of MFI (HUD, 2012c). Asted earlier, the Portland
Housing Bureau’s (2012) established income threshiar a single-person household

was at the following levels: 30% of the area’s MFs $14,600 per year or $365 per
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month; 50% of the area’s MFI was $24,300 per ye&607 per month; 80% of the
area’s MFI was $38,850 per year or $971 per month.

According to HUD (2011b), there were approximat®$00 housing authorities
throughout the U.S. that provide over 1.2 millimubkeholds with housing. These
programs house some of the nation’s poorest and vobserable households and, over
time, the population has become increasingly impgskied (Schwartz, 2006). According
to theResident Characteristics RepgHUD, 2011c), in 2011, 52% of the residents had
an annual income of $10,000 or less, 48% of thideass had lived in public housing for
five years or longer, and 46% were single-persarsabolds.

In addition to the Public Housing program, otherP0perated programs assist
in the provision of public housing for low-incomiger adults: Section 202, Section
221(d)(3), Section 236, and Section 8 (only Sec?0a provides housing exclusively for
older adults) (Perl, 2010). The Section 8 programscsts of two programs: the Housing
Choice Vouchers and Project-Based Vouchers prograhesHousing Choice Voucher
program is administered by local public housingrages that assist very low-income
families, older adults, and persons with disaleitincome may not exceed 50% of the
median income and at least 75% of the vouchers gwsi those at 30% of the median
income or below; recipients are free to find tleeim housing as long as it meets the
minimum health and safety standards and they péy &heir household income as
rent, even if they do not have an income, in wluabe they would not pay rent (HUD,

2011d).
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Although vouchers are less expensive to administ¢iUD and provide access
to a wider range of options (public and privatejjtdists are long, and finding housing
once a person has a voucher is considered diffi@didents aged 62 and older were also
14% less likely to succeed in using their vouchleas those younger than 62 (Schwartz,
2006). HUD also provides 20,000 vouchers to elgglibmeless veterans as part of the
HUD-VASH (Veteran Affairs Supported Housing) prograthis program addresses the
needs of the most vulnerable homeless veteranspwist be eligible to receive health
care and case management service from VeteransAfthS. Department of Veterans
Affairs, 2011).

The Project-Based Voucher program is also fundddrédly and administered by
state and local governments. Developers of a mgldan cover the cost of constructing
or rehabilitating a building, thereby keeping thelding more affordable to residents
living in units with subsidized rents; tenants 380 of their income, and the property
owner receives subsides when a qualified residesumes the unit (Smith, 2006). After
the Section 202 program, the project-based Se8tgmogram has provided the second
most housing dedicated specifically for low-incoat@er adults (Perl, 2010).

The Section 202 Supportive Housing for the Eldprlygram provides capital
advances for constructing, rehabilitating, or adqgisupportive housing exclusively for
those aged 62 and older. The program is similinédSection 811 Supportive Housing
for Persons with Disabilities program, as they hmibvide capital and limited services
such as cleaning, cooking and transportation, elbelifferent target populations (i.e.,

persons aged 62 and older and persons with dise®il(HUD, 2011e). Section 202 was
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established as part of the Housing Act of 1959tmamlevolved to award grants to private
nonprofit groups and for-profit general partnershighere the sole general partner is a
nonprofit organization (Perl, 2010). About 85% diiB's Section 202 funding goes to
metropolitan areas, and Section 202 and 811 funaiechanisms are able to be used
with LIHTC equity for project development (Perl,120).

Section 221(d)(3), the Below Market Interest Rategpam, and the Section 236
program (on a moratorium since 1973) have alsat&sbkin the provision of public
housing for older adults. The former helps pubgerecies, cooperatives, limited divided
corporations, and nonprofit sponsors secure mogtgagurance for loans for new
construction and rehabilitation of housing abowe-lacome levels but below market-
rate housing; the latter assisted for-profit andprofit owners of rental housing for low-
and moderate-income families in securing mortgagarance for construction and
rehabilitation projects, as well as rental assea®erl, 2010).

Federal policies and programs related to financin@ffordable housing for
older adults. A number of additional policies and programs hawetgbuted to the
development of affordable housing in the U.S. Adaay to Schwartz (2006), since 1976,
the federal government has shifted its attentiomfthe production of new low-income
housing toward the preservation of low-income hogsilready subsidized (e.g., the
renewal and extension of contracts). The Mark-takdbprogram, launched in 1997 and
coordinated by the Office of Affordable Housing $¥esation, focused on reducing rents

of existing low-income housing units, and thus premg its affordability, by working
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with property owners and other housing stakehojdkeesprogram was scheduled to
terminate on October 1, 2011 (HUD, 2011f).

The federal government does still subsidize thelypecton of affordable housing.
The LIHTC program is the single largest subsidyléav-income rental housing in the
U.S; it is not a federal housing program but indtisgpart of the Internal Revenue Code
(Schwartz, 2006). Bratt (1989) explained that withiax incentives such as the LIHTC,
the private sector would not have become a mauiywrer of federally subsidized
housing and that, overall, the LIHTC program has/pn to be successful in the goal of
producing low-income housing. According to EntesprCommunity Investment, Inc.
(2011), which helped write the Tax Reform Act oB&qthe legislation that enacted the
LIHTC program), the LIHTC accounts for nearly 90%ad affordable housing created
in the U.S. today (both new construction and reitabon).

The way that LIHTC works is to allow private inves to reduce their federal
income taxes by $1 for every dollar of tax creditaived, with the amount of equity
generated by the tax credits depending on two ffactbe price investors are willing to
pay for the credit and various transaction costsieoted to the sale or syndication of the
tax credits (Schwartz, 2006). According to a statlthe LIHTC program by Kochera
(2002), although the program has significantly exjeal the supply of affordable
housing, there is still considerable unmet demanddry poor renters, since LIHTC tax
credits are commonly used for affordable housingvalihe 30% of MFI threshold,

which is considered to be the group with the higjnegd for subsidy.
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The Community Development Block Grant program (@)BNeighborhood
Stabilization Programs (NSP), and HOME Investmentriership programs (HOME) are
important funding mechanisms for affordable housing their surrounding
environments, and all three programs have beeningdsalising development projects
that are specifically intended for older adultseT@DBG program, started in 1974, is a
flexible program that funds community developmeseats; it specifically works to
ensure that communities receive decent affordatilising, services, and job creation
(HUD, 2011g). According to Kochera (2002), 5.7%lué LIHTC properties developed
for older adults between 1987 and 1998 also redeB@BG funding. The NSPs were
established in 2008 as part of the Housing and &oanRecovery Act for the purpose of
stabilizing communities that had suffered from @osures and abandonment; HUD
issued three rounds of funding available for bemafies at or below 120% of MFI that
were still being utilized throughout 2012 (HUD, A@1 U.S. Government Printing
Office, 2012, November). HOME, enacted in 199@he&slargest federal block grant
program designed exclusively for the creation @f-lnacome housing (both rental and
ownership); the program provides approximately fih in funds to local jurisdictions
and requires a match of 25 cents of every dollaupbport given (HUD, 2011h).

Another program, the HOPE VI program, grew outhaf work of the National
Commission on Severely Distressed Housing thatfarased in 1989; the Commission
concluded that about 6%, or approximately 86,00h@ public housing units in the U.S.
were extremely distressed as indicated by conditkeime, poverty and unemployment

levels (Smith, 2006). Since that time, hundredpuddlic housing projects across the
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nation have been transformed from distressed hgusiemaller-scale, mixed-income
housing that is considered to be a dramatic impr@re over the previous housing
(Schwartz, 2006). Only public housing authoritieatthave severely distressed housing
units in its inventory are eligible to apply (HURQ11q).

The National Housing Trust Fund (HTF) is a new @afédle housing production
program that is intended to work in tandem withreat federal, state, and local programs
focusing on low-income housing, including housiongdlder adults (HUD, 2011i).
Established under the Housing and Economic Recoketrpf 2008, the HTF sought
funds for the construction and preservation of decgafe, and sanitary housing for low-
income and homeless families (HUD, 2011i). On 2ly2011, the House Committee on
Financial Services voted in favor of eliminating tHTF (House of Representatives Bill
2441, 2011), but as recently as February, 201&jdRret Obama proposed $1 billion in
mandatory spending for the 2013 fiscal year (Crgn2012, June 7).

Federal policies and programs associated with susteable, affordable
housing The Fair Housing Act, administered and enforcetHb\D, was adopted by the
U.S. in 1968 to prohibit discrimination by realastagents and other actors in the
housing market; it has been amended considerabheigears since its adoption
(Schwartz, 2006). In 1988, an amendment was pdsgaohibit discrimination on the
basis of disability and familial status (race wheady covered in the original Act). The
amendment also clarified that housing designatedltter adults was exempt from the
familial status portion (i.e., families with chikein can legally be excluded). Specifically,

the Housing for Older Persons Act of 1995 provitteat housing for older persons must
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be: (1) specifically designed for and occupied lafeBy persons; (2) occupied solely by
persons who are 62 or older; or (3) house at @a@siperson who is 55 or older in at least
80% of the occupied units and adhere to a poliay demonstrates intent to house
persons who are 55 or older (HUD, 2011j). AccordmgheFair Housing Act Design
Manual: A Manual to Assist Designers and Builderdfeeting the Accessibility
Requirements of the Fair Housing AEtUD, 1998), multifamily dwellings built after
March 13, 1991, are required to adhere to speadessibility requirements so they are
usable for residents with disabilities, includinmuling built specifically for older
persons.

The ADA and the Architectural Barriers Act of 19@8A) were important laws
that also have contributed to the development abimg and environments for older
adults. ADA was a civil rights law enacted in 198@ended as recently as 2009) that
was the culmination of a two-decade effort to se¢he rights of persons with disabilities
under five Titles: (1) employment; (2) public ers; (3) public accommodations; (4)
telecommunications; and (5) miscellaneous provsi®toff & Park, 1993; U.S.
Department of Justice, 2009). Bachelder and Hi{i®@94) noted that, based on the
prevalence of disability that increases with adeeadults are expected to be the single
largest group to benefit from the ADA. The ABA ra®s that buildings and facilities
built by or on behalf of the U.S. government (irtthg those partially financed by the
government) are accessible to persons with mohipairments (HUD, 2011k).
According to the federal government’s web$§isability.gov(U.S. Department of Labor,

n.d.), the following six federal agencies oversedt tompliance is met according to
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established minimum standards: the Architecturdl Bransportation Barriers Board,
U.S. Access Board, U.S. Department of Defense, HUB, Postal Service, and the
General Services Administration. Both the ADA ahd ABA address the physical
environment and must be followed by developersigdess, and building trade
professionals.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act is a natidaa that protects qualified
individuals from discrimination based on their digigy in programs and activities that
receive federal assistance; this includes housioggts that receive funding from HUD
(HUD, 2011m). The rehabilitation act is seen asaithe policy efforts (along with the
Fair Housing Act and the ADA) that enable olderltswith and without disabilities—to
be integrated in their communities and to be predidith opportunities similar to other
populations (Pynoos, Nishita, Cicero, & Caravie20608).

Within the past decade, the federal governmenbkgan to look at key
partnerships among federal agencies that will teadore sustainable, affordable
housing options. In 2008, a report to CongressdBletter Coordination of
Transportation and Housing Programs to Promote Alédle Housing Near Transit
(DOT, the Federal Transit Administration, & HUD,(R) focused on promoting and
coordinating the provision of affordable housingun&ansit. That report detailed needed
actions on three separate but related issuesxBneling the availability of affordable
housing near transit; (2) developing a more comgmeive approach to address
household expenditures on housing and transpantadiad (3) preserving existing

affordable housing. Based on the recommendatiotisapfeport, funding streams were
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dedicated to coordinating and expanding affordablesing near transit; the report was
also instrumental in fostering a new partnershifhatfederal level, as explained below
(HUD, 2011n).

The Partnership for Sustainable Communities—formelline, 2009—is an
interagency program considered to be one of thé mogvative partnerships that has
been implemented among three agencies: HUD, DOX E&RA (as a reminder, the latter
two agencies are responsible for federal transpontand environmental services,
respectively); it aims to coordinate and invest@using, transportation, and the
environment (Madrecki, 2012, February 14). Gar2ial() explained that the partnership
among the three agencies, which have usually gguenatiependently, will promote
sustainability across the six livability areas: pidviding more transportation choices;
(2) promoting equitable, affordable housing; (3h@&mcing economic competitiveness;
(4) supporting existing communities; (5) coordingtand leveraging federal policies and
investment; and (6) valuing communities and neighbods. Garcia detailed that the
promotion of sustainability would occur throughrneased efforts to focus on reducing
resource depletion, increasing cross-jurisdictigniahning, and eliminating duplicative
requirements across siloed organizations. In 2Pi&sident Obama dedicated $100
million toward the Partnership, effectively funditige Sustainable Communities
Initiative from CDBG funds which will be split beeen the Sustainable Communities
Regional Planning Grants and Community Challengen@Gr(Jordan, 2012, February 14).

Oregon policies and programs that have an impact othe development of

sustainable, affordable housingln Oregon, various policies and programs at differe
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levels (i.e., state government, boards and comarmissassociations, villages, cities,
counties, and regional government) affect the plamand development of sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults. The publictseases legislation, resolutions,
planning documents, zoning and building codes, fgsrriees, inspections, and financing
mechanisms, all of which influence the subsequkamning and development of housing
and environments (e.g., transit, pedestrian infuatiire, nearby services).

The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Dpugent (DLCD) guides
state land policy and the statewide land use prenprogram that was established in
1973; the DLCD seeks to provide a healthy enviramingistain a prosperous economy,
ensure a desirable quality of life, and providenfass and equity to all Oregonians
(DLCD, 2012). As a part of its land use planninggram, Oregon has maintained a set
of planning goals and accompanying guidelines. G6adf Oregon’s Statewide Planning
Goals and Guidelines (DLCD, 2010a, p.1) focusebausing and seeks to “provide for
the housing needs of citizens of the state.” Thdedues specify that local
comprehensive plans developed by local governngdmtsid include housing and land
inventories, housing stock available at variou®me ranges, a determination of housing
vacancies and needs, and an allowance for housimgjteks and types that are needed
within communities.

Another state agency, Oregon Housing and Comm@&atyices (OHCS), shares
the same goal and responsibility for providingtfoe “housing needs for the citizens of
the state.” OHCS specifically provides “financialdgprogram support to create and

preserve opportunities for quality, affordable Hogsand supportive services for

84



moderate, low, and very-low income Oregonians” ((31€010). OHCS affects
regional- and local-level jurisdictions through fielowing action: financing housing
through loans, grants, and tax credits; adminisgeiéderal Section 8 program; managing
and reviewing affordable housing loans and cordgraartd convening the Oregon State
Housing Council, which sets statewide policy, rubesd standards for housing programs.
Oregon Revised Statute 456.583%ate of Oregon, 2011a), which first appeared in
OHCS’sConsolidated Funding Cycle Applicatiom2004, addresses specific
requirements that make some publicly funded housasger for people with mobility
impairments to visit. The statute is an attemphtoease the availability of “visitable
housing” by prohibiting OHCS from providing fundifigr the development of new rental
housing that is subsidized unless it adheresist aflrequirement$ Oregon Revised
Statute 456.513llows exemption requests to be made based on ftaplog community
and design standards, undue cost restraints, diratmy funding requirements (State of
Oregon, 2011b). The visitability statute applieméov subsidized rental housing
construction and rehabilitation projects that ree€dHSC funding (e.g., bond financing
and/or non-competitive tax credits) and specificalms to “encourage the design and
construction of dwellings that enable easy accgsadividuals with mobility

impairments and that allow continued use by agegupants” (OHCS, 2011).

"“(a) Each dwelling unit of the housing meets tbkofving requirements: (A) At least one visitable
exterior route leading to a dwelling unit entraticat is stepless and has a minimum clearance ofcB2s;
(B) One or more visitable routes between the Jiitalwelling unit entrance and a visitable common
living space; (C) At least one visitable commoringspace; (D) One or more visitable routes betwhen
dwelling unit entrance and a powder room; (E) A demwoom doorway that is stepless and has a
minimum clearance of 32 inches; (F) A powder rooithwvalls that are reinforced in a manner suitdbte
handrail installation; (G) Light switches, electfioutlets, and environmental controls that ar@ at
reachable height; (b) For a development that reisaeed community room or that has 20 or more
contiguous units, there is at least one powder raeailable for all tenants and guests that is atoles
(State of Oregon, 2011a, para. 2-9).
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Another piece of legislation associated with theation of affordable housing
wasHouse Bill 2436the Housing Opportunity Bill), which was passedhe 2009
legislative assembly and led to an assessmen$db aecording fee on real estate
transactions (State of Oregon, 2009; The Housitig#de, 2011). A fund was intended
to be created for the purpose of developing affelelousing, but it is unclear whether
any funding has been dedicated for that purposiatie.

Oregon’s Building Codes Division (BCD) is anotherportant agency that has an
impact on the physical accessibility of housing andironments, as it provides code
development, administration, inspection, plan reyikcensing, and permit services to
the construction industry (BCD, n.d.). In addittonADA and ABA requirements, BCD
adopts and administers guidelines and enforcesde&ecode, and permit requirements.
Any potential changes to building code that woufda accessibility (e.g., visitable and
universal design) would need to be coordinateduindBCD, since it sets the statewide
standards.

One important Oregon ballot measure that is impot@athe state government
and tax revenue is Measure 5. Measure 5 passé®ihdnd is considered to be one of
the most contentious tax measures in Oregon hisasrit capped property and real estate
taxes and has had an influence on the reductifumaing for government services
(McMahon, 2010).

Finally, policy related to inclusionary zoning nib® mentioned; inclusionary
zoning is also described as inclusionary housingsanclusionary land-use regulations

(Mallach, 2009). Policy Link (2003, p. 1) describd@ttlusionary zoning” as the creation
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of affordable housing that requires developerantake a percentage of housing units in
new residential developments available to low- anodierate-income households.”
Hickey (2013, p. 3) added thatlusionary housing was being used to describeipsl
that “eitherrequiredevelopers to offer lower-priced units.. emcourageheir inclusion
through incentives.” According tolicy Link (2003, p. 1), in the past, developeasd
received “non-monetary compensation” in the form*dénsity bonuses, zoning
variances, and/or expedited permits that reducstngstion costs.”

The Center for Housing Policy’s repdtter the Downturn: New Challenges and
Opportunities for Inclusionary Housin@lickey, 2013, p. 3) noted differences between
mandatory and voluntary policies as being “thitiraes;” some voluntary policies were
“acting as requirements” while some mandatory pediovere “giving developers a
choice of whether to opt in.” Since “substantiadygarea” was noted as existing between
voluntary and mandatory policies, Hickey (20133)pused the term “inclusionary
housing” to “encompass both approaches” in his ptyze detailed the challenges and
opportunities for inclusionary zoning as the hogsimarket begins to recover.

According to Mallach (2009) inclusionary zoningesated to two ideas that
began to capture the attention of planners, housenvglopers, and local officials in the
1970s: (1) there were good reasons why lower-inclaméies could live in the same
housing developments as affluent ones; and (2) mftoedable housing could be created
if it were made to be a part of market-driven depeient processes through taking
advantage of the considerable energy and resopossessed by builders and

developers.
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Provo (2009), explained that Portland’s regionalagoment, Metro, passed its
Regional Framework Plan in 1997 which detailedfthiewing regulations: local
municipalities were to remove barriers to creatiffigrdable housing and take steps to
promote housing production (including the enforcetrcd a numerical fair share target
backed up by regulatory tools); if the prior acdailed, region-wide mandatory
inclusionary zoning would be required. Metro (1983 cited in Provo, 2009, p. 376)
detailed that the implementation of the inclusigreoning provision would occur at the
end of 1998 “if cooperative programs have not sigamntly moved the region towards
the goals of this policy.” Metro created an AffobtiaHousing Technical Advisory
Committee in July of 1998 to shape the debate arld bonsensus for or against the
issue; however, the reaction to the proposed peal&ey swift and negative, and in only a
few months the home builders coalition in Oregougét and won what may be the only
statewide ban on the adoption of inclusionary zgmirdinances in the U.S. (Provo,
2009). In 2011, a repeal of the 1999 legislatios waposed as Oregon House Bill 3531
(State of Oregon, 2011c, p. 1). That bill did nasg.

A final important policy at the state level thatish be mentioned is Oregon
Project Independence (OPI). OPI is a program thdesigned to help older adults stay in
their home by offering assistance with basic tgdckfiman, 2010, June 23). This type of
program helps people age in place by bringing sesvio homes, which supporters of
OPIl say is a bargain, especially when compareldalternative: paying for long-term

care services in a care facility (Lehman, 2010eX28). Although funding for OPI has
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shrunk in recent years, it is still consideredrapartant program in Oregon that helps to
meet the needs of older adults.

Regional and county policies and programs that havan impact on the
development of sustainable, affordable housind he goals and guidelines from the
State of Oregon are applied in Portland by MetraJtvomah County, and the City of
Portland. In addition to Goal 10 (Housing; see ©@reg policy and program in the
previous section), a critical aspect of determirtimg quantity and quality of housing is
related to Goal 2 (Land Use Planning), as this ge@liires local governments to
“establish a land use planning process and potaaypéwork as a basis for all decisions
and actions related to use of land and to assuaglequate factual base for such
decisions and actions” (DLCD, 2010b, p. 1). Onéhefresults of this goal is the
development of comprehensive plans that are intégtae planning and development of
all housing in the state.

Metro is a unique government agency; beginningatpers in 1979, it is the only
directly elected regional government for any U.®8tnopolitan area since that time
(Abbott, 2011). According to Seltzer (2004, p. 38),law in Oregon “only cities and
counties have the responsibility and authoritye¢eedop comprehensive land use plans,”
which are the “primary legal documents guiding@tlal and planning and development
decisions.” However, as Seltzer explained, Met®dlao been given the “astounding
power” to require local entities (e.g., Portlana)iake their comprehensive plans
“consistent with the regional functional plans” §8). Metro is the official metropolitan

planning organization (MPO) of the Portland regidP?Os are responsible for
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transportation planning in metropolitan areas, modt receive the majority of their
planning funds from federal sources, but they edseive funds from other sources such
as states or localities (U.S. Government Accouhtgl@ffice, 2009).

Metro manages the region’s Urban Growth Boundai@BY which is required
under Oregon’s statewide Goal 14: Urbanization. Vie¢ro UGB encompasses
Washington, Multhomah and Clackamas counties, alatig24 cities and more than 60
special service districts. It is defined by theioets growth management policy, known
as the 2040 Growth Concept and the related UrbawtBrManagement Function Plan.
Affordable housing, transportation, and regionanpling are all components of Metro’s
charge, and 10 urban design types have been igenai$ the “building blocks” of the
regional strategy for managing growth: central,aityin streets, regional centers, town
centers, station communities, neighborhoods, carsidndustrial areas and freight
terminals, rural reserves/open spaces, and neigigoaties/green corridors (Metro,
2011a, para. 4). These building blocks, and thenset of land use policies originating
from Metro, set the stage for the comprehensivempig efforts of both Multnomah
County and the City of Portland.

Multnomah County is also involved in Portland’soets to develop sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults, albeit onlgistly. A review of the county’s
planning guidelines revealed that their direct iotgan urban planning in the city of
Portland is inconsequential. The City of Portlan@801a) document,and Use Changes
for City-Zoned Multnomah County Propertiexplains the Multhomah County’s ceding

of authority to the City of Portland on urban lamk issues:
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On January 1, 2002 properties within unincorporateitnomah County but

within Portland's Urban Services and Urban Growiiglaries will be given

City zoning and subject to Portland's land use legguns. This was done as part

of an intergovernmental agreement between theaitithe County to let the

County focus on rural land use concerns and thediturban ones. The changes

are needed for county compliance with regional lasel laws. (Multhomah

County, 2011, para. 1)

Although the County is not involved in urban plammin the City of Portland, it
is involved with related public processes (e.gudiog needs assessments), service
provision for older adults, and operating seniortees and other programs that are
important for the overall well-being of older aduéind people with disabilities.

One agency in Multnomah County that contributesdly to the creation and
operation of affordable housing for older adultsieme Forward.Home Forward is the
largest producer of affordable housing in Oregoitth wore than 6,000 apartments,
8,400 Section 8 vouchers, and over 100 communign@gpartners that support housing
options for low-income individuals and families (e Forward, 2011). The county-
based housing authority is critically importanpiroviding affordable housing for older
adults with high needs, as the agency subsidizes aad develops, redevelops, and
preserves affordable housing for older adults, Wwiscconsidered by researchers to be a
clear and immediate need in the county (Carderngtein, & Kohon, 2012). For 2012-
2013, the agency has prioritized implementing g{tarm strategy for populations who

are aging and have increasing needs but are notaey for long-term care; the agency

is also considering developing or renovating hagisivat allows elderly and disabled

8 As of May 17, 2011, the Board of Commissionerstiier Housing Authority of Portland had renamed the
agency “Home Forward.”
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populations to transition from independence to ggmplace (Housing Authority of
Portland, 2010).

One important policy that Home Forward has initlateits Public Housing
Preservation Initiative (Housing Authority of Partid, 2009), which has four primary
objectives: (1) replace public housing units thatiaherently inefficient to operate with
more efficient public housing; (2) address unmet anfunded capital needs across the
portfolio; (3) bring back unused public housing sidiies to increase the current public
housing supply; and (4) pursue a plan to changégyfieeof operating subsidy from the
traditional federal Annual Contributions Contraziptroject-based Section 8 funding
while maintaining the same resident protectionstdaoche Forward ownership of
properties.

In addition to Home Forward, Multhomah County’s Agiand Disability
Services (ADS) provides many services that allodephdults to maintain independence
in their housing in Portland. In order to receiuads allocated to Multnomah County as
part of the Older Americans Act, Multhomah Count& must produce an Area Plan.
The 2008-2012 Area Plan included a descriptiomefgervice system in the county,
focal points for the five-year period, a profiletbe population, types of service funded
and unmet needs, major changes expected to thérextPlan, and a description of the
planning processes used to determine the sernvieeties (Multnomah County Aging
and Disability Services, 2011). Included in the\atés to be carried out as a part of the
Plan were: identifying items for legislative actittvat would increase funding of

affordable housing; increasing housing stabilityvfolnerable, low-income older adults;

92



and working with partners to plan for housing, sjaortation, and public health for the
County’s growing population of older adults. Thel32016 Area Plan has also been
released by Multnomah County Aging and Disabilignfces (2012).

One partnership between Multnomah County and thedZiPortland that should
be mentioned is the 2009 Climate Action Plan. Ttiist effort was undertaken as a
response to the intertwined problems of climatengkasocial inequity, rising energy
prices, and degraded natural systems and requirdegrated response to reducing
carbon emissions, creating and maintaining jobpraving community livability and
public health, addressing social equity and fostgstrong, resilient natural systems
(City of Portland and Multnomah County, 2009). Tlenate Action Plan has created
measurable objectives and detailed actions thgit akery closely with principles of
sustainable development outlined earlier.

Citywide policies and programs that have an impacon the development of
sustainable, affordable housingln Portland, a wide range of policies and programs
affect the planning and development of sustainaferdable housing for older adults.
Portland’s policies and programs are coordinated bymber of bureaus, including the
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (BPS), thel&ad Bureau of Transportation
(PBOT), the Bureau of Development Services (BDi&),Bureau of Environmental
Services (BES), the Portland Housing Bureau (Pi®Bjtland Parks and Recreation
(PPR), and the Portland Development Commission (PDC

The charge of the housing bureau (PHB) is to “stieunmet housing needs of

the people of Portland” (City of Portland, 2011BHB, along with Multnomah County

93



and the City of Gresham, are required by HUD to glete a Consolidated Plan that
establishes a vision for housing and community tigveent programs and is a
requirement to receive federal CDBG and HOME fugdifhe Consolidated Plan that
covered 2005-2011 (an extra year was requestedHidm to bring the plan to six years,
rather than five), identified the following priaas: (1) increase housing opportunities at
or below 50% of the area’s MFI, (2) prevent and kadhelessness, and (3) assist adults
and youth to improve their economic conditions i@Sitof Portland and Gresham, and
Multnomah County, Oregon, 2005). The 2011-2016 Gldated Plan determined five
priorities: (1) rental housing; (2) homelessnegvention; (3) homeownership; (4) short-
term shelter; and (5) economic opportunity (Cibé®ortland and Gresham, and
Multhomah County, Oregon, 2011).

The 2005-2011 Consolidated Plan (Cities of Portiand Gresham, and
Multnomah County, 2005) needs assessment incluslesta issues identified for older
adults aged 65 and older: older adults were corsilde predominant low-income family
type (28% of the low-income population); 28% oferlédult households were
considered to be at risk of homelessness; oveh&ortland’s low-income homeowners
were 65 and older; and older adult renters wheecknhits that lacked kitchen facilities,
indoor plumbing, or had other problems were consd@articularly vulnerable. The
Plan also noted that since 1992, approximatelysefi@idized units in Multhomah
County for persons aged 62 and older had beendndtthat older adults may wait on
public housing waiting lists between one and a &atf three years. Overall, it was

reported that new subsidized units had not kept path need. The 2011-2016
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Consolidated Plan (Cities of Portland and Greshard,Multhomah County, 2011) also
identified Multnomah County’s “shortage of affordaccessible housing in good
condition [and] the on-going shortage of affordaklecessible housing for low-income
people with disabilities, including seniors” aneke to increase the supply of “safe,
decent, and accessible housing for low-to moddaatdies and people with disabilities”
(p. 232).

It should also be noted that the City of Portlaad hn affordable housing
preservation policy (Chapter 30.01 Affordable HogsPreservation) in place that states
that “publicly assisted rental housing affordaldéaw and moderate income persons and
households should be preserved as a long-termnastauthe maximum extent
practicable, and that tenants of such propertiesldireceive protections to facilitate
securing new housing should the affordable unitsdmverted to market-rate units or
otherwise be lost as a resource for low and modemnabme housing” (City of Portland,
2012a, para. 1). This initiative helps to ensuee Huildings do not convert to market-rate
apartments, as the City will have first chancer&sprve their affordability. Additionally,
this policy addresses the requirement that affdedabusing properties receiving City
subsidies are subject to a minimum of 60 yeardfof@ability, rather than being able to
become available for market-rate renters (or focpase).

Portland’s dedicated development commission (PD¥D) glays an important role
in the production of sustainable, affordable hoggor older adults in Portland. The PDC
operates as a lender in housing development angkdgs additional roles in the

development of sustainable, affordable housingfder adults, including its
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implementation of a tax increment financing (TIEpggy for urban renewal areas that
captures tax revenues that can be reinvested imcmity infrastructure (e.g.,
transportation, sidewalks), and its setting asid&086 of all TIF dollars for affordable
housing (PDC, n.d.). Additionally, the PDC has feed on increasing features considered
to be associated with development that is sustinabch as green building, transit-
oriented development, and small business and edoraevelopment.

It should be noted that the roles played by the RBEPHB in housing
production have changed within the past severakydéany of the housing components
within the PDC were shifted over to PHB in 2009idgrthe restructuring of the
functions of the agencies, as detailed in the €Rgsolution No. 680G DC, 2010).

PHB assumed the responsibilities of housing relatidn, finance and development
agreements, but PDC maintained financing comporientsousing that were funded by
the 30% set aside.

Portland’s urban planning in conducted by (BPS),Blareau of Planningnd
Sustainability (until 2009, the functions of BPSreveperated by two separate
organizations: the Bureau of Planning and the @fitSustainability). BPS specifically
aimed to “create and enhance a vibrant city... taaade Portland’s diverse and distinct
neighborhoods, promote a prosperous and low-cagbonomy, provide a forum for
community engagement and education and help etifsaireeople and the natural
environment are healthy and integrated into thescape” (City of Portland, 2011c, para.
1). The projects and programs within the BPS’s ipilagn arm range from broad visions to

specific design details to comprehensive plannffayts. The sustainability arm of the
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Bureau focuses, among other things, on climategdanergy, food systems, and green
building.

The City’s comprehensive plan is intended to guinsefuture growth and
development of Portland and is required by theeStdOregon and Metro. The current
comprehensive plan was adopted in 1980 and thiefisiaf the former Bureau of
Planning began to strategize how to develop a nawlgeginning in 2006. Two public
engagement processes, visionPDX and the Portlang Fhve been used to engage
Portland citizens in envisioning the future of dity. The visionPDX project—which won
the prestigious American Planning Award for Puliigtreach (Mayer, 2008, December
16)—was a community-led visioning project that blsaied three values: (1) community
connectedness and distinctiveness; (2) equity aoessibility; and (3) sustainability
(City of Portland, 2008a). The Portland Plan wasrategic and practical planning effort
conducted from 2010-2012 with an eye toward the 2685; the plan set short- and
long-range goals for the city and focused on a setef priorities: prosperity, education,
health, and equity (City of Portland, 2012b).

Of particular importance to creating a better Rl for older adults was a two-
page insert in the Portland Plan titled, “Portlésd Place for All Generation${City of

Portland, 2012b, pp. 24-25). The visionPDX and IBod Plan efforts have been intended

° The “Portland is a Place for All Generations” iniskefined ten specific five-year policy actionrite
along with the broad goal to “make Portland a npirgsically accessible and age-friendly city:” (1)
enforce Title VI; (2) track the information neededunderstand disparities; (3) implement the Dilitéds
Transition Plan; (4) remove barriers to afforddidesing; (5) create physically accessible houdi@p;
align housing and transportation investments; éjetbp an age-friendly city action plan; (8) encye
development of quality, affordable housing; (9)mote transit use and active transportation; anyl (10
enhance pedestrian facilities.

97



to inform the comprehensive plan, which currentdgr@sses twelve goafshat provide
a coordinated set of guidelines for decision-malking guide the future growth of the
city, including the methods to implement the guites (City of Portland, 2011a).
Revisions to Portland’s comprehensive plan havedtential to identify the
needs of a burgeoning population of older adultdis$ is accomplished, the onus of
implementing strategies will then fall on variousy®ureaus, agencies, and leaders of
the city to create appropriate housing and enviemsthat support that rapidly
increasing population. The availability, affordatyil accessibility, and appropriate siting
of housing are detailed in the current ComprehenBian, and older adults are
specifically mentioned as a population that needseta focus moving forward.
Additional bureaus in Portland that have an immachousing and environments
for older adults include those responsible forgportation (PBOT), environmental
services (BES), development services (BDS), ankispand recreation (PPR). They all
serve important roles in the creation of sustamadffordable housing and meso- and
macro-level environments for older adults. For egeemthe PBOT is essential for the
design and development of pedestrian infrastrudhatis necessary for older adults to
be able to navigate the city. BES creates healtyr@nments that affect the well-being
of older adults. PPR maintains green spaces teaissad by older adults and provides
programming that is used by older people. Togetheryarious arms of government in

the City of Portland will continue to shape the ieowments that aging Portlanders will

1% Current goals of Portland’s Comprehensive PlaralGemetropolitan coordination; Goal 2—urban
development; Goal 3—neighborhoods; Goal 4—housugl 5—economic development; Goal 6—
transportation; Goal 7—energy; Goal 8—environm&watal 9 citizen involvement; Goal 10—plan review and
administration; Goal 11—public facilities; Goal 12ban design.
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encounter every day. Finally, the BDS enforcesdang codes that require accessibility
and adherence to accessibility.

One role of the BDS is facilitating the City’s dgsireview process, which is used
to “ensure the conservation, enhancement, andre@divitality of the identified scenic,
architectural, and cultural values of each desigtridt or area and to promote quality
development near transit facilities” (City of Partt, 2011d, para. 1). Design review is
required for certain areas in the city within a diyg Overlay Zone” which is identified
in zoning maps by a letter “d” symbol. Projectshintthe identified overlay zones can be
reviewed using a set of community standards, dapgrah the location, scale, and
procedures desired by the project applicant. Comebements of design review include:
architectural style; structure placement, dimersitreight, and bulk; lot coverage by
structures; and exterior elements of the propaseliding building materials, color, off-
street parking areas, open areas, and landscapitygof Portland, 2011d). Design
review applies to affordable housing development®fder adults when they are in
design overlays, which is the case in downtownl|&adtand other transit-rich areas.

Green building in Portland. “Welcome to Portland, the City that gets it” were
the words of Rick Fedrizzi, president and CEO efthS. Green Building Council as he
opened the 2004 Greenbuild International ConferamceExpo (Libby, 2005, January
12). The annual conference is a meeting of gredédibg peers, industry experts, and
influential leaders in the green building movemamd which, as Libby explained, is
hosted by cities that are “among the nation's rapn#tusiastic in embracing sustainable,

or ‘green,’ building methods, materials, and adweytdpara. 2). Portland is popularly
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regarded as a national leader in urban sustaityabrlid green building (Wise, Fiore,
Brockman, & Brukman, 2007). Appendix A containsoan@rehensive list of adopted
guidelines, established programs, and endorsedig®lihat promote and expand
sustainable and green building practices in Paitiance 1973 (City of Portland, 2008b).

In a release by Portland’s Office of Sustainabledd@ment (City of Portland,
2005a), the City’s investment in green buildingléscribed as performing triple duty:
cleaning up Portland’s environment, enhancing lifgband stimulating sustainable
economic investment. Several mechanisms for theagtion of green building in
Portland have included tigreen Building Policy(City of Portland, 2009b), th@reen
Building Policy Program Guidelined®?DC, 2005), and Portland’s Green Investment
Fund, which, from 2005 to 2009 awarded $425,000y/par to a total of 36 innovative
residential and commercial projects; no funding leen made available since 2009 (City
of Portland, 2012c).

Sustainable development was defined in Portlandégnal Green Building
Policy (City of Portland, 2001b, p. 3) as that which ‘lset balance human
development, growth, and equity with ecologicahstelship.” The Green Building
Policy has been updated twice, most recently irf2@0d requires that green building
practices (i.e., environmental benefits, local godation, improved health of building
occupants, productivity and the quality of workspeaend the generation of lifecycle
financial savings for the City) be incorporateditite “design, construction, remodeling,
and operation of all City-owned facilities” (City Bortland, 2009b, para. 1). The updated

Green Building PolicyBinding City Policy: BCP-ENB-9.0(City of Portland, 2012c)
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describes the purpose of the policy and highlitfésneed for careful use of natural
resources, understanding the causes and effeclisnaite change, complementing
existing policies across jurisdictions, fosterimgpreomic development, mitigating human
impact, using Leadership in Energy and Environmddésign (LEED) standards, and
maintaining the City’s role as a leader in greeitdmng. This policy includes the
development of affordable housing and specificadlyuires that housing which is owned
by the City be subject to green building standards.

Portland has articulated three distinct strateffiesmplementing its green
building policy: (1) incorporating green buildinggatices into all building projects; (2)
financing projects at a level suitable to meetRbécy requirements; and (3) holding
each City bureau responsible for incorporatingRbgcy into capital improvements,
purchasing practices and staff training (City oftRmd, 2009b). One requirement is that
all new, renovated, and existing buildings striv@tlopt appropriate LEED standards for
their buildings. An industry standard for greenltinig, LEED Green Building Rating
System™ “provides building owners and operatorf aiframework for identifying and
implementing practical and measurable green bugldesign, construction, operations
and maintenance solutions” (U.S. Green Buildingr@iy2011, para. 1). The U.S.
Green Building Council offers LEED certificationrfoew construction, existing
buildings, commercial interiors, core and shellstaunction, homes, schools, retail, and
healthcare facilities.

In another attempt to facilitate green buildingPiortland, the PDC established a

set ofGreen Building Program Guideling®DC, 2005) for any funded projects in an
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Urban Renewal Area (URA) within Portland. The PIXCits 2007 publicationA Green
Building Primer and the Business Case for ConsingcLEED Certified Buildingsalso
explained that “LEED buildings promote design andstruction practices that increase
profitability and reduce negative environmental aois, and protect the public’s public
health and environment through air quality, ter@mhfort and conservation” (PDC,
2007, p. 5).

Another aspect of Portland’s evolving green buiddoolicies and programs was a
recommendation for the City to update the re@eening Portland’s Affordable
Housing(City of Portland, 2002). That report has providdidrdable housing
developers, designers and builders with informadibaut local products, building
materials, construction practices, vendors, and&es needed to successfully execute a
green project. The 66 guidelines were categorizegitherthresholdor voluntaryand
included the following six categories: (1) designl aite, (2) energy conservation, (3)
water conservation, (4) conserving materials asdurces, (5) enhanced indoor air
guality, and (6) operations and maintenance (Cifyartland, 2002).

It must be noted that Portland’s green buildingge$ and programs have a
strong focus on LEED standards, and the adequattyoeé standards has been called
into question by public health experts. Fischeld(®Qune 7) noted that there is an
emerging agreement that LEED is focused primamlyovironmental quality and energy
savings, and not enough on human health. AlthohglCity posted Fischer’s article on
the PDC’s Sustainability Program webpage, thestilisa heavy focus on LEED-specific

benchmarks that qualify a building as meeting Radls policy requirements. Suggested
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actions include broadening experts creating LEEDdrds to include health experts
and, maybe, involving the federal government irtifg@ng what constitutes green design
and defining sustainability for housing and pulfécilities (Fischer, 2010, June 7).

Portland’s planning and development community ludseaed success in green
building outputs and in meeting current standafdsistainable development. Public,
nonprofit, and for-profit entities have followedettead of early trendsetters in the
industry, such as the Green Communities Initiativéhe Enterprise Foundation, in
producing affordable housing that adheres to gbegiding standards (HUD, 2010a).
Portland was highlighted in Enterpris€&seen Affordable Housing Policy Toolkar
offering development incentives, specifically déypbionuses that were given when
developers met green building standards (Milled,®0

Portland is, however, looking beyond green buildang design and focusing
more broadly on sustainable housing developmenrdl &of the City’'s Comprehensive
Plan states specifically that the City will “enharféortland’s vitality...by providing
housing of different types, tenures, density, sizests, and locations that accommodate
the needs, preferences, and financial capabibfiesirrent and future households” (City
of Portland, 2011a, p. 4-1). Within Goal 4, Susthie Housing is specifically addressed
as a policy that aims to “encourage housing thppstis sustainable development
patterns by promoting the efficient use of landysrvation of natural resources, easy
access to public transit and other efficient manfdsansportation, easy access to services
and parks, resource efficient design and constmctind the use of renewable energy

resources” (p. 4-2).
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Missing from the Portland’s green building policasd programs is a more
intentional focus on health, similar to the critgof LEED levied by Fischer, as
described above. Also there appears to be a discbbetween the City’s housing goal
and the broad definitions of sustainability usedBeyke (2002), the Oregon
Sustainability Act (2001), the United Nations (198hd Wheeler (2000). Specifically,
there is no focus on preparing for future genenatiovhich will consist of a rapidly
growing number of older adults. Portland is strgvto create sustainable development,
and it is even achieving success in the eyes oeq@irardet, 2003; Libby, 2005,
January 12), but it has yet to set its sights aresbing the demographic imperative
brought about by the aging of society in the poloyl programs aimed at sustainable
development, particularly as it pertains to sustiale, affordable housing for older adults.
Summary

It is clear that the aging of our population regaiforesight and direction from
planners, policy makers, community leaders, anadeabes if the housing needs of older
adults are to be adequately addressed. Affordadlsihg for older adults in Portland has
been developed in the recent past but has laclasible and enabling features,
appropriate site location and neighborhood seryigebas been designed in a
prescriptive way (e.g., publicly funded housing HIE standards) that does not take into
account our aging population. There remains a gread for improving housing and
environments for older adults in a manner that ples opportunities for future

generations to age in a more affordable and swaibarfashion. Moreover, a specific call
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for research regarding urban planning efforts amdetbpment related to an aging society
has emerged from the urban planning and gerontditaygture.

A clear gap exists with respect to understandiregdlotors that have an impact on
the planning and development of sustainable, affolelhousing for older adults, even
though research has been conducted on numerousatare areas (e.g., housing for
older adults, certain aspects of sustainable dpusdat for older adults, affordable

housing for an aging society, etc.). The presesgarch sets out to fill that gap.

105



Chapter 3

Methods

Housing for older adults that can be considerethgusble and affordable exists
in Portland and other cities. However, the factbet influenced the planning and
development of that housing have yet to be stuidietpth. In order to better understand
those factors, this qualitative case study focasethe phenomenon of sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults specificallyHartland, Oregon. The research design
used a purposeful sampling approach to data caltettat was informed by the social
ecological perspective.

The primary data collected and analyzed for thdysaome from 31 interviews
that were conducted with key informants in pubfioe;profit, and nonprofit organizations
identified using a snowball sampling technique ediew of documents pertaining to six
developments that were identified as sustainabdeaffiordable for those aged 55 and
older was also conducted to provide additional exinfior the study. Based on these data,
the meaning of sustainable, affordable housinglder adults is explored, as well as
how and why such developments are produced. Pelatfecting the development of this
housing type are assessed in order to identifyetidsch have had positive impacts,
those that need changes, and policy recommenddtionsnsideration in the future. The
findings are used to create guiding principlesuioderstanding what constitutes

sustainable development for an aging society.
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Theoretical Framework

This research design has been informed by the gicalgperspectives based in
gerontology and public health. In gerontology, ¢leelogy of aging (Lawton, 1986;
Lawton & Nahemow, 1973) considers the importanceahy factors in the health and
well-being of older adults, including aspects a #ocial and built environment. These
environmental factors extend beyond an individuatme to include aspects of the
neighborhood, as well as the policies and prograatshave had an impact on older
adults.

The field of public health has also utilized anlegaal model in an attempt to
guide the building of healthy communities, incluglispplication in the fields of
gerontology (Satariano, 2006) and urban planningilQ®V/2010). Public health
practitioners have applied the ecological modelm#eeking to achieve health
promotion through five areas of influence (McLesrtyal., 1988; National Institutes of
Health, 2005): (1) intrapersonal; (2) interperso@) institutional; (4) community; and
(5) public policy.

The ecological models in both gerontology and pubéalth have sought to
explain the behavior of individuals and what Altn{@875, p. 206) described as a social-
systems perspective that emphasized the “desifjexilble, changing environments that
can be manipulated, shaped, and altered.” Simjldrey WHO'’s (2002) active aging
policy framework—which utilized ecological princgd in shaping its determinants of

active aging—identified particular interventionatthiltimately have had an impact on the
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housing and environments that have been createahtbused by older adults (e.g.,
policies, programs, and practices).

Moos and Lemke’s (1996) evaluation of residentgisgs, which was informed
by Lawton’s ecology of aging, sought to understa@deral areas of impact on residents,
including the social climate of housing, servicethim housing, and macro-level aspects
such as policy factors that influenced aspectoofpeted developments. Stokols (1992)
also described environments such as housing fer aldults as being influenced by
regulatory and economic policies. In order to dlam design, and develop such housing,
he recommended that knowledge be combined from meciplines, including law and
regulations, human life span human developmentpaibtic health. Moos and Lemke, as
well as Stokols, have provided a framework for exiplg the planning and development
of sustainable, affordable housing for older adti&t can be used in informing the
research design for this study.

Sallis (2003) described the ecological model asuli$ar guiding research,
especially when considering how certain factorerivegned in fostering healthy and
active aging. There has also been encouragememve beyond basic research and
toward the shaping of policies and strategiesdimtto achieve healthier living
environments for older adults (Cunningham and Meth2004; Satariano & McAuley,
2003). Following the suggestions by the aforemeeiibauthors, this case study uses the
ecological perspectives from gerontology and pufdialth to increase understanding of
the factors that influence the development of snakde, affordable housing for older

adults. It should be noted that this research doesonsider the perspectives of
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individual residents but instead focuses on aspddtse micro-, meso-, and macro-levels
environments that are influenced by the practi¢esgironmental change agents,
interventions such as policies and programs, anerdorces such as societal trends and
social institutions.

A case study approach was used based on Yin's J20@@estion that it is a
preferred methodology for examining contemporammngs; such an event was the
completion of six housing developments for residegfed 55 and older with elements of
sustainability and affordability between 2001 a@@& in Portland, Oregon. These
developments coincided with the growth of sustairglas a concept and sustainable
development as a policy approach for creating suetée communities. For
approximately a decade various forces have shdgeesbocial systems (e.g., agents of
change, societal trends, and policies) that havédehe creation of these developments,
but they have yet to be studied.

The ecological perspective informed this projechfrconceptualization through
data analysis. Specifically, research questionsded on understanding how the
environment, both physical (e.g., green buildirgtdiees, design processes) and social
(e.g., the cultural of sustainability, creationsotial spaces, the meaning of
sustainability), has been impacted by various actaegulations, and societal trends. Data
collection purposively focused on key informantsowtere able to provide insight into
the influences on development of the housing irstjae and allowed for the exploration
of supporting documents that provide a more corepletierstanding of the

phenomenon.
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Research Design: Conceptualization

The concepts for this study emerged from an exptoraf published literature,
previous research, and involvement in civic adggifocused on older adults in Portland.
The study was designed to determine the meanisgsthinable housing development
for older adults from the perspective of those lagd in planning for and developing
such housing, as sustainable housing is a relgithel concept in the lexicon of those
involved in planning, designing, and developing$ing. A second goal was to explicate
how and why features of housing were chosen byetholved in the planning and
development processes, such as affordability, pgeHsc housing design, and those
aspects of housing associated with sustainablda@went (e.g., access to services,
efficient resource use, use of healthy buildingemats). The third goal was to
understand the impact of policy and programs oh sievelopment.

The ecological perspective informed the researsigdeby calling to question
various aspects of socio-cultural, institutionald golicy environments. According to
Stake (1995), data gathering for qualitative redeaften begins before there is a
commitment to the study, and a considerable prapodf data is impressionistic; “Many
of these early impressions will later be refinedeplaced, but the pool of data includes
the earliest of observations” (p. 46). The imprassithat have shaped this research
design can be seen as having been influenced bgskarcher’'s engagement in past
activities (e.g., research connected to the WHO-#igadly Cities project in Portland,
involvement in pubic participatory processes reldteenvironments for older adults and

people with disabilities), collegial interactiongork as a research assistant and project
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manager at the university, and from coursework@mdprehensive examinations in the
doctoral education process. Overall, these imppassiighlight the need for conducting
research in a manner that explores multiple levkisfluence as is done when applying
an ecological perspective.

This research project has emerged during a timéhioh both the term and the
practice of sustainable development has increadestantially compared to the release
of the Brundtland Report (United Nations, 1987)ref history of the researcher’s
evolution of interests helps in understanding thieceptualization efforts. First, the topic
of sustainable development for an aging societyble@s a part of the researcher’s
graduate studies and general interest since 2G8§inBing in 2006, the researcher
helped to conduct the Portland-based efforts agtativith the WHO’s Age-friendly
Cities project. As a reminder, the WH@dobal Age-friendly Cities: A Guidexplained
that to be sustainable, “cities must provide thecstires and services to support their
residents’ wellbeing” and that older adults “reg@usupportive and enabling living
environments to compensate for physical and scb@hges associated with ageing”
(WHO, 2007a, p. 4).

Emerging from the WHO research were suggestioms frarticipants that
Portland should create more age-friendly housiagjwas connected to transit options,
provided access to nearby services, had enhangstcphaccessibility features, and
satisfied the need for more affordable housing, rymaany other recommendations.
However, it was not known whether such considenatiwere being made in housing

developments, and, if they were, how and why tloosesiderations were carried out. A
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review of the research literature revealed no wtdading of the planning and
development processes and practices that influgrecdevelopment of housing for an
aging society. Furthermore, there was no evidemaethe sustainable development and
green building practices had taken into considenatne aging of future housing
residents or the aging society, in general.

The present research fills that gap by explorirgdteation of such housing, from
the early design stages to financing to the tinseé lp@fore people moved into their
residences in Portland. To begin the research af seiteria was developed to determine
what constituted sustainable, affordable housimgkter adults and to identify the
potential sample of developments in Portland. Thugeria included housing
developments that were: (1) “sustainable” (i.esatibed as sustainable, having identified
“green” elements, or having had an approach thatemaironmentally friendfy); (2)
“affordable” (i.e., the majority of the units weagailable to residents who had incomes
at or below the threshold of 80% of the area’s MB) specifically for “older adults”
(i.e., housing exclusively for adults aged 55 all#; (4) built recently (i.e., completed
since 2000); and (5) located within the city limits

An Internet search was conducted using terms ssickeaior housing; green
building; LEED; affordable; low income; and susthie. Additionally, phone calls were

placed to public agencies such as Home Forwarch@dy the Housing Authority of

1 All units identified had a self-described “greesi@ment and half considered themselves to be
“sustainable.” The only unit that did not met thesigeria was included based on the following
“environmentally friendly” elements: redevelopeawnfield site, mixed use and transit-oriented
development, and some “green building” elements siscrecycling old concrete, preservation of cdesr
and open/recreation space.
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Portland), Multnomah County ADS, and the nonprofganization REACH Community
Development Inc. (REACH), which has been involvedrieating affordable housing
since 1982. Based on the defined criteria, six imgudevelopment projects were
identified, ranging in size from 51 to 176 urlitsAll six developments had been
completed from 2001-2008 through partnershipsithatlved community development
corporations and City of Portland agencies. Theyg alcorporated Portland’s for-profit
sector design and construction industries.
Rationale for Using a Qualitative Case Study Approeh

As Creswell (1998) explained, qualitative reseasch distinct methodological
tradition in which the researcher engages in age®of building a complex and holistic
picture of a social or human problem based in arabtetting. According to Flick (2002,
p. 45), qualitative research “fits the traditionaiear logic of research only in a limited
way.” Qualitative research allows for the circulaterlinking of empirical steps, flowing
from data (e.qg., text), to interpretation (e.gwheomodel relates to data), to additional
data and interpretation, and eventually to a neméwork or theory (Flick, 2002; Glaser
& Strauss, 2009; Strauss, 1987). Finally, as SqfH@99) noted the process of qualitative
research assists in the reduction of uncertaintyibh particular phenomenon by
gradually understanding which questions to ask, timy should be framed, to whom
and where they should be addressed, and even éhabtrect answers might be. In the

present research, using qualitative research atidaeflexibility in design and for

2 The Commons (Northeast Portland, completed 2@d3emont Court (North Portland, completed
2001); Station Place (Northwest Portland, compl@@@4); The Village at the Headwaters (Southwest
Portland, completed 2006); Trenton Terrace (Nodtl&nd, completed 2007); The Watershed (Southwest
Portland, completed 2008).
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building a complete picture of the influences difeg the development of sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults in Portland dnally, it provided an ideal
approach for creating guiding principles of susthie development for an aging society.

A case study framework is the preferred methodofoggxamining
contemporary events that have behaviors that cdenotanipulated (Yin, 2003). Six
housing developments that met the criteria sebéang sustainable and affordable were
identified within the geographic boundaries of titg, and there was a desire to learn
how and why that housing was built. The contemponature of events is evident in this
research due to the relatively recent emergentieeodoncepts and policies of sustainable
development and subsequent housing. The reseaschability to manipulate the
behaviors associated with the creation of suchihguset Yin’'s second criterion. Yin
also argued that research questions concerninthtive’ and “why” of a contemporary
event contribute to the rationale for using a cdady approach.

Other reasons for the use of a case study framewvolkded the nature of the
data to be collected and the theory being usedaideyy the collection of data, the case
study’s unique strength is its ability to deal wétlvariety of evidence (Yin, 2003). This
research draws from the previous findings from\WdO age-friendly cities project in
Portland and available documents pertaining testhédentified housing developments
(e.g., published informational materials, awarasjegnment documents). It also
involved the collection of primary data. In regéodhe theoretical component of a case
study, the ecological models from gerontology anblis health have guided the research

design by examining a broad range of factors tbatribute to the planning and
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development of sustainable, affordable housinglder adults. Additionally, the WHO’s
active aging framework and domains of age-friermiligs and communities were used in
developing a set of proposed guidelines of sudtéendevelopment for an aging society.
Data Sources and Recruitment

The primary data for this study were derived fromrerviews—conducted from
March 10, 2009 to October 22, 2009—with key infontsavho were knowledgeable
about the professional fields involved in the amabf sustainable, affordable housing
for older adults. Table 3.1 provides a listing efy/knformants by occupation. Initial
participants were targeted based on their expgeise, architects and nonprofit
directors) and their ability to detail how and wdystainable, affordable housing for older
adults had been developed in Portland. As the relseaogressed, new respondents were
identified who were from fields not originally inaed in the project’s conceptualization,
such as professionals in building management amitss to low-income seniors. The
flexibility in the research design allowed for inteews to continue until no new themes
were identified, a point in qualitative data anay®ferred to as “data saturation” (Glaser
& Strauss, 1967, p.59, cited in Flick, 2002).Theafisample included individuals who
influenced the creation of senior housing (e.¢haarplanners, architects, housing
authorities) and who were identified either becanfdbeir roles within local housing

development or through snowball sampling.
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Table 3.1

Key Informants by Professional Occupation

Occupation

Number of
Participants (31)

Notes

Directors of
Community
Development
Corporations (CDC)

Architects

Portland’s Bureau of
Planning and
Sustainability (BPS)

Housing Developers

Housing Authority of
Portland

Experts on Housing
for Older Adults

Portland Housing
Bureau

Regional/County
Government

Management

Portland Development

Commission

5

4 executive directors of CDCs focused on housing;
1 director of a CDC focused on regional livability
issues

2 of 4 were also faculty at Portland State
University

2 planners in BPS; 3 sustainability/green building
experts

1 of for-profit, market-rate housing; 1 of affordeb
housing subsidized by public financing

1 executive director, 1 board member, 1 director of
strategic partnerships

2 on long-term care/assisted living, 1 on small-
scale residential/incorporating technology intcecar
of older adults, 1 on supportive services for lower
income older adults

1 policy expert; 1 community outreach expert

1 regionally elected official; 1 director of county
office of sustainability

1 long-term care advocate and expert; 1
independent housing manager who had worked
with older adults

1 director of housing; 1 construction
coordinator/construction manager
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Recruitment began with recommendations from faawltizin Portland State
University’s College of Urban and Public Affairs wivere familiar with the actors
involved in affordable housing development and ay$or older adults; they provided
phone numbers and/or email addresses so that sedgesticipants could be contacted
according to the research protocol. The first kfgrmmants recommended were those
associated with Portland State University (e.gyraat and part-time faculty) who had
previously worked in the nonprofit, for-profit, aled government sectors. In addition, the
researcher contacted three individuals who werelwed with one of the six identified
developments considered to be sustainable anddafita for older adults. Two of the
three contacts were identified at a public preseamtabout one of the developments; this
provided the researcher with an opportunity torlesyout their project, who they
considered to be important actors in the plannimygevelopment processes, and who, in
particular, would be able to provide new and valeatsight for answering the research
guestions. Since the respondents were asked athditipaal potential contacts after the
interview had concluded, they were knowledgeabtaiaithe types of questions and the
objectives of the research. The six housing devetys (described further in Chapter 4)
included one owned by a public housing agency areddwned and developed by
nonprofit, community development corporations.

All aspects of participant recruitment and datdempion were approved by
Portland State University’s institutional reviewand, the Human Subject Research
Review Committee (see Appendix B). Overall, theoremendations made by research

participants for additional potential interviewed®rded a strong pool of research
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participants. In all, 42 suggestions were receivedyever, 11 of the individuals
recommended were unable to participate, unwillmbe interviewed, non-responsive to
phone and email communication, or not contactedtaueceipt of their contact
information after data collection had been complete

Data Collection

Early piloting of the research instrument was penfed with colleagues, and
additional feedback was obtained as part of a detsen colloquium offered at Portland
State University. Upon completion of the final iiew instrument, 31 interviews were
conducted that ranged in length from approximadélyninutes to 147 minutes; only
three of the 31 interviews lasted longer than 90uta@s, which was the maximum
amount of time requested during recruitment ofrds®arch participants.

In the early interviews, several of the particiganere involved in one of the six
housing properties for older adults identified agg sustainable and affordable. These
interviews included the executive director of tlwmprofit community development
corporation that initiated the development and titat owns the property, the project
architect who designed the building, and a desayisgltant with expertise in designing
for an aging society who was contracted to prove®mmendations for the project.
These early interviews helped in understandingrér®us actors and processes involved
with the planning and development of housing thateacentral to this research and
ultimately who should be interviewed later in tm@wball sampling process.

Glaser and Strauss (1967, p. 59, cited in Flick2@efined saturation as

occurring when “no additional data are being fourereby the [researcher] can develop
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properties of the category.” Guest, Bunce, and Sohi2006) looked at how many
interviews were needed to reach saturation andieded that as few as six or 12
interviews would suffice. However, the data colketas part of this research did not
reach a saturation of categories that early. Ity fawas clear that through 15 interviews,
new data were still emerging, which was consistetit Creswell’s (1998) estimate of
20-30 interviews being needed in order saturategoaies.

After the 1%" interview, signs of saturation began emerging iwitertain
categories. For example, interviews 16 and 17 watteurban planners from the City of
Portland, and interviewees 20 and 22 were execdireetors of nonprofit organizations.
After completing these respective interviews it wkesar that no new information was
emerging in the interviews within those professidigds. Since snowball sampling had
led to potential participants outside of those @ssfons (e.g., county and regional
government, for-profit developers, and managemesfepsionals), additional
participants were contacted in an attempt to resatlration across additional categories.
After the 3% interview, saturation had been completed in tHepeategory—the last
category to reach saturation—and the data were etbbgnthe researcher as sufficient to
answer the research questions and begin data emalys
Data Analysis: Development of Codes, Categories, @fhemes

A detailed in Chapter 1, a conventional contematiysis was used to describe the
phenomenon of sustainable, affordable housing dewetnt for older adults in Portland
and answer the research questions. As detailedslghtnd Shannon (2005),

preconceived categories were not used, but ratbdes, categories, and meaningful
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clusters, or themes, emerged from the data. Arsabegan with a review of printed
transcriptions of the 31 interviews with the intehidentifying broad concepts that could
then be used in developing categories and themlaseinstages of the analysis. Flick
(2002, pp. 177-178) explained the process of “apmhng” as classifying data “by their
units of meaning (single words, short sequencegoodls)” so that the researcher can
attach “concepts’ (codes) to them.” As anticipabeged on the literature (Flick, 2002;
Strauss & Corbin, 1990), over 100 codes were ifledtin the first round of review, and
numerous other notes and thoughts were recorded welreewing the transcriptions.

The next stage in data analysis focused on clasgithe numerous codes into
distinct categories that were focused on addreshmgesearch questions. Strauss and
Corbin (1990, p. 61) described this classifica@sroccurring “when concepts are
compared one against another and appear to pastaimilar phenomena” and the
concepts are then grouped together in a “moreatistoncept called a category.” A total

of 17 categories were created, as displayed ineTalal.
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Table 3.2

Categories Emerging from Data Analysis

Analytic Categories by Research Question Number of
Quotations*

Question 1: Meaning of sustainable, affordable mgu®r older adults

1. The meaning of the tersustainable development 54
2. The meaning of the teraffordableand affordable income ranges 58
3. The relationship betweesustainableandaffordablein housing 29
4. The long-term viability of the terrsustainable development 33

Question 2: How and why sustainable, affordableshmaufor older adults
was completed

5. Roles of actors involved in the planning, desigrd development 97
process for creating sustainable, affordable hguginolder adults

6. Contributions and roles of various sectors in éngatustainable, 102
affordable housing for older adults

7. Processes and organizations involved in creatistasable, 83
affordable housing for older adults

8. Age-friendly design and location features of susthle, affordable 140
housing for older adults

9. Champions for creating sustainable, affordable imgu®r older 37
adults

10. The recent economic climate and financing of snatale, affordable 120
housing for older adults

11. Current practices and examples of sustainable dpwednt in 140
Portland

12. Failure to include aging into sustainable developnaetivities 63

13. Past projects that show positive elements of quside, affordable 71
housing for older adults

14. Services and housing in sustainable, affordableinguor older 40
adults

15. Social and cultural elements of sustainable, a#fbkel housing for 67
older adults

Question 3: Policy recommendations and future toas

16. Policies that impact sustainable affordable housinglder adults 153
17. The future of sustainable development for an agowety 181

Note. The number of quotations that emerged frazi\ttas.tianalysis is represented in the column on the
right. A total of 903 quotations were separated thie 17 categories, with a range of 29 to 181 afimts

and an average of 86 quotations per category. Spwiations were used in multiple categories which i
why the sum of the right hand column (1,468) isaggethan the total number of quotations (903).
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After the 17 categories were developed, the nextesof the analysis used the
computer programtlas.tifor additional analysis. This stage of the analysicurred
after category creation and consisted of abbrediatele words being created for each of
the 17 categories in the software (e.g., Actorsi@s), which acted as a storage area for
all words, terms, and quotations that were assedtiaith a particular category.
Subsequently a line-by-line review of the primaogcdments (i.e., interview
transcriptions loaded intatlas.ti) yielded a total of 903 quotations that were sawnetie
17 categories.

It should be noted that multiple categories caatteched to the same quotation,
or section of text. For example, the following catain from an interviewee was placed
into two categories [(1) age-friendly design anchkon features of sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults, and (2) faltw include aging in sustainable
development activities]: “Green building was sdrabead of green building for
seniors... [The Leadership in Energy and Environmdd¢sign program] looks at
energy use for lighting, and they don't differet&tidi it's a senior projectBecause
they're seniors...their eyes need more light.”

Following the organization of quotations into categs, an “output file” was
created for each of the 17 categories and therdsave Microsoft Word format for
additional analysis. The category files were rewdwn order to develop major themes
emerging from the categories associated with e&tiheaesearch questions. For
example, from the two policy categories (numbersad® 17 in Table 3.2), three themes

of policies emerged with respect to the developrnoéstistainable, affordable housing
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for older adults: (1) policies that supported sustiale, affordable housing for an aging
society, (2) policies that needed changes in dalbetter support sustainable, affordable
housing for older adults, and (3) policies that wlad yet exist but could offer future
support for sustainable, affordable housing foeoladults if created.

The next chapter provides an overview of the siettgopments in Portland that
were identified as having characteristics of sustale, affordable housing for older
adults. A review of documents and participant pectipes about these developments is
offered in order to provide a useful contextualkeshop for the data analyzed in the
remainder of this research. This review of matsriglparticularly helpful in
understanding the micro-, meso-, and macro-levataidteristics of the developments,
from urban design and planning goals and outcomsesurces of financing and

affordability standards.
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Chapter 4

An Overview of Sustainable, Affordable Housing forOlder Adults in Portland

Introduction

Six developments were identified within Portlandttivere completed from 2001
to 2008 and met the criteria of being sustainabttatfordable for those aged 55 and
older. This chapter provides an overview of thesestbpments, beginning with a brief
description of the first five that were completettluding details regarding their size,
location, sustainable elements, and affordabilitye Watershed, the most recently
developed of the six, is then highlighted and dbsdrin greater depth based on the
availability of documents and information about tiesign and development of this
housing provided by three key informants—Resporsdén?, and 3—interviewed for this
research?

The six sustainable, affordable housing developmfamtolder adults had varying
levels of rental subsidies that affect affordapjlincluding project-based Section 8 units
(residents pay 30% of their income, regardless@fincome) and units are available
only to residents whose incomes are at or below 80D&e area’s MFIl. Many of the
developments shared similar characteristics, sadustainable elements (e.g., energy
and water reduction, reuse of materials, proxirotyransit) and age restrictions (e.g., 55
and older), among others. Additionally, awards aocblades were given to several of

the completed projects, including recognition frgavernment agencies such as the EPA

131n order to protect confidentiality, the three keformants associated with The Watershed are éabel
Respondent 1, Respondent 2, and Respondent 3.
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via its National Award for Smart Growth Achievemenhere were also differences
between the developments with regard to designwhatspecific to older adults (e.g.,
accessible), associated within a larger housingldement, size, and funding sources.
Table 4.1 provides an overview of developments’ pl@tion dates, total units available
upon completion, and age and affordability requeata. Table 4.2 provides an overview

of the developments’ sustainable elements and fignsiburces.
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Table 4.1

Description of the Six Sustainable, Affordable Hog®evelopments: Opening Dates,
Number of Units, Minimum Age Requirements, and deBamily Income (MFI)
Affordability Criteria

Name Year Units Minimum Affordability Criteria
Opened Age of
Residents
The Commons
2001 172 55+ 55% MFI
Rosemont
Court 2001 100 55+ 30-50% MFI
Station Place
Tower 2004 176 55+ Project-based Section 8;
50-80% MFI
Trenton
Terrace 2007 66 62+ Project-based Section 8;
50% MFI
The Village at
the Headwaters 2006 56 55+ Project-based Section 8;
45-55% MFI
The Watershed 2008 51 (Units: 42 for 55+ and Project-based Section 8
older adults; 8 for formerly  for those at or below 30%
formerly homeless  homeless of MFI
veterans; 1 for veterans

building manager)

Note. The MFI for these developments are calculdethe Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-
WA Metropolitan Statistical Area that consistedadickamas, Columbia, Multhomah, Skamania,
Washington, and Yamhill Counties (in Oregon) andrCICounty (in Washington State); 2012
housing affordability for a single-person househakte at the following levels: 30% was
$14,600 per year, 50% was $24,300 per year, 80%%$88850 per year, and 100% was $47,810
per year (Portland Housing Bureau, 2012). As amdsn, project-based Section 8 is funded
federally and administered by state and local gowents. The affordability requirement stays
with the unit, rather than being transferable féedént units, as is the case with a Section 8
Voucher program.
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Table 4.2

Description of the Six Sustainable, Affordable Hog®evelopments: Sustainable/Green Building
Elements and Funding Sources

Name Description of Sustainable Elements Funding 8eces
The Brownfield site, transit-oriented, intergeneratibnaLow Income Housing Tax Credit
Commons aspects, open and recreational space, tree (LIHTC) equity, Oregon tax-exempt
preservation, reuse of salvaged materials, bonds, Federal Transportation

“woonerfspace®* for pedestrians, cars, and drop- Authority grant, Portland
off zones, close proximity to transit and a groceryDevelopment Commission (PDC)

store loans, Fannie Mae, private equity
Rosemont Adaptive reuse of former convent and school, LIHTC equity, Oregon Affordable
Court stormwater capture and treatment, reuse of Housing Tax Credits (OAHTC),
salvaged materials, planned for car sharing, closé&nterprise Social Investment
proximity to transit Corporation historic tax credits,

Oregon Housing and Community
Services Housing Development
Grant Program trust funds, various
loans, private equity
Station Brownfield reclamation, transit oriented, energy LIHTC equity, Fannie Mae bond
Place and water-saving features, rooftop garden, low financing, a PDC loan, as well as
Tower volatile organic compound (VOC) paints and other grants, waivers, and fees
adhesives, proximity to transit and a grocery store
Trenton  Redevelopment of temporary housing, socially- U.S. Housing and Urban
Terrace  and environmentally-friendly, independent living Development Section 202 capital
for older adults promoted, previous residents giveadvance, LIHTC equity, grants from
first option for residence, “visitablé>native Enterprise Green Communities and
plants, energy and water-saving features, low- Energy Trust of Oregon
VOC materials, training to use green features,
proximity to transit and services

The Village Adaptive reuse of grayfield site, close to transit LIHTC equity, OAHTC funding,
at the and services, creek restoration and developmentldbusing Authority of Portland
Headwaters green space, green roof, native plants, energy an8lubsidy, a Green Communities
water-saving features, use of recycled materials, Initiative grant, and private loans
low-VOC materials, and close proximity to transit
The Sliver certification in Leadership in Energy and LIHTC equity, grants, and private
Watershed Environmental Desigf brownfield reclamation, loans
mixed-use development, energy- and water-saving
features, training to use green features, community
space, close proximity to transit and services

Note. LIHTC equity is a result of an Internal ReunerService program; private investors reduce thgir
liability by paying for tax credits used as equiitythe affordable housing developments (Schwafgy.

14« \Woonerfsare streets built with high quality urban desigmeve the boundary between people space and
car space is intentionally blurred...pedestrian spaegtended from the sidewalk, and into the tcaffine.
Whereas in a normal street, pedestrians are ma@eltbke guests in the cars’ space when theysctios
streetwoonerfsreverse this axiom.'(Greater Portland Council of Governments, 200&exmlix E, p. 2).

15 «isitable” has three requirements: (1) at leas @ero-step entrance; (2) doors with 32 incheseair
passage space; (3) a main floor bathroom accedsislameone in a wheelchair (Concrete Change, 2008)

16 Based on personal communication with sales reptatee on July ¥, 2011.
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The Commons

The Commons provides 172 units of housing for tadaged 55 and older in
Northeast Portland, approximately four miles frdra Portland’s city center. It is part of
a larger mixed-use residential development know@egter Commons that offers, in
addition to the rentals for older adults, 60 aftdyl® housing units for families, 56
market-rate apartment units, and 26 townhomes (V2011b). According to a report
published by the Federal Transit AdministrationQ2)) the project site, which existed
along the light rail and the 1-84 interstate higlgywaas targeted for transit-oriented
development during planning efforts by the CityPairtland in 1994. The PDC purchased
the site from the Oregon Department of Transpamaith 1996 and then sold the property
to Metro in 1999, which then subdivided the pasrad sold the properties to three
separate entities, including the site that was ldg@eel as the senior-specific building.

Metro (2011b) described the overall developmerhefthree parcels to be a
successful pioneering effort in transit-orientegst@lepment; the resulting development
was designed to be intergenerational, as it catst housing targeted for older adults
and families, as well as an on-site daycare fgalitd play area for children. However,
problems with age-integrated design emerged: semdicated that they “dislike living
in proximity to families with children;” a pattewof rentals showed a preference for units
away from the children’s play area; and some felt the design of adjoining townhomes
was not friendly to older adults or children (Feddrransit Administration, 2004, p.

365).
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In regard to the sustainable elements of the dpwedmt, The Commons was built
on a decontaminated brownfield sifehas open and recreational space for residents,
preserved many of the trees on site, reused salvagéerials, and hasveoonerf(see
Footnote 14 for definition) that is designed talfeate the interaction of cars and
pedestrian thorough the placement of trees, parkingd drop-off zones. It is transit-
oriented with nearby access to light rail and Iisd within 0.10 of a mile, and it is close
to local services, including two full service grogstores within 0.40 miles (Federal
Transit Administration, 2004; Walk Score, 2012).

The income qualification for those living in The @mons is 55% of the area’s
MFI. The Commons is owned by the American Pacifioperties Corporation and Glisan
Housing Partners LLC and is the only developmenhefsix for which a representative
was not interviewed as a part of the present sfndyontact information was found by
the researcher during participant recruitment).dwug for the project came from several
major sources, including: LIHTC equity, Oregon &xempt bonds, a Federal
Transportation Authority transit-oriented developrngrant, loans from the PDC and
Fannie Mae, and equity contributed by the geneaghpr.

Rosemont Court

Rosemont Court provides 100 affordable housingsuor those aged 55 and

older as part of a larger 165-unit developmenefredd to as Rosemont Commons) that

included 65 homes available for purchase by houdslad various sizes and incomes

Y The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2012apa) describes a brownfield as “real propertg, th
expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which magobeplicated by the presence or potential presefae o
hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminananig up and reinvesting in these properties ptetbe
environment, reduces blight, and takes developimesssures off greenspaces and working lands.”
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(PDC, 2001). The development is located in NortHl|&®ed, approximately four to five
miles from Portland’s city center. HUD gave the elepment a Community
Development Excellence Award in 2004 to honor the of a CDBG to create better
communities for lower-income residents; in additiorthe 100 units for older adults, the
65 homes built on the site included 18 town honoe$dwer-income families, 10
affordable homes that were built through a partmprbetween Habitat for Humanity and
the Portland Community Land Trust, seven affordélolees developed by the nonprofit
organization Home Ownership One Street at a Time,3® market-rate homes (HUD,
2004, September 13).

In a news release by the PDC (2001), former Citgn@dssioner Erik Sten
explained that the project not only paid attentmithe historical nature of this site but
that the people who lived there had new homes, edaldparks nearby, and future
access to light rail along North Interstate (tlydfirail project was completed in 2004).
This infill development is considered an adaptiease of a former Catholic convent and
girls’ school and includes a pre-school for theifea®s in and around the site. Residents
from the surrounding neighborhood were brought theadesign process and voiced their
desires and recommendations, which was consideried tiseful in reaching the final
design outcomes made by the design team (Andrewalsitacts, n.d.). According to the
Network for Oregon Affordable Housing (2010) fivetbe units are fully accessible, thus
meeting the minimum standard of 5% of all unitsteapiired by the Fair Housing Act.

Sustainability features of the project include: teese of existing buildings; the

deconstruction of some buildings and salvagindhefrhaximum amount of usable
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materials; rehabilitating existing masonry andriastefeatures; maintaining existing
trees, roses bushes and grottos on the site; sgngwater runoff on the site; and
planning for car sharing (PDC, 2001; Andrews Atetiis, n.d.). Rosemont Court is
located within 0.13 and 0.19 miles from two respecbus lines, 0.49 miles from a light
rail station, and 0.47 miles from the nearestdalivice grocery store (Walk Score, 2012).

Rents for the 100-unit Rosemont Court are 30-50%h®frea’s MFI, and the
majority of units are 600 square-foot, one-bedraomts (a small number of studios and
two-bedroom units are part of the proje€tNorthwest Housing Alternatives is a general
partner in the Rosemont Senior Housing Associal€3 and one of the original sponsors
of the project. Funding for the project consistédlITC equity, Oregon Affordable
Housing Tax Credits, Enterprise Social InvestmempOration historic tax credits,
OHCS Housing Development Grant Program trust fuadd,various loans and private
equity (Network for Oregon Affordable Housing, 2QT@HCS, n.d.)
Station Place Tower

Station Place Tower has 176 units available tsg¢taed 55 and older in a single-
use building in the River District of Portland @lsnown as the Pearl District), which is
located the northern section of downtown (offigiati Northwest Portland). According
to MetLife Foundation (2009), MetLife granted REA@#dmmunity Development Inc.
(REACH)—-the nonprofit developer and property mandgethe building—the Award for
Excellence in Affordable Housing in 2009. Statidade Tower was the first affordable
senior housing development in the upscale Peatti@isThe project was built to fulfill

the development goals pertaining to housing affoifia targets for the Pearl District

18 Based on personal communication with Rosemont tGaaff on July 11, 2011.
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and was completed as part of a larger redeveloppreject that included an adjacent
parking structure and commercial building (REACHQ2).

The Home Depot Foundation also provided REACH aithAward of Excellence
for Affordable Housing Built Responsibly in 2005d®2d on its green building features
and insight into building for the needs of oldeulésl such as inclusion of an on-site
library, computer access, community space, exero@, and outdoor terrace with
rooftop garden (The Home Depot Foundation, n.chg MetLife Foundation (2009)
noted that Station Place Tower exceeded acces$git@tiuirements, as 20 of the 176
units are designed to be fully accessible and declhe following features: wider
doorways and halls for barrier-free entrances; jol-carpeting; natural light; easily
maneuverable vertical blinds; vinyl floor coveringscessible sinks and countertops; low
shelving; tubs and showers equipped with grab Wwélsbuilt-in, fold-out portable tub
benches; and hand-held showers.

The sustainable elements for the building incluthedbrownfield reclamation,
energy and water efficient features, recycling su@aeach floor, a rooftop garden for
residents to use, use of low volatile organic conmab(VOC) materials, and the
development of operation and maintenance manuate$aents and managers to
maintain a green community (REACH, n.d.; The Honep@ Foundation, n.d.). The
building is located within 0.26 miles from four bsi®ps, approximately 120 feet from
the Portland Streetcar (which runs directly actbssstreet from the project), 0.21 miles
from the nearest full service grocery store, ai3daid 0.4 miles from the Amtrak train

station and Greyhound bus terminals, respectiwlglk Score, 2012). Of the 176 units,
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76 are dedicated for those with incomes at or bédo% of the area’s MFI, 81 units are
for those with incomes at or below 50% of the as@aFI, and 19 units are for those with
incomes at or below 80% or the area’s MFI (REACBD4A). The sources of funding for
the project included: LIHTC equity, Fannie Mae bdiméncing, a PDC loan, and other
grants, waivers, and fees (MetLife Foundation, 2BRBACH, 2004).
The Village at the Headwaters

The Village at the Headwaters is a 56-unit propfat those aged 55 and older
and is one of three residential developments thiatpeise The Headwaters at Tryon
Creek in Portland, the other two developments stingl of 14 town homes, and 100
market-rate, workforce housing apartments. The gntgps located in Southwest
Portland, between four and five miles from the céypter and was formerly a grayfield
site’® (Green Communities, 2010; MGH Associates, n.chp PDC worked with the
property owner and master developer from 2000 iateempt to revitalize the
surrounding neighborhood and to potentially sewra &ignificant model of
environmentally sustainable development due tarttegration of watershed and
endangered species habitat restoration, greenitgiidshd green street practices, and the
use of transit-oriented development principles” (?R005, p. 4).

According to the Real Estate & Construction Rev(2@08, p. 44), The
Headwaters at Tryon Creek was “hailed as one oiibgt environmentally responsible

green projects in the Pacific Northwest,” and itmtbe American Council of

19 According to the Congress for New Urbanism (20@5jrayfield (or greyfield) site is term that déses
a property covered by concrete and/or asphalt as@hparking lot; these sites offer infill redeyetent
opportunities.
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Engineering Companies of Oregon’s 2008 Enginedtixeellence Award for Land
Development. The project’s general contractortfedt the most unique aspect of the
development was the resurfacing of Dolph Creekctvhiad formerly been piped
through the site; he explained that the constradigam built a new stream bed, added
native plants, and aimed at restoring the natuahitat for the area (Real Estate &
Construction Review, 2008). The Headwaters wasidersd to be important to the
master site plan, property design, and relationghtpe larger community, even though
formal opposition was voiced by the neighborhoagbastion with regard to increased
density and parking and traffic impacts (PDC, 2004 yegard to features specific to
older adults, there are secured ground floor enggncommon rooms available for small
gatherings, a private consultation area for mestimigh community service providers,
and transportation services (The Village at thedweders, 2006).

The Village at the Headwaters has a number of siadite elements beyond the
creek restoration and reuse of a grayfield si@pifing: the installation of an eco rGof
on the building for stormwater filtration; nativéapts that use harvested rainwater;
energy and water-saving features; the use of redymlaterials for the project; and the
use of low-VOC materials. The property is locatetdtand 0.25miles from two
respective bus lines and 0.66 miles from a fulisergrocery store (Walk Score, 2012).
Of the 56 units, 14 were project-based Sectiorr 8fose with incomes below 30% of

the area’s MFI, 15 were for those with incomesrdiedow 45% of the area’s MFI, and

2 According to the City of Portland (2011, June, @), ecoroofs are “living, breathing, vegetateof r
systems that provide a sustainable alternativemwentional roofing. Unlike roof gardens, ecoroodse
shallow soils and use drought tolerant plantstthatiire minimal irrigation. They are light weigkdw
maintenance, and as self-sustaining as possible.”

134



27 were for those with incomes at or below 55%hefarea’s MFI (Green Communities,
2010). Northwest Housing Alternatives owns and ngasahe property. Sources for
financing the project included the following: LIHT&guity, Oregon Affordable Housing
Tax Credit funding, a Housing Authority of Portlasdbsidy, a Green Communities
Initiative grant, and private loans (Green Commagjt2010).
Trenton Terrace

Trenton Terrace is a 66-unit development for ressisl aged 62 and oldéthat
was part of a federally funded HOPE VI program tiated to demolish and redevelop
the housing project Columbia Villa, which is nowokyn as New Columbia (Green
Communities, 2007; New Columbia, 2009). New Coluwaribiin North Portland
approximately seven to eight miles from downtowmtl®ad. The overall development
consists of a total of 854 housing units (whichaeed the 462 from Columbia Villa) for
residents with a variety of income levels and agesew street grid pattern and main
street serve the surrounding neighborhood. The Belumbia development won
numerous local and national awards, including, ayathers, the Environmental
Protection Agency’s National Award for Smart Growtbhievement and the OCHC'’s
Excellence in Housing Award for Housing Revitalinat(Housing Authority of
Portland, 2007).

The goal of the Trenton Terrace development wasdate a socially- and

environmentally-friendly community that promotesl@pendent living for older adults

% The age criterion is based on Section 202 funtfimyp HUD; Trenton Terrace is the only one of the si
developments to have received this type of funding is the only development with an age restriction
above 55 years of age.
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and fosters green living practices (Green Commes)i2007). The Housing Authority of
Portland (n.d.) reported the development’s greelding features, of which several can
be seen as good for older residents (albeit nespgeific), including the affordability
and accessibility of the units, the newly-developedounding community, energy-
efficient features that keep costs low for resideand the use of environmentally
friendly materials that create a healthier placeésidents. The project was also
described as accessible for residents and visatis, as every unit is visitablend the
level plot on which the building is built provideafe and easy access to the building,
nearby park, and other community and commerciasatigat are located in the center of
the New Columbia development (Green Communitie6720

According to Cascadia Region Green Building Colui€07), the project
sponsor and owner, Northwest Housing Alternatibegan working with Enterprise
Communities Partners—a provider of developmenttabfar affordable housing in the
U.S.—and became eligible for a Green Communitiastgabout halfway through the
design process; this partnership pushed the actite incorporate additional green
building feature$? Overall, Trenton Terrace has the following elersehat are
sustainable: energy and water-efficient featutesuse of low-VOC materials; the use of
composite wood and carpet that met green standaudissign with an emphasis on
pedestrians; the redevelopment of property; anghtbeision of education to residents

and management on sustainable and healthy liviagq&lia Region Green Building

? Enterprise Green Communities provides funds apeise to enable developers to build housingithat
healthy, energy efficient, and environmentallyridéy without compromising affordability. A set of
criteria attached to a funding stream by Enterp@iseen Communities was launched in 2009 and is
described in the publication Green Affordable HagsPolicy Toolkit (Miller, 2010).
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Council, 2007; Green Communities, 2007). The priypsrlocated approximately 143
feet and 0.31 miles from two respective bus stbpE miles from the nearest light rail
stop, and 1.09 miles from the nearest full sergimeery store (Walk Score, 2012).
Residents’ incomes must be at or below 50% of tha’s MFI, and qualified residents
pay 30% of their monthly income. Financing soulioetuded: U.S. Housing and
Development Section 202 capital advance, LIHTC tgygand grants from Enterprise
Green Communities and Energy Trust of Oregon (G@&ammunities, 2007).
The Watershed

Completed in 2008, The Watershed development wamthst recent and the
smallest of the six developments, with 51 unitdlalbée for rent. In addition to the
nonprofit developer and for-profit design and depehent teams, several public agencies
were involved at various stages of the developmealtiding: the PDC, TriMet, the
Portland Office of Sustainable Development, andrviefhe building is in Southwest
Portland in the Hillsdale community, approximatidyr to five miles from the city
center. Inside the residential space, a 2,000-s¢fe@t community room is available for
residents and the community (Metro, 2011c). In toldito the residential component,
there is approximately 3,200 square feet of mar&et-office/commercial condominium
space, which has been divided into two units (ComtguPartners for Affordable
Housing, 2011), one of which comprises 1,796 sqtestand is available for sale or
lease, with seven of the parking spaces insidéeirelopment dedicated for the tenant

(Urban Works Real Estate, 2009).
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Compared with the other five developments, thigqatas unique in several
ways: first, this development is the only one scifically targets both older adults and
veterans, the latter being formerly homeless; sgcthre nonprofit sponsor of the
development, Community Partners for Affordable HoggCPAH) is housed in one of
the two commercial spaces in the building; andiitinis is the only development of the
six that has LEED certification, having achieveSlilwer rating in 2009. As noted in
Chapter 2, LEED ratings are known as an indusagdsrd for green building practice;
the Silver rating for new construction achievedTine Watershed in 2009 received a
score of 50-59 points out of 100 in the followirgegories: sustainable sites, water
efficiency, energy and atmosphere, materials asourees, indoor environmental
guality, innovation in design, and regional pripiity.S. Green Building Council, 2008).

The property is located in an area that was detagres a “town center” by
Portland’s regional government and targeted foneaac development and urban
revitalization (Metro, 2011d). According to Meti@{own center provides localized
services to tens of thousands of people withina te three-mile radius, has a strong
sense of identity, and is well served by transie(idd, 2000). CPAH (2011) reported that
the Hillsdale community was involved in and supperpf the project from its early
stages in 2001.

The building has many sustainable elements, inctudchieving brownfield
decontamination and energy and water-saving featéwaditionally, the firm hired a

consultant with expertise in design for older asfuthis person helped in achieving
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appropriate lighting, indoor air quality and contfajuality social spaces, and appropriate
scale for aging residents (e.g., height zoneddbt switches and outlets).

The property is within 141 feet of five bus linasd 171 feet of another four bus
lines, it is only 0.1 miles from a cooperative grocstore, and 0.62 miles from a larger
full service grocery store connected by a bus(iWalk Score, 2012). The Watershed is
considered a mixed-income development and is coetpok40 units for people aged 55
and older who live at or below 30% of the area’sIMitght units for formerly homeless
veterans, two of which are available to older alwlith incomes at or below 60% of the
area’s MFI, and one unit which is occupied by théding manager (CPAH, 2011;

Green Communities, 2008). The funding for the progame from LITHC equity, grants,
and private loans (Green Communities, 2008).

The project site.As described earlier, Hillsdale is a designatedtoenter and is
a neighborhood that exists within a compact ardasgeved by public transit. It has a
cluster of services that include a cooperative gnpstore, a post office, a local high
school, and several small businesses and restapymaany of which are located on the
same street as the project site. Metro’s regiolzadmng vision—the 2040 Growth
Concept—specifically encourages development like Watershed: compact
development, generating business opportunitiegnibalg transportation systems in
order to move people and goods, and housing fgolpea all income levels (Metro,
2000). The neighborhood also provides an intergstiting for older adults based on the

wealth of bus lines, nearby businesses, and clasenpity to downtown, but the site
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itself was considered difficult to develop in soraspects (e.g., brownfield cleanup,
zoning allowances, parking issues).

Respondent 2 described the positive aspects dhtiaéocation for older adults:
“For us, it was all about the location...right in tleevn center...We saw it as a place that
would be ideal for seniors...it was on transit, angas pedestrian-friendly, and it was
near a lot of services, a senior center, medieailjfies].” However, the same respondent
also understood that there were potential probemslder residents: “Some people
guestion [the site] because there are busy stiaedsit's a little bit hilly.”

Several barriers and challenges to site develophehto be overcome. One
developer felt that mixed-use development was tommplicated” as there was “not
enough parking to support it” (Smith, 2007, Julyp8ra. 20). Also, since the site was
considered a brownfield, CPAH, the nonprofit depelo applied for and was the first
nonprofit agency to receive an EPA Cleanup Gra@regon. The site was also difficult
to develop because of the triangle-shaped lot (knasvthe “Bertha Triangle”) and the
desire to maintain a safe and attractive pedestm&ronment. In order to preserve a
pedestrian feel and accommodate parking, an urmlandrparking structure was
incorporated into the development, even thoughedse for such structures is high.

Additionally, zoning constraints on the site did naginally allow for multiple
uses. In order to develop the property, zoning gharad to be sought, but the
development team ran into early pushback, as desthy Respondent 1: “| remember
walking out of that meeting [with City planners amémbers of the project team] where

they basically said ‘Find another site.” We [sdN, this is a really good location, a
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regional center...we want to do it here.” Eventuabning changes were approved, and
a grant was secured that assisted in paying foorinenfield cleanup. Parking is still
limited, as there are few on-street parking sp&mesgisitors, and the building is adjacent
to a commercial area with parking reserved for@ustrs only.

Project financing. Funding an affordable housing project like The ¥vsited is
not easy, as Respondent 1 explained: “Affordablesimg...It's ridiculously
complex...we have six closing binders for every mhjand on a given day | couldn't
tell you if we're in compliance with everything.’aBed on respondents’ comments, The
Watershed proved especially difficult to financeen the several factors above and
beyond the multiple sources of financing that avemally needed to complete an
affordable housing development, including: cleanipgsite contamination; LEED
certification and commissioning; and the heightenskifor lenders associated with the
zoning issues that conflicted with the desiredgub@esign. Respondent 2 added,
“Affordable housing is challenging on its own to keasustainable...it’s tight
[financially]...there’s not big profit margin at dll.

In the end, the financial sources came togetherdate a package that worked. In
addition to loans and LIHTC equity, five grant stces were used: the Meyer Memorial
Trust, the Collins Foundation, Portland’s OfficeQifstainable Development, the
Enterprise Foundation’s Green Communities Init@ti&nd Metro’s transit-oriented
development program (see Table 4.3 for the findisaiarces and uses of the project)

(Green Communities, 2008).
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Table 4.3

Sources and Uses of Funds for The Watershed

Sources (Total $11,671,721) Uses (Total $11,671,721)

Loans - $2,739,543 e Acquisition - $366,433
Housing grants - $315,000 Brownfield cleanup - $240,000
Brown to green - $791,177 Green construction costs -
Tax credit equity - $6,825,000 $275,000

Other Sources - $1,001,000 Parking - $1,261,001
Construction - $6,343,095
Green soft costs - $115,000
Other soft costs - $3,071,191

Note. Soft costs refer to costs that are not dicenstruction costs, such as architectural, engimgeand
other fees.

Design processThe design process for The Watershed involveldegetg input
from the community (i.e., residents in the Hillslakighborhood), end users (e.g.,
management and potential clientele), and the desigrdevelopment team. Community
meetings were held throughout the design and dprretat processes and, based on
community input, the building now acts as a hubnfeighborhood meetings and
activities (e.g., the Hillsdale Neighborhood Assicin uses The Watershed to hold
general public meetings and other events). Respdrdideommented on the quality of
input: “It's one of those dreams come true...to hasteally a really great neighborhood
to work with, and probably because a lot of thosepbe were over 55, there's a mature
component of the Hillsdale neighborhood...they hail@ af sophistication in things like

land use.”
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The building was intended to be designed througimtgrated design process.
Respondent 1 explained that the process helpedderstanding “the contractor’s world,
the different levels from the site superintendémg, project manager, to the owner,
general contractor.” Respondent 2 also felt thahtagrated design process was
beneficial; however, the respondent explained atsbiming that could have been
improved upon: “Integrated design...[adds] to thalfjproduct or the final outcome...|
wish the user group would have been there sooiberespondent also felt that as part
of a collaborative process, the ultimate tenantaihbe involved in the collaborative
process, as it would have helped them in “undedstgwho prioritizes where the money
goes and who makes [decisions]...I think is very inguat for all people to know.”

Sustainable goals and element$: Several sustainable goals and elements were
identified for the project: to minimize life cyct®sts (an overall project godhto use a
high-efficiency central hot water boiler, to in$t@h innovative heat-recovering
ventilation system, and to detain stormwater orsotéhat it could be naturally pre-
treated by bio-swales to help maintain water guatithe Stephens Creek and Fanno

Creek watersheds. A number of building design dwersitions were also seen as

% An integrated design process differentiates thesrand impacts of a project design team and alfows
several improvements over conventional design mse® including: the client/sponsor is able to take
more active role than usual; the architect is &bleecome a team leader and form-setter for straictu
mechanical and electrical engineers to take owectiles at earlier design stages; and additional
participants and facilitators are able to be inooaged into the design process as needed (Lar2664).

% Goals, features, and design considerations weestained through interviews for the study andviere
of project documents shared by project staff.

2 |ife cycle costs are “summations of cost estimétas inception to disposal for both equipment and

projects as determined by an analytical study atichate of total costs experienced in annual time
increments during the project life with consideratfor the time value of money” (Barringer, 20032
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important: durable building envelope materials hhémergy-conserving windows, social
space that facilitated interaction among residehesdesire to have the building as a
“gateway to the Hillsdale community,” and a fin&siyn that would be good for older
residents. A summary of sustainable elements tkat weported by the design and

development team can be found in Table 4.4.
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Table 4.4

Summary of Sustainable Elements of The Watershed

Materials
e Using materials with 95% recycled content
¢ Recycled content materials (e.g., crushed concrete base, fly asketepstael, gypsum)
e Using local and regional materials (e.g., wood productgjavits, doors, cabinets, paint)

Indoor Air Quality
e Continuous fresh air and exhaust for both kitchen and baths
e Low-VOC paints, adhesives, and sealants
e Green Label Plus certified carpet
¢ No added urea formaldehyde composite wood for cabinets antedops

Operations and Management
e Third-party commissioning
¢ Non-smoking building
e Resident and management education on green building features

Education
e Educational signage, tours, and presentations for the coitynaund general public

Energy Conservation
e Achieving at least 30% more efficiency than Oregon code
e Energy Recovery Ventilation (ERV) system that recovers heat the exhaust during cold
weather and pre-cools/dehumidifies incoming air duringrhaggy weather
High-efficiency central furnaces and heat pumps for common areas
High-efficiency central boiler for water heating
Energy-efficient lighting
Energy Star Appliances, windows, and roofing
Abundant natural lighting

Stormwater
e Stormwater cascading rain gardens filter stormwater and deitzh sarge to maintain
water quality in nearby Stephens Creek and Fanno Creek watersheds

Water Conservation
e Achieving 30% water-savings with low-flow faucets, showerhedidbwashers, and dual
flush toilets
o Efficient irrigation with moisture sensor controls

Protection from Water
e 4 roof overhangs to protect building from rain and sun
e Canopies to protect major entrances from weather

Pet-friendly
e Building allows pets
e Dual water fountain (upper level for humans and lower levgbéis)

Designing for Older Adults

e Consultant with expertise in designing for older adulschfor project
Appropriate light levels (e.g., day lighting)
Glare issues mediated
Appropriate height zones for older adults (e.g., lower catyinet
Quiality social spaces
Appropriate heat gain in units
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Key Actors and their Roles in Developing The Watetsed. As with all housing
developments, a team of contributors to the desighdevelopment process was
assembled. However, team members for The Watexgbezlchosen by the project
sponsor for their past work in designing for olddults and included a consultant who
was considered to be a national expert in thisl fiel order to understand the unique
aspects of developing housing for older adults, itnportant to better understand some
of the key contributions that led to The Waterskat¥sign and construction.

CPAH is a nonprofit community development corpanatinat provides safe and
healthy affordable housing along with support akitl-building activities for individuals
and families with the greatest need who live orknarthe Tigard-Tualatin area and SW
Portland, Oregon (CPAH, 2011). Respondent 2 dest@PAH’s executive director as
“a true champion for both sustainability [and] @qbility, equitable access...for not only
seniors but low income seniors.” However, the resieot acknowledged that
government decisions were major drivers in achgewompletion of the project: “The
PDC and the state were integral...[they] voted tocate funds for The Watershed.” In
addition to funding the project, the focus on phgcolder adults in the Hillsdale
neighborhood and on that particular property wassictered to be a positive outcome for
the residents of The Watershed: “The location fsdely not anything like the typical
stereotype of senior housing; it is integratedditite community setting] and that’s very
important.”

The Watershed was CPAH's first senior housing @tof@ince then, the

organization has been working on developing a std@aspondent 1 acknowledged that
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CPAH is not “focused on senior housing” but undards that “somebody is turning 60
every 10 seconds or so, and so that means it nsakesg for us to be thinking more and
more about yes, making sure all of our projectsarmommodate seniors.” It appears that
working on a project specifically for older aduftss broadened the scope of
understanding within the organization in regarth®needs of an aging society. In part,
that may have been facilitated by working with achéectural firm that not only had
previous experience in designing housing for o&tkrlts but also was willing to hire a
third-party consultant who was an expert in desggrolder adults.

Respondent 1 recalled how the architectural fird@sision to bring a design
consultant focusing on aging issues to their ingevwas perceived; “It's definitely
impressive when [William Wilson Architects] spectily called out that they would
have a senior design consultant... They've done @f le¢nior housing...but the fact that
William Wilson brought her in, | thought it saidreething about their concern, that they
felt they didn't know it all, and they were gettitigit discipline from somebody else who
really focuses on that.” According to Responderih&,architectural firm worked with
several consultants during the process on agingfepessues:

[The aging consultant worked on] lighting systemsich ranges...there’s a

height zone for seniors [that is impacted by] atihand bending down...The

mechanical-electrical consultants [assisted withftshappens to [aging]

eyes...The engineering consultant [looked] at heiat; gehen you look at a

younger person, | think the tolerance and tempegaaange is a wider swing; as

we age, depending on our overall health, thatlgsts and that informs what type
of HVAC system you use.

The aging consultant, in particular, had an impecCPAH’s understanding of

housing for older adults. For example, the suggesif increasing the amount of
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daylight that was available to residents in The &&ited was described by Respondent
1: “Day lighting was such a big issue...we hadn'tlygaought about day lighting that
much...it made us think more about it.” Respondeiurther explained what the
consultant and design team accomplished: “We didngee light inside the apartments
by using patio doors instead of windows, so it wease filled with light, and [the older
residents] could open it up and sit and have shhbg their skin while they're sitting
there.” This particular design element was not mered to be expensive; however, the
respondent described some site constraints thaetirthe availability of day lighting:
“Given the orientation of the building, that didivadppen on all four sides.”

One aspect of The Watershed that was unique in ansgm to the other five
developments was its achievement of a LEED Silagng. Both positive and negative
feelings were expressed about the LEED accredita@me the one hand, Respondent 1
felt that the LEED component of the project wagphd) as it resulted in having “a
systems manual, a commissioning manual, and themsgdraining that was done post
occupancy with the management stafit was better than we've had at other projects.”
After the residents had moved into The Watersh&hAI worked with a local university
student to use the manuals to teach residents #mwuarious building systems so that
they could understand what they were using.

However, the LEED accreditation was not somethinag tvas valued enough by
CPAH to persuade the organization to go througiptbeess again. Respondent 1
explained that with a different project that was\geproposed, “We didn't even try to

think about LEED...[the] commissioning costs $70,000e. just didn't think funders
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would be interested.” This was a marked changbesespondent noted one to two years
earlier the agency felt that LEED accreditation lddimake our project competitive” so
they fought hard to say to the funders “[You] ddmwate to pay for it, but we'll get it in
there, and we came up with additional sourcesnd fu” Moving forward, however,
CPAH will build on the lessons learned from The @ahed by using other green
building standards that were detailed by RespontletWe're doing Green

Communities, and we'll use Earth Advantage as ‘fhpa%ty verification, so it's using the
less rigorous model?® 2’

In regard to services, The Watershed has worked seweral organizations that
are specifically focused on improving the qualityife of older residents. Three
organizations were meeting with CPAH staff and propmanagement to serve residents
living in The Watershed: the Veterasiministration, Northwest Pilot Project, and
Neighborhood House. The Veteran’s Administratiolocated near The Watershed and
provides services to the veterans living in thddiog (Green Communities, 2008).
Northwest Pilot Project works with The Watershegtovide referrals, relocation
assistance, and onsite case management (Northias®im@ject, 2011). Neighborhood
House—located in the adjacent Multhomah neighbathisoa senior services agency that
provides case managers and a varietyupfition, health, and recreational programming

funded by the Older Americans Act (Green Commusjt908). Service providers are

2 5ee Footnote 22 for more details about Green Cariti@s.

" Earth Advantage Institute offers several progrésnsiomes, communities, and commercial buildings
that focus on topics such as energy efficiencylthgandoor air quality, resource efficiency,
environmental responsibility and water conservafearth Advantage Institute, 2012).
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able to use designed space within the buildingdeide services with options for
privacy and community interaction, depending ontsipe of services being offered.
Summary

Housing that is sustainable and affordable foeoktults has been produced in
Portland since 2001. Variations exist among thestiggments in regard to location, size,
funding sources, and the surrounding contextuahetds. Although all the projects are
multifamily developments larger than 50 units, savhthem are stand-alone, single-use
buildings for older people only, and others ard pén larger master plan that have
aimed to engage older people with families and appdies for intergenerational
interaction. The projects were built in neighbortiethroughout Portland, with North
Portland and Southwest Portland having two devetymeach. The communities
themselves were most often a part of the plannmbpdesign process, and overall, the
developments seemed to be important to the comrasimitere they have been located.

In regard to sustainable elements, both variatamussimilarities exist across the
six developments. Interestingly, there was nohedr progression of sustainable, or
green, features that could be tracked over timeirf&tance, the woonerfompleted as a
part of the larger Center Commons project, the firsject among the six to be
completed—was not included in any other developnigns was also true of the adaptive
reuse of the convent and school, which occurréderRosemont development. Overall,
although awards were won by many of the final dgwelents, no set of best practices
was clearly established with respect to size, foeation, energy savings and programs,

or affordability. Perhaps this had to do with ogpaities that varied from site to site,
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rather than the failure of innovation to spreadnéibeless, the evidence shows that there
are many ways of reaching the goal of housing cddeits affordably, and in
environments that are socially and environmenftailiyndly, as well as healthy.

It appears that there are certain sustainable elesnhave become commonplace
across all of the developments, such as the remtuofienergy and water use. These
building elements were described by respondentsceged with the Watershed as being
an important aspect of affordability for older aduivho can save money on bills.
Additionally, low-VOC materials were commonplaceldrave important health benefits,
especially for older residents. Surprisingly, odeésof The Watershed, the creation of
accessible environments was not as strong a factigasustainable elements; this topic
will be addressed in the following chapters.

In regard to project funding, it was clear thatdeal and state programs played a
critical role. Every project received LIHTC equitgcluding Trenton Terrace, which was
largely funded by the HUD Section 202 program.dlthe developments relied on
grants and private loans, and it was evident irettoration of The Watershed’s
financing that the myriad sources of financing bardifficult to track, as can be
maintaining compliance with all of the funders’ veg@ments. Affordable rent for the
units was tied to funding sources such as projaset) Section 8 funding (four of the six
developments used this as a funding source), wiestnicts rent to 30% of an
individual's income. In regard to housing that ve#sated in mixed-income

communities, in some instances, the affordable ingusas located adjacent to market-

151



rate housing, while in others, projects had vari@amges of affordability within the
buildings themselves.

The in-depth look at The Watershed provided an dppay to explore some of
the challenges of developing sustainable, affolablusing for older adults. Novel,
compared to other developments, was the involvemfenitside professionals with
specific expertise and experience in designingfder adults. However, some
shortcomings remained, such as the failure to dek group representing end users
throughout the design process, the fact that smstcaints limited the ability to create
healthy environments (e.qg., the presence of déy tlgoughout the units in the

development), and the loss of certain aspects©fdealue to cost considerations.
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Chapter 5

The Meaning of Sustainable, Affordable Housing folOlder Adults

Understanding what sustainable, affordable housiagnt to the key informants
in this research required specific approachesviieat developed as part of the interview
protocol. First, to develop a better understanadihtihhe concept, an exploration of what
“sustainable” meant to the experts interviewed atéampted. It then became important
to see how the respondents related the meaningstdieable to older adults, housing
elements, and affordability.

Each of the 31 interviews was conducted in the sawaener so as to create
responses that maintained as much validity andbidity as possible. All interviews
started with a statement that the term “sustairiatdeild be used throughout the
interview to describe quality housing and environtedor older adults rather than terms
such as “livable” and “age-friendly®Although both alternate terms were assumed to
have different connotations to respondents, theycammonly used in gerontology to
describe housing and environments that promotatyuxllife, healthy aging,
independence, and in the case of the WHO’s (200dlaljcation,Global Age-friendly
Cities: A Guidea component of sustainable cities. It shoulddtecdhthat the terms
livable and age-friendly were used by respondeutid the interviews, but the
researcher attempted to refrain from using thasegén the questions asked as a part of

the research protocol.

2 Further discussion of the use of the term “sustalif’ in lieu of “livable” and “age-friendly” is dcussed
in the limitations section in Chapter 8.
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The first two questions focused on were part effitst topic—sustainable housing
and environments for older adults—that was interidddcilitate a comfortable,
conversation-like environment (see Appendix B f@ tesearch instrument). These
guestions included asking participants to explamatiwo different descriptions of
sustainable development meant to them and thengskat the participants considered
to be elements of sustainable housing and enviratsrier older adults. Following the
first two questions, which represented the firstoofr main interview topics, the second
topic was started—the state of sustainable anddafiide housing for older adults in
Portland—which began with a request for participdatrespond to statements about
sustainable development as a “buzz word” and whetlstainable development
addressed affordability. Both the first two quessidi.e., the first topic) and the next two
items in the research protocol from the seconccteygire intended to ascertain the
meaning of sustainable, affordable housing for oétkilts.

Four specific categories of responses emerged thheranalysis: (1) the meaning
of the term sustainable development; (2) the mepoirthe term affordable and
affordable income ranges; (3) the relationship leetwsustainable and affordable in
housing; and (4) the long-term viability of thertesustainable development. Based on
the analysis of the interviews using thias.ti software, a total of 174 quotations were
identified as a part of those four categories, \Bthassociated with the first area, 58 with

the second, 29 with the third, and 33 with thelfaraa.
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Descriptions of Sustainable Development

A card was handed to participants that includeddescriptions of sustainable
environments. The first was from Portland’s origi@aeen Building PolicyCity of
Portland, 2001b, p. 3)-"Sustainable developmerksstebalance human development,
growth, and equity with ecological stewardship.’eldecond was a modified description
from the WHO’s Age-friendly Cities guide (WHO, 208 7%. 5) that replaced the term
“age-friendly cities” with “sustainable housing aedvironments for older adults™—
“[Sustainable housing and environments for oldertafiencourage active aging by
optimizing opportunities for health, participati@nd security in order to enhance quality
of life as people age.” Participants were askeshere whatever thoughts they had
regarding the descriptions.

Four main elements emerged from the analysiseofd¢lulting comments. First,
according to respondents, the City of Portlandfnd@n was seen to fit closely with the
most utilized definitions and descriptions of susdale development and green building
that participants were familiar with, which inclubeell-known phrases regarding
sustainability such as the “triple bottom line” aheé “three E’s.” Both terms specifically
refer to three interconnected aspects of the térprosperity/economics, (2)
planet/environment, and (3) and people/social ggais a green building expert
explained, the Portland policy description “is heanother way of verbalizing the triple
bottom line...social piece, people, equity...economy profit, viable,
affordable...environment would be the planet piedéis sentiment was echoed by a

director of a nonprofit agency, who felt the dgstton was “pretty similar to the [EPAS
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definition of] sustainability,” which described samable development as facilitated by
policies that “integrate environmental, economitj aocial values in decision making”
(EPA, n.d., para.4).

Second, participants felt that the Portland detionpwvas very specific to
physical development and lacked a social feel. Aagament expert explained that the
“development” in the Portland description “transkto bricks and mortar, what kind of
insulation you have...harvesting of rain water...whatlof [heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC)] system you have to minimizeeegy.” However, one respondent
did feel that the use of “human development” in Boetland description was positive, as
was echoed by an architect, who also teaches &nsitiv course on green building: “The
fact they list human development as one of the nfagdors, | think is really important.”

Nonetheless, the word “development” was used mitsh iy respondents to
refer to green building practices, not human dgwalent, even though the Portland
description was intended to “balance human devedwpiwith growth, equity, and
ecological stewardship” (City of Portland, 2001b3)p One participant, who had worked
in developing and managing housing for older adoltsnost of her career, expressed a
feeling common to many other interviewees whenestptained that the Portland
description “doesn’t have the social feel to it.”

Third, respondents frequently noted the differendecus (or lack thereof) on
age and aging between the two descriptions. Onelojger said, “The [description] from

the City of Portland is not age-specific,” and ach#ect and age-friendly design
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consultant noted that in Portland, sustainabist§played out over the global
environment without consideration for the healtd #re needs of older people.”

Overall, “human development” did not seem to trigip@ughts of age and/or
aging and thus left Portland’s description of sustle development lacking in regard to
its effectiveness in addressing the challenges @ging population. Conversely, there
was general consensus that aging was a centralar@npin the WHO description.

Much of the reason for this resided in the fact tha description specifically used the
terms “older adults,” “ageing,” and “age,” but teewas also a feeling that the Portland
description could have done more to describe hatagwable development meets the
needs of an aging society and, more generallynéeels that will accompany
demographic changes in the future.

The fourth and final aspect of the descriptionsustainable development is
related to the three previous elements. In genegihondents felt that the WHO'’s
description expanded the concept of sustainableldpment. By adding language about
a process that is universal—-e.g., all people arggathe meaning of sustainable
development was seen as more complete and appeoprige language of “optimizing
opportunities” in the WHO'’s description was seerobg developer to relate to outcomes
needed as we age, such as enhanced mobility thadtee from the creation of accessible
environments; he articulated this by asking: “Hoawek make the physical environment
fit the changes they're likely to go through phgic?”

Another limitation seen in Portland’s descriptidrsastainability was that it fits

only with the common understanding of the elem#mas comprise sustainable
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development directions: economics, environment,saial equity. This shortcoming
was also identified by a nonprofit executive dicg@s evident in other sustainability
descriptions: “LEED...Enterprise Green Communities.rtiEAdvantage...all talk about
the physical characteristics...It's all very techhibat it talks about bricks and mortar,
and it doesn't include necessarily the sensitiatthe experience people are going to
have that live there.” As was described in Chaptdrousing for older adults is more than
a physical structure and has many important sacidlcultural aspects. However,
definitions of sustainable development often lagknhn and cultural components, even
when highlighting the social equity aspect of tbaaept.

The WHO's description of sustainable housing amdrenments for older adults
offered an opportunity for expanding the understagodf sustainable development.
Respondents felt that, as compared to the Pordaadription, the WHO’s description
was more “focused on humans themselves” and “ablaprove the environment for
health and quality of life, and the experience pebtave as they age.” The categories of
age and aging were talked about by some of th@nelgmts as needing to be expanded to
include not only older adults but also “integratingh middle age and especially kids.”
An urban designer specifically detailed his feelingt sustainable development needed
to be more inclusive dll ages by “offering more opportunities to more people
throughout their life cycle as opposed to [not] jie last part, but the beginning as
well.”

The WHO description also drew several strong respenThe executive director

of a public housing organization was “more drawhtbe WHQO'’s description, and
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another respondent said “I strongly support thendein from the WHO more.” Several
respondents directly related to the WHO descriptiecause of experiences that they had
had with their aging parents, which was also seemr@ason why the topic of sustainable
development for an aging society may grow in popiyl@and relevance in the future.
Everyone will encounter personal experiences aasmtiwith an aging family member,
friend, or one’s self.

Asking participants to react to the descriptionsusdtainable development from
Portland and the WHO proved to be an effective t@agngage participants early on in
the interview. It also provided an understanding@iv respondents related the concept
of sustainablego older adults.

The Elements of Sustainable Housing and Environmeatfor Older Adults

The second interview question was intended tdhé&urput respondents at ease and
to allow the researcher to become familiar withrésgpondents’ knowledge and
perception of the “elements” of sustainable housind environment for older adults,
without considering, yet, the extra element of efédility. The elements discussed by
respondents varied depending on their familiariiyh\green building and the needs of
older adults. Based on the responses, five braadesits emerged: (1) physical
accessibility, (2) proximity to community servic€3) connecting infrastructure to
housing, (4) housing that contributes to healtll, @) designing for social spaces.

Physical accessibilityKnowledge of the need for physically accessible
environments was strong among respondents. Genspabking, it was common

knowledge that as older adults age, they have @saimgheir ability to respond to
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challenges presented in the physical environmegt, (gairs, maintenance of homes).
There was also a clear understanding among mapgndsents that accessible housing
was needed as individuals’ functional ability deeti over time, whether caused by
normal or pathological aging (i.e., disease).

When discussing the elements of accessibilitydh@aimportant in housing
design and construction, the responses were foauseequirements, codes, and
compliance. For example, a member of Portland’simgubureau (PHB) detailed
removing physical barriers to “entry and egress..stimeone who is perhaps mobility
impaired, whether in a wheelchair or just not dblevalk as far as quickly.”
Additionally, an affordable housing advocate expal her understanding of the phrase
physical accessibility as being specific to “ADAiof accessibility,” which focuses on
minimum building codes and compliance standards.

Several participants were aware that physicalsstio#ity, as it pertains to
minimum standards and requirements, representgdoant of the effort needed for
creating appropriate housing for an aging sociRgspondents articulated concepts that
went beyond federal, state, and local guidelingsh s housing that was “adaptable,”
“visitable,” and “usable,” as well as environmetitat incorporated “universal design”
principles. Adaptable housing was described asifgannits that are readily adaptable
So as people age in place they can make them moessble to them.” This included
placing blocking inside of walls before they amighed so that future upgrades such as
grab bars can be installed. Additionally, seveeapondents mentioned the need for

housing that would be flexible as their needs ckdngpecifically allowing for one larger
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unit to be turned into a primary dwelling and anessory unit so that a caregiver or
family member could live there.

The idea of “visitable housing” was raised by mugents several times during
the interviews. For example, a PHB employee felt th lot more [housing] should be
built accessible and visitable than it is now.” ¥able housing, which is intended to
accommodate a visitor with functional limitatiohs,s three minimum requirements: one
zero-step entrance, doors with 32 inches of claasg@ge space, and one bathroom on the
main floor that is accessible to someone in wheatdlConcrete Change, 2008). A
nonprofit director, who felt that “visitable desigmas] an important move forward,” was
surprised that it had not caught on as easily aswguld have expected, especially since
she believed that “well-designed accessible enwemts shouldn't look much different.”
Other respondents also mentioned that they fatabidity and visitable design should be
more pervasive in housing in the future.

One housing characteristic that makes visitabsegieeasier to accomplish is the
presence of a ground-floor unit or an elevatowigper-level units in multi-family
housing units or single-family homes that have amnig story. One respondent, who has
worked with older adults throughout her careereddhat Portland does not have a lot of
options for finding accessible single-family hougishe stated that it is “virtually
impossible to find a one-story new home now.”

“Universal design” was also mentioned by a fewtipgrants as an area that
should be considered. One participant explainechéeel for urgent action: “Well, every

year that goes by, the probability of universaligiess reduced because of the amount of
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[housing] stock that exists that is not [accessiltl@nything, it's gotten less friendly.”
One nonprofit housing director proposed that wesater building housing to be
“adaptable so every bathroom is sized [to meetattiessible standards]...every
kitchen...every doorway...all the hallways are sizeat thiay. So it's 100% visitable,
100% adaptable.” Another respondent had been iedalv a recent conversation where
it was proposed that “all housing should be viséabhould be universally designed...If
somebody is able-bodied, disabled, if everyoneusanall the environments that we build
from here on forward, what would be the biggessfable]?” She did note, however, that
“it does cost a bit more.”

Another important consideration regarding physamalessibility is that of
creating environments that are appropriately chgllgg in certain circumstances. This
concept was considered by an architect, who n6tdekre’s an argument to be made that
in a park environment people would anticipate gatetevel of physical challenge” and
that having the “freedom to build slightly steegeades, even for the wheelchair-bound
population” could duplicate “the experience of stwaty using their legs.” The thought
was that perhaps we can “design a little more ehgh into some environments than you
would more of a day-to-day necessity.”

Proximity to community services.The proximity of housing to appropriate
community services was another important concefgchby participants. In describing
the “important elements of sustainability,” a pegant stressed the need for first looking
at “the context” in which the housing units areiated. Understanding sustainable

housing for older adults to include access to neaeovices was seen by an elected
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official as “part of the evolution of sustainahylit.| think about the senior housing
project at Hills dale and one of the issues theddar, to get to the services that are
nearby.”

Community services were seen as those in closemity®o housing such as
commercial and public services. They were descrilyedne person as “kind of like
collateral services,” which include “supermarketdinic[s]...government
services...senior centers...multipurpose centers.” vam planner discussed the need to
ensure “proximity to services,” explaining that Bowg needs “adequate connectivity” to
“‘commercial clusters, retail sales and service tions, libraries, civic facilities, medical
institutions,” adding that whatever services theg; ¢hey need to have “adequate and
direct, convenient, safe connections.”

Additional services noted as important included $alts of educational
opportunities,” for older adults to be close toithkrairdressers and their bank,” and to
be only “a few blocks from a farmer's market.” @aspondent liked the idea of having
access to “cooperatives,” such as tool librariesfand co-ops, and another felt that it
would be nice to be close to a “childcare centerthat older people can be around
people of all ages, due to the fact that “It's Hare an older person and just be around
older people.” One participant even noted the irtgoare of indoor shopping malls,
explaining, “When I'm there, almost always | sedeoladults doing laps, getting their
exercise, because it's a covered, indoor factispecially in a climate like Portland,

where there's nowhere else to go.”
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Several respondents focused on services that exrstirrent neighborhoods.
One respondent felt that the “resettlement of exgsteighborhoods...[is] attractive for
seniors because they can have access to senaces,iateraction, recreation without
having to drive...that's something a lot of the néigthoods already have.” Another
respondent compared older and newer neighborhaskigg “What are the vital services
and how do you integrate those into these neigldmal$?” He felt that in “older
neighborhoods that would be a lot easier. But enrtewer neighborhoods it would be
very difficult.”

Also related to fostering proximity to servicessaafeeling that older adults
would be attracted to places that could reduceckeimiles traveled and improve the
natural environment. One approach, as explainet dgyernment official, was to find
“places within [appropriate] neighborhoods for sesito live.” He went on to explain
that “adapting a building...[promoting] green desigvjuld be welcomed by many older
adults and that they think about their “contribando carbon [emissions reduction],
avoiding driving.” He concluded by explaining hislief that “those places people don't
need to drive are naturally attractive to seniors.”

Research participants articulated which servikey felt were important, and
they noted how Portland’s city-wide efforts werteatpting to link housing and nearby
services. Several comments were made about urbaniph attempts to create “20-
minute neighborhoods” as part of Portland’s new paahensive plan, coordinated by the
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability. This idea e=plained by a for-profit developer

as making it “much easier to get to all of the teses that you need...within 20 minutes,
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preferably by walking, whether that's shoppingwdrere you live, or where you work,
where you recreate...automobiles would be the vestydption.” It should be noted that
Portland’s urban planning bureau (BPS) is now usiiegerm “healthy connected city
strategy” rather than 20-minute neighborhoods (Giti?ortland, 2012b, p. 73).

Connecting infrastructure to housing.The connection of infrastructure—i.e.,
public facilities and systems—to housing for olddults was seen as vital by the majority
of respondents for enabling access to nearby ssyvsocial connections, employment
and volunteer opportunities, and recreational a@ets; Two elements that were agreed
upon as important by respondents were (1) sidemaatkpedestrian infrastructure, and (2)
transportation infrastructure. As one respondeptaemed, “You need access to a
transportation system that works for someone whabder; maybe that's walking, maybe
it's transit.” In addition to the agreed-upon elatsesome respondents raised important
issues pertaining to future locational preferer{ees., forecasts showing preferences for
living close in and near transit) and whether th®i§ on bicycle infrastructure was
beneficial for older adults, or detrimental.

Pedestrian infrastructure, such as “curb cuts atehalk widths,” was seen to
contribute to “pleasurable environments that peaat to be in.” One participant
viewed this type of infrastructure as contributiogyuality of life and sustainable
communities: “To me, quality of life means goodtaitbreathe, sidewalks to walk on; all
those things we would think of as a sustainableroamnity.”

Infrastructure elements—curb ramps, sidewalksesti®ssings, markings and

signage, etc.—were seen to create a pedestriaroement that “not only serves older
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adults but serves a much broader population,” ataegrto an urban designer, who also
explained that the environment impacts “condugtiaitd continuity of that walking
system.” That interviewee also described a magmeht of the system as “looking for
connectivity, making sure there's at least a catimeca public right of way, or some
public connection from one area to another. We'dt\asseries of connections.”

Transportation infrastructure was also identifesdmportant by many
participants. A green building expert detailed ‘@gxto mass transit” as an important
“community scale” element of sustainable housingolder adults; and another
respondent explained, “Since people are not aldieive after a certain age, or might not
want to drive as much as they did when they wetmger...[they should] have good
public transit service.” Recent research suppottiregdesire to live near transit was
detailed by one public-sector employee: “Forechgtsight income categories and
locations on where people will live, whether it\wmership, or rental, or single family,
multifamily...one of the things it shows is contingihigh demand to live close in, near
transit.”

One respondent articulated the connection betwabhc transportation, housing,
and older adults by proposing that the more Paittzam “increase mass transit, the better
options we’re going to have.” She explained that“thobility piece” is connected to safe
transportation and is going to be a “key factor’da aging society. Furthermore, the
respondent felt that “little nodes of housing” thadre “adjacent to light rail or bus
transportation” might lead to older people beindimg to “give up their car if they had

access to transportation.”
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A BPS employee discussed the requirements of pgikirastructure for private
automobiles and housing design. She explainedhiaal Portland residents “don’t need
an off-street parking space; you can park on tleestn most of Portland, or group the
parking someplace.” If parking requirements weranged, the participant felt that more
“open spaces associated with medium, low-densitging” would be available, such as
“courtyard housing developments, with a green are¢he middle,” which were more
common “before there were parking requirementfién@0s.”

Bicycle infrastructure was discussed by some imtgrges who felt that people
should have the opportunity to cycle if they desioait that more attention to an aging
society was needed in comparison. One respondsiteddhat Portland needed to “think
about how to serve our elders as much as we thiok do we serve bike riders?”” On a
similar note, a different respondent felt that “tRord has such an ‘able-bodied’
image...the bicycler who's going into the Lucky L&r¢wing Company].” Both
respondents felt, in general, that the concentraiiocycling in Portland was not geared
toward an aging society as much as it was to yauggeerations, and that the City
should shift its energy to be more evenly divided.

Portland was seen by many research participarita\asg policy that has created
good infrastructure in certain areas. A plannehwBPS described Portland as having
“strong policy in the downtown area, most notabdy,infrastructure for sidewalks, for
curb ramps, for walking, environments for lots ailtamodal ways to get around, lots of
transit access, that kind of stuff. [Near] the rigeleast, lots of existing parks and open

spaces.”
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Despite the existence of quality infrastructur@atieas such as downtown and
inner-Portland, discrepancies were identified imeotareas of the city. As one respondent
noted, “Outside of downtown, Gateway, east Portlatite infrastructure, the density, the
concentration of uses, and development are not tjudtre; it's a little more spread out.”
He specifically noted that “walkability” and therdnsportation options and connections”
were not as robust as the core of the city. Anatbgpondent, also an urban planner,
pointed to areas of the city that “have unpaveekess; they don't have sidewalks, they
don't have street lights.” These discrepanciestoajliestion how planners can further
the equitable distribution of infrastructure thrbogt the city, especially areas that are
currently underserved and may need more assisthaonethers (e.g., those with higher
proportions of older adults).

Housing that contributes to health.An effort to simplify the understanding of
green and sustainable housing was common amongn@spts. As one person said,
“When we say ‘green building,’ it is just ‘good’ itdding;” her sentiment was that all
housing should just be designed “well.” This is sigstent with green building principles
discussed in Chapter 2 that were described asddous creating environments that
cause less harm to both the environment and tpebple who are living in and using the
resulting housing, buildings, and infrastructuredarced. For example, housing that is
built to meet green building standards—e.g., LEERification, Portland’s green building
requirements—has tried to reduce issues such@sbsilding syndrome” and other

maladies caused by poor materials and/or conditimetsworsen health over time.
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One respondent felt that housing built accordingreen building standards
would be similar for people of all ages: “I domiirtk housing for older adults would be
any different, or have any less [features] tharsirayfor anyone else.” A for-profit
housing developer went as far as saying that hgdsmolder adults has the “same
energy efficiency issues, same indoor quality issgame resource efficiency, water
use...to me, those things are given. You're goinga&e it as energy efficient as
possible, keep it healthy.” He went on to say tkducing the “toxicity of the materials”
should be considered across the board.

Several other respondents, however, felt that saike housing for older adults
required going beyond the “same standards” thaidvioel considered for the rest of the
population. A nonprofit director who hired a desmgpnsultant with expertise in aging
issues explained, “It was really helpful...in pathink she did impart new wisdom,
knowledge, learning to us and to our team...theraldierences for seniors in the way
their eyes work, their bodies work, that we migbt be thinking about.”

A green building specialist who had had severaleosations about “age-friendly
housing” with interested clientele explained tmatlesigning buildings “for [older]
people to live in,” it is important to consider ttgour flexibility changes, your vision
changes, the way you hear changes” and that “they gbu get, the more vulnerable you
are to...thermal comfort... factors that determine thermahfant [are] air speed,
relative humidity, and radiant surface temperatuke.architect added the need for
“good lighting environments” and “floor coverindsat are durable and visually don't

present issues” that would impact aging eyes (glare). A housing expert also saw
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design to improve “way finding” as important, sueh“way finding in the
corridors...way finding to the units, way findingtae elevators.”

The expert in aging design discussed several additconcerns. She noted that
“sustainable housing that is being built [is] alwdlgought of as a large development;
therefore, they need a large piece of land, anceioras it's unsuitable...it may not be
the most desirable location.” She expressed cortbatnn Portland “chunks of land that
wouldn’t be desirable for other uses” have been@pmated for large-scale housing
projects that may be unhealthy for older adulte $ame respondent pointed to one
housing development that borders on a freeway asddideal with issues of “air
pollution, noise, and...a chasm or breakdown of #ightborhood where you can’t cross
[the street].” One siting issue that was partidylaroblematic was “locating the tower
that was to be for [low-income] seniors adjacernthfreeway.” She posited this
decision was “intentional,” as the “market-rate rqp@nt” was further away. In fact,
according to a report by the Federal Transportadidministration (2004, p. 362), the
plan for the site was to use the building intenfitedlder adults—the largest building—‘on
the edge as a ‘town wall’ to act as a sound angvilsuffer.” The major issue with that
locational decision was “the freeway noise,” ageéhgas a lack of understanding that
“older people have sleep problems, that they asdyemvakened in the night.” She also
explained that older people “have a higher inci@enicsleep disorders, and also greater
sensitivity to air pollution because of preexistognditions.” The resulting problem that
the designer articulated was: “How do you get fraishin your apartment if you're right

out there on the freeway?”
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Housing that contributes positively to the healtlolder adults was seen by
several respondents as being important when plgriaiman aging society. However,
many respondents also made comments similar tllogving: “The things we would
do for seniors we should probably be doing in galnegood lighting environments...
accessible, universal features throughout the ulhator. coverings that are durable and
visually don't present issues.” In designing “istracture able to support people
throughout the life course,” there was a feelirgt the outcome would be environments
that would “work for toddlers as well as seniors.”

A nonprofit director who operated an affordable $iag project for low-income
older adults and veterans pointed out, “I canttklof that many issues where it seemed
that what we were doing wouldn't have worked fdreotage groups as well [as older
adults].” As an architect explained, it is “notfjabout you, and your decline, [which] we
don’t want to believe,” but it is about being “stas of our environments and our
neighbors™ by trying to “incorporate those stardiam case our family or friends want
to come over.”

Designing for social spacedg-ocusing on “bricks and mortar” is only one
component of sustainable housing. As one partitipaplained, “You can have all the
healthy, sustainable elements in your building.. 1 jbyou] isolate a person [who is]
older, I think you have a real problem.” Most pagants felt that personal space, such as
one’s residential unit, should provide privacy; lewer, as one woman who has been
involved in housing development specific to oldeéulés noted, “Providing opportunities

for interaction both inside and outside of the iy is also important.
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There was a feeling among several respondentptbigssional designers have a
long way to go to get designing social spaces ttighhousing developments. One
architect explained, “We’re not that good at desigrthe more social spaces, thinking
outside the unit and thinking more about lobbiestidors, and things like that.” He
proposed thinking about “designing a living room tiee whole building” and felt that
each building and its space must be unique. Hignale was that some “[residential]
buildings downtown, where there’s a nice lobbycpkto sit, nobody is sitting in it.”
Several reasons were posited as to why somettkagHat might occur, including “street
noise,” a space that “doesn’t feel safe,” a lackttoé right relationship to the [front]
desk,” and “sunshine on the other side of the imgld

An interviewee from PDC described what his agesqyects in housing designed
for older adults: “a community room, a library...encaging active living and getting
seniors involved with more social space.” All oé#le issues are factored in when the
PDC “plan the budget, plan for the project...[it &fpof] our big vision.” What was not
discussed was how, or if, older adults themselva®wvolved in conceptualizing those
spaces.

An example of incorporating end users into thegtesif a housing complex was
detailed by a member of an organization that prewiskervices to older adults with very
low incomes. He explained that “interviews with lavcome seniors who were living
downtown” helped in creating what would ultimatélgally make [the development]
sustainable.” He noted that the people who weervigwed “thought of a lot of things

[he] wouldn't necessarily have thought of.” By tatkto some of the people who might
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be using that development daily, the architectsdetlopers found out that
“Community space was a big deal” and the resuhias now, when someone comes to
visit the development, “You'll see all this beauitiftommunity space: a library, a
community kitchen, a living room with a firepla@ community space, community
bathroom on the first floor.upper courtyard there, which is a community space.”

An architect who also teaches green building pples such as participatory
design also pointed to the value of involving userdesign, stating: “Engaging everyone
in those kinds of decisions is an important step.otAar real benefit of participatory
design is [that]...including [end users] in the despgocess empowers them. It makes
them feel like [it] is their building...They partiaped in every decision...They’re proud
of it.” He even expressed the belief that “if yauttiat responsibly with the general
population, people take care of a building they tieey helped make...There’'s some
good examples of that for the very low income...ttalge care of it. You don’t see the
graffiti and vandalism that you might otherwisesome populations.” By involving older
end users, it seems more likely to results in $epaces that are valued and used by
older residents.

In regard to designing for specific social actesti cigarette smoking was brought
into the conversation several times. Although smgkiigarettes is a health risk and can
cause others displeasure, discomfort, and evernrsglweedical reactions, there is no
denying that smoking is often a social activity avill occur in and around a building,
particularly when there are limited locations whigrdividuals are allowed to smoke. As

one management expert pointed out, many resideatgaing to smoke no matter
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what...It's what they do, and | understand it.” Aohatect and designer explained that
she thinks that “smokers are maybe more sociaftbesh non-smokers]...they're all
huddled out there with their cigarettes in thettdigroup; they probably have more
vitamin D. They’re killing off their lungs but thég out there hanging out.” Based on the
fact that residents will smoke, some respondentsdniiat it is important to be

intentional about considering where these residsitsmoke and how that will impact
them, other residents, and other members of therzonty.

In addition to outside locations for smokers tahgat respondents noted a number
of other spaces outside of the walls of a housengbpment that are important places
for social activity and interaction. As one respemidsaid, “Almost all seniors like to be
near parks...near things like the theater and culawents.” Another participant
explained that human interaction occurs in “littedes...parks...a grocery
store...whatever it is that satisfies your cultuf@,? and another respondent detailed the
interesting phenomena of the way “private sectacep” are becoming “gathering
places...Internet access is a big thing...the cenbmadrly.”

Another important element of design brought up irtiple interviews was the
need for designing specialized space within thernomareas of affordable housing to
be dedicated as a consultation room. Such a rooatdvatiow for a number of functions.
This space was described by one respondent as ‘lzesmgall office...It may have water,
and it's used so a visiting social worker or seroovider can meet privately with
somebody without having to meet in the unit or ior@ader, more public community

space.” The space would also allow for certain “ro@dorocedures,” such as a “flu shot
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clinic, or a diabetes check, or cholesterol checlgodiatry check.” A key component is
“a little bit of privacy.” Privacy in this instandacilitates a sense of dignity, as judgment
and other social pressures are alleviated.

Further Expansion of the Meaning and Long-term Viabhlity of Sustainable
Development

After the first two questions of the interview werompleted (which represented
the completion of the first of four interview topj¢ the second topic was started: the state
of sustainable and affordable housing for oldedtadn Portland. Participants were read
the phrase that encapsulated the first topic drd@adnterview: “the state of sustainable
and affordable housing for older adults in Portlamdrticipants were then told that they
would be read two statements and asked to respaifemn. One of the statements
focused on an area of interest that was intentipieft out of the earlier portion—the
relationship between sustainable housing and afulit—as the researcher felt that
respondents should be given the opportunity toeepghe meaning of sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults in parts, ratih@n as a whole. This statement read to
respondents was: “A development cannot be sustainalbess it addresses the issue of
affordability.”

The relationship between sustainable development hsing andaffordability.
Responses to the statement that “a developmenbthersustainable unless it addresses
the issue of affordability” varied greatly, espdlgiaince respondents were not asked to
confirm or deny the accuracy of the statement. Algh “true” and “false” answers were
common, several trends emerged from responsesdhaissist in better understanding
the meaning of sustainable, affordable housinglder adults.
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Based on the exploration of the concept of suahality and its relationship to
housing and aging in the first two questions ofitlterview, the majority of participants’
responses were focused on the relationship betaestainable development and
affordability. The chief executive officer of a grting and management firm
specializing in senior living facilities felt th&Affordability’ is just as subjective of a
term as ‘sustainable.” Affordability could mearethost of rent relative to someone’s
wages, or, as an employee of the local housingoatiytexplained, affordability could
mean the cost to “keep up” your housing, or thé $ameone can’t pay rent or “afford to
pay the light bills anymore.” The question of atfability for that respondent came down
to “the ability to pay to be there,” regardlesgshad price that the market will bear.

The director of a nonprofit organization providisgyvice to low-income older
adults detailed the evolution that she experienaédthe term affordability; the term
“got so overused when [they] started doing advodadle 90s that it became
meaningless.” After that, she explained, there avpsint when she realized that
affordable housing “wasn't affordable to the pedph&r organization was serving].” At
that point she came to understand that affordglnieded to be defined specifically “for
low-income people.” The need to define affordapititiring the interviews was very
clear among the participants.

The statement, “All housing is affordable to sonmefonas repeated by many
respondents. Another common comment from parti¢gpaas that, when trying to
understand housing affordability, one must askgthestion, “Affordable to whom?”

There were also several mentions of a general Gluteumb” that housing should cost
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no more than 30% of a household’s income, whi¢hesfederal guideline for affordable
housing.

To better explain the relationship between affoildgtand low-income
households, the director of the nonprofit who helt“affordability” was overused
explained that “Today...really low-income people...vefide that as 30% [of MFI]. 14%
of Portland is at 30% of median or less.” Anotrespondent explained that
“Affordability is defined one way by one governmgrand another way by a different
government agency. Moreover, the term is usedréiffty among various agencies in the
public, for-profit, and nonprofit sectors. Othemnmmonly used “tiers of affordability” that
were discussed in the interviews included 60% &% 8f the MFI, but, as one
respondent explained, some units that are labalédffordable” have rents that are up to
120% of MFI.

Four distinct lines of thought emerged from resmams concerning the
connection between sustainable housing and affdityall) sustainable developments
were not always thought of as affordable and dadims of what was “affordable”
differed, (2) some features of sustainable devetyprnwere seen as leading to cost
savings, (3) housing that receives public subsi@#éen tied to affordability) was often
required to have sustainable elements, such as freleling features, and (4) some
respondents who understood the term sustainabsityeing composed of the “triple
bottom line” or “three E’s of sustainability’—platienvironment, profit/economy, and

people/social equity—felt that the social equitynpmnent required an element of
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affordability in order to be classified as “sustdiite.” These lines of thought are
elaborated below.

Sustainable housing developments, generally utater¢o be housing that used
green building practices (e.g., met LEED standandsje considered to have a
“premium” cost for development. At market rate stbiten precluded “affordability” or
required additional funding (e.g., grants) to sdiz&e development costs in order to reach
the benchmarks to be considered affordable. Laeifofdability, however, generally did
not preclude the development from being seen agdmable,” in the minds of some
respondents. As one architect explained, “Theresamnge very, very wonderful green
buildings that were very expensive...but | do thih&re’s a possibility of having a
community that’s designed for people of wealth tat be sustainable.”

Second, some features of sustainable housing,asiehergy efficiency and
proximity to transit, were thought to lead to csavings for residents and building
operators. For residents, the “sustainable” aspietie development can create additional
affordability through energy and transportationisgs (as long as those costs are not
passed on to the resident from the developer grgotp owner). One affordable housing
owner and operator explained, “Energy efficiencgaritical for our residents,” as is
“product durability...I want [the carpet] to lastdéit years].” Additionally, the health of
the residents was seen as important to the builgjpegator, due to the fact that an
“unhealthy environment [is] going to create an enoit impact on the operation of that

building.”
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Third, affordable housing developments that ree@blic subsidy from various
government agencies within the City of Portland/anthe State of Oregon are required
to have certain green features (e.g., nontoxic nadgeenergy efficiency). This is based
on green building policies in Portland, in partamiland was considered by several
respondents to raise the cost of development. Relgmds noted that the PDC will
sometimes act as a “gap funder” to help in payorgsbme of these costs, but grants,
loans, and many other funding sources are oftedatet®o make a development “pencil
out” or end up with enough money to cover the ojregeexpenses. The resulting
affordable housing is considered to be healthidriantmany respects better than housing
that is not required to meet the same policy statsjan the other hand, it is more
expensive to develop and requires many subsidies wperating on affordable rents.

Finally, many respondents who had a firm grastnefthree “E’s” of
sustainability—environment, economy, and equity-ewaore likely to feel that a
development cannot be sustainable unless it isdzbde to lower-income groups. As
explained by one participant, “This harkens to analysis of equity being the ignored
part of sustainability...affordability seems likeuntlamental component to create fair
access, equal access to the development.” Takisgenspective, social equity and
affordable housing can be seen as critical in sustée development that meets the needs
of future generations; as detailed in Chapter € jtkereasing number of older adults in
the U.S. already require a higher quality and gtyaat affordable housing, a trend that

is expected to increase over time.
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The long-term viability of the term “sustainable development.” Within the
topic area of the interview phrased as “the sthsustainable and affordable housing for
older adults in Portland,” participants were ast@tespond to a second statement:
“Sustainable development is a ‘buzz word’ that wilentually be replaced by the next
trend in planning and real estate development.”iltent of the question was to
understand the long-term viability of the term ‘suisable development.”

A couple of respondents felt that the term “sunsthle development” was already
being replaced by the term “green.” As one respohsdiated, “From a physical energy
side, | would say yes...it seems that ‘green’ hasaaly replaced it.” This perspective
seemed to emerge in regard to elements of greddirayienvironment, and energy
savings, but it did not extend to the social eqadgnponent of sustainable development.

Some respondents felt that sustainable developwautd eventually be replaced
by another word or term. One interview participsad he “always thought of that as a
buzz word” and felt that “it probably will be regled by something else...no doubt it will
be at some point.” To some respondents there whez terms that preceded sustainable
development that had similar meanings, such agethes “environmentalism,” “growth
management,” and “smart growth.”

The vast majority of respondents felt that whettremot the term sustainable
development was a buzz word was not important; wiatered was that even if the term
did “morph into something else,” the values wowddhain. As another person explained,
“Sustainable’ is one of the words that has evolvélat’'s gotten a broader definition

over time...but | think ‘sustainable’ is a diverserdioit means a lot of different things to
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a lot of different people.” Another comment compubseistainable development to art:
“It's like impressionism—some people like it, sopeople hate it, but everybody has an
opinion on it, and as long as everybody has aniopiand it evokes a conversation, then
it stays alive.”

The meaning of sustainable, affordable housinglder adults is clearer,
including the elements that make up such housihg.fdllowing two chapters will focus
on findings that explain how and why sustainabif@rdable housing for older adults was
completed and policies that had an impact on taermhg and development of such

housing in Portland.
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Chapter 6
How and Why Sustainable, Affordable Housing for
Older Adults Was Planned for and Developed

In order to answer the questions of how and wisyasniable, affordable housing
for older adults was planned for and developed,ikfeymants were asked a series of
guestions intended to provide unique insight ihi practices and motivations of those
engaged in the planning and development of suckihguin Portland. This chapter
focuses on the findings that emerged from the &rvrews, in particular the roles and
contributions of individuals, groups and sectord apecific processes and practices that
contributed to the completion of projects.

To address the question of “why” developments werapleted, both underlying
systemic issues and the culture of planning anéldpment that was identified in
Portland are discussed. In addition to focusingvbg sustainable, affordable housing for
older adults was completed in Portland, finding®amerged as to why additional
housing wasiot completed. These findings have important implaraifor policies and
programs (the focus of the following chapter) amdféiture research (addressed in the
final chapter).

A review of the method used in collecting the datthis chapter will help in
positioning the findings reported here. After papants responded to the initial four
guestions of the interview in the previous chagdtaused on increasing understanding of
the meaning and elements of sustainable, affordadlsing for older adults—an

additional 10 questions were asked to intervievpeegtaining to two topics: (1) the state
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of sustainable and affordable housing in Portlamdt (2) professional roles in the
housing development process.

During analysis of the data, 11 categories emetiggidaddressed the answers to
these questions based on 960 quotations that denéfied. The analysis categories (see
Table 3.2, Chapter 3, Categories 5-15) repressporeses that provide unique insight
into how developments were completed. Categori@th&ve been combined in this
chapter to focus on the following two sets of fimgk: first, the roles and contributions of
actors, sectors, and organizations; and secondegges and practices that contributed to
the types of developments in question. Categor&s Bave been combined to include
the following three sets of findings that will beepented in this chapter: first, why
policies and programs have led to sustainablerddfae housing for older adults;
second, the culture of sustainable, affordablemptanand development in Portland; and
third, why more sustainable, affordable housingeflgyments for older adults have not

been created.

% The 10 research questions that led to findingkischapter were the following: (1) Please desgrib
general, any current efforts that you feel are ¢p@made to create sustainable housing for oldetsdul
Portland. Do you feel that Portland is making apgcific efforts as compared to other cities?; (2)yDu
feel that sustainable housing development for cddieilts is being “championed” by a particular indual,
group, or entity in Portland, and if so, by whom®y\o you feel that is occurring?; (3) Thinking adty
about the real estate development industry—sudewsopers, architects, contractors, and otherasple
describe, in general, changes in practice thabecarring in response to our aging society.; (4ydar
opinion, what are the major differences in the wiayshich the private, public, and nonprofit sestare
contributing to the creation of sustainable housing environments for older adults?; (5) How do fem=l
the current economic climate is affecting the depeient of sustainable and/or affordable housing for
older adults?; (6) Please add any additional thtautilat you have regarding the state of sustaireaidéor
affordable housing for older adults in Portland); I your opinion, what do you feel are the most
important professional roles in the planning andetlgpment of sustainable and affordable housing for
older adults and how do they contribute?; (8) Qultative and participatory processes such as design
charrettes, design review, integrated design, &te.peing used more commonly in building desigh an
development. In your opinion, how do you feel thpsocesses affect the development of housingldiar o
adults?; (9) How are consultants and/or subcomradémportant to the development of sustainabléand
affordable housing for older adults?; and (10) Waudditional thoughts do you have regarding theousi
professional roles in the planning and developmé&hbusing for older adults?
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The Roles and Contributions of Actors, Sectors, an@rganizations in Projects

State of Oregon At the state level, two government agencies wesatitled as
important in the creation of sustainable, affor@adibusing for older adults. First, some
respondents reported that Oregon’s statewide dapattfocused on issues of housing
and community services (OHCS) was an important @gérat influenced affordable
housing development, including housing that wasctared to have sustainable features
and housing that was specific to older adults. H@ugt was noted by a small number of
respondents that OHCS operated too much like a 8adkhat the agency could and
should take on a more visionary leadership role @kecutive director of a nonprofit
agency focused on serving the needs of vulnerdér adults suggested that a “much
more energetic group” was needed at OCHS. The nelgpd felt that the agency was not
only capable of, but should become more “visioremied” rather than focusing its
efforts in a constrained financial oversight capaci

A PDC employee who has worked on numerous afféegabstainable, and
accessible housing projects in Portland felt thdOS played a critical role for
developers. He explained that developers buildusgesnable and affordable housing for
older adults are reliant on state support from OH&fE he believed that some of these
developers were, in fact, “seeking sustainable ldgweent for seniors.” Overall, the
respondent felt that the agency played an importdatand that, moving forward, OHCS
would be integral in financing and guiding the depenent of sustainable, affordable

housing for older adults in Portland.
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The division responsible for statewide buildingsles, licensing, and permitting
in Oregon (BCD) was noted as having an importaftiu@mce on development standards
from the state to the local levels. Although BCDswt mentioned often by respondents,
two interviewees believed that the agency needéaster increased accessibility
throughout the state. One respondent familiar gigen building technology explained
that BCD has access to knowledge regarding whepeomements are possible: “We
have a very good list of where all the barrieradoessibility are [such as] the codes and
regulations.” However, this respondent felt th&t temoval of those barriers was not
happening, and he really did not understand whgesiamoving barriers seemed to be
the next “logical next step” after the identificatiof those barriers. Additionally, the
need to revisit state building codes to improveeasibility requirements that have an
impact on Portland was mentioned in one interviewhich the respondent highlighted
BCD'’s oversight role with respect to local munidipes; local jurisdictions are required
to be compliant with statewide building codes dmetéfore need changes to occur at the
state level.

Absent from the interviews was any comment regar@negon’s Visitability
statute (discussed in Chapter 2), which was intgémndéncrease accessible housing in
new developments that received funding from ceqaograms in Oregon. The existence
and understanding of how the statute has been mgplited deserves future exploration.

The greater metropolitan region and Multnomah Couny. Metro, Portland’s
regional government, also has a role in plannimdghéusing and environments for an

aging society. Recent research that has been fuamttbdompleted by the regional
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government agency has included housing and tratamor options for older adults. An
elected official who was interviewed for this resdafelt that Metro was, in fact, aware
of and interested in addressing the connectedsssiugousing, transportation, and land
use as it pertains to an aging population in tleatgr Portland region.

The Metro councilor described an ongoing conversatiith an expert advisory
group on regional development that was focusedeotecs and corridors development,
stating: “They’re saying the Boomers aren’t goiadive at the edge [of the regional
growth boundary], and the young people don’t warlivie at the edge [either].” He went
on to add that the region is “going to have a fadlemand for [development in] centers
and corridors... maybe this [economic] crisis wikdeto some change.” On the other
hand, even though he noted Metro’s regional focusamcentrated development in
centers and corridors, the councilperson pointeghtomportant question that needed to
be addressed pertaining to existing age-relatelleciges: “How do we adapt the
suburbs?” Although the suburbs are a part of tg@ne the elected official highlighted
the fact that they posed a particular challengduture regional development.

In the future, Metro will play an important role diefining the direction for the
region which will, in turn, impact Portland and ethmunicipalities that are inextricably
linked to the regional government. Metro’s GrowthnCept and Function Plan were
described by a sustainability expert at the Multabr@ounty office as important,
particularly due to the contributions of urban piars focused on the long-range planning
efforts: “Within various levels of government...[plars] are shaping our future.” The

County employee added that “Metro is going to bg la¢ least for this region.”
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The other local, non-city agency identified in theerviews as having an impact
on housing for older adults in Portland was thethiuinah County-based public housing
authority, Home Forward. Home Forward had just progect in Portland identified as
meeting the criteria for this case study: Trentemnrdce, a Section 202 development that
was built as part of a larger, federally-backed &i® project named New Columbia.
Like other housing authorities in the U.S., Homeward deals with housing for low-
and very low-income households and was describezhbyof its employees as “targeting
the poorest of the poor.” As discussed in Chaptétdine Forward is critically important
in providing affordable housing for older adultsttwhigh needs?

City of Portland. Within the City of Portland, the consolidation afusing
functions of the PDC into PHB in 2009 was generaflgn by research participants as a
positive step in improving housing development antRnd. Respondents explained that
the PHB seemed to be a more appropriate agensydbr functions, and that reducing
duplication was a logical approach. The PDC didired major role in funding
affordable housing in Portland through its set@siti30% of tax increment financing for
affordable housing within urban renewal areas. &dvespondents explained that
affordable housing advocates had won a victoryeitirgg that policy passed, and one
former Portland councilperson described the paisyGreat.” A service provider for

low-income older adults explained that “advocateske&d very hard to get the 30% set

% The number of older adults that Home Forward hewsss not available; however, it was estimated that
there were 735 older adults aged 55 and older sgdidiusing solely from the public housing agenay an
were on its waiting list, with over one-fourth hogito move in within one month from when they
completed a survey. (Carder, Weinstein & Kohon,201
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aside [passed].” However, the set aside elicitsgarses that varied greatly among
respondents.

The majority of respondents who commented on tfé 86ide viewed it as being
as a positive policy that would serve as a veryartgnt funding source for affordable
housing in Portland. A current board member of Héorvard relayed her feelings on
the policy: “I'm so excited... we're getting the afflable housing money out of [PDC’s]
hot little hands.” One self-described affordablei$ing advocate explained that
“Theoretically, [the set aside] guaranteed 30%hefmoney flows to the poorest people”
and that it is a funding source “that's going twelfaffordable housing] preservation and
future development.” He concluded that “There lualse a revenue source” and saw the
set aside as critical to creating much neededdsdfae housing in Portland.

Some respondents still expressed concern with Ei&$commitment to using
the set- aside funds for affordable housing. Asdibector of a nonprofit focusing on the
needs of low-income seniors explained, “[A partuwdity councilor] is saying [urban
renewal taxes have] nothing to do with affordaldeding.” She added, “We [still]
haven't used that 30% set aside to build affordabiesing” and suggested a new
approach moving forward: “We should be publishingleation.” She relayed additional
reasons for establishing an evaluation: “I donfikithe general public knows [the
outcomes of the set aside]... Behind closed doossvithdnad reports back to the [PDC]
and certain committees.” Her conclusion was thatenagcountability was needed, and

answers to the following questions should be giVelow have we done on the 30% set
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aside [and] are we meeting those goals?” Her opiaiowhether the city was meeting its
goals was very clear: “No, we're not.”

A PDC employee offered insight into the PDC’s perdjve, explaining that
perhaps the requirements of the set aside wenegiooand needed more flexibility. He
described the policy as an “okay requirement” whias based on his feeling that the
requirement has meant that “flexibility is takenagivfrom the PDC in deciding how to
allocate its tax revenue. He elaborated by expigitinat the another goal of urban
renewal is to “remove blight” and that if “30% &fet dollars are already prescribed,” this
might get in the way of a community that “needsihess loans so people could be
employed, or needs a park more.” He added thatlhéhat “affordable housing needs to
be higher on the radar,” but that using nearly tmet of the tax increment financing on
affordable housing came with problems: “The whdleai [of urban renewal areas] is to
make investments that generate revenue...you'reanog go capture nearly as much in
tax revenues [from] affordable housing.” Additiolyathe PDC employee explained that
if the development is subsidized and it is “a nofipthat's developing it, that property is
going to be tax exempt.” This sentiment was natreffl by any other respondent but it
offers an important window into the perspectivd®fC, urban renewal, and the 30% set
aside of tax increment financing.

Nonprofit sector. Nonprofit organizations play a critical role iretprovision of
housing in Portland, including being at the foretrof the push for building housing
according to green standards. The national eftdrEnterprise Community Partners

contributed to the local focus on “greening affdrigahousing,” which was described by
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the executive director of one nonprofit: “I'd s&ally Green Communities, through
Enterprise [has] forced us, or brought [nonprofitsihink about how to structure the
green side of our affordable housing, and theydrgonnect with city policy.” A policy
expert with PHB who previously worked for EnterpriSommunity Partners explained
the evolution of the program which was implementeBortland:

[Enterprise was] at the forefront of bringing grdmnlding [practices] into

affordable housing development. Enterprise rolletdaoprogram nationally

[called] Green Communities... it was a partnershig of the first partnerships,

between a major national environmental organizagiomed at sustainability, to

bring the notion forward that green building—builgliefficiently, building in
healthy ways—made as much or more sense for loemecommunities than [as]

a high end perk. [They advocated that] affordalslesimg [should be] energy

efficient and a healthy living environment, as wasdl[being located] in a

walkable community... Enterprise really brought timb the forefront as far as

thinking about affordable housing nationally.

The policy expert went on to explain that Entegprnad shifted its focus away
from physical development practices, which she dlesd as “sticks and bricks and
crunching spreadsheets,” moving instead towarcpadisues and operating practices
that were intended to build the capacity of “noriprarganizations [that] own and
operate a large share of the housing to be subtaibasiness-source organizations.” In
particular, the Green Communities program was desdras having “provided a lot of
learning [and] planning grants up front for affdblahousing developers to integrate
[sustainable] design processes [that] actually ginbsome of those measures into the
development of affordable housing.” In Portlangs Green Communities program was

used in two of the six developments described iapgidr 4. The relationship between

Enterprise and Portland’s planning and developroemtmunities was considered to be
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important and to have influenced, to some degreslddd’s green building policies and
programs.

Another aspect of nonprofit development that wasulsed by the 31
interviewees was the range of affordability thanpfits provided to residents and the
meaning of the term “affordable.” There were diffigropinions as to which income
ranges nonprofit organizations served. Some expdets® opinion that nonprofits were
essential to the provision of housing for low-in@nasidents, while others felt that
certain nonprofits had focused on affordable hayin residents who did not have the
greatest need. In fact, nonprofit organizationsevgsren by several respondents as
operating, in some ways, as for-profit organizagiand were viewed as needing to
broaden both their approaches to development ancatige of residents whom they
serve. Additional findings related to this issue presented later in this chapter.

For-profit sector. The private, for-profit sector plays an importasierin the
development of affordable housing and often tinagsyas detailed by one respondent,
becomes involved with projects based on “opporjunitvhich means you can make
some money.” In the case of sustainable, affordabiesing for older adults, an owner or
sponsor—often a nonprofit—will enlist a team of plecand organizations in order to plan
for, design, and develop the housing project.

As described in Chapter 2, a building programgunto a conceptual design and
ultimately into detailed plans for building. Ond¢etplans are approved, bidding for the
services of a general contractor or various sulaotdrs occurs until bid agreements are

completed. The detailed plans are then used bgahstruction team in building the
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actual unit and are most often carried out by agdrcontractor. The general contractor
normally has his or her own team to construct thi&lng and/or will work with
subcontractors to complete the various stagesrdtaaction, depending on the
agreement with the owner/sponsor.

Private consultants can also be an important garteam in developing
sustainable, affordable housing for older adults.éxample, a consultant who was
brought onto the development team in one housiaggr designed for older adults had
expertise in aging-friendly design. As an archigqtlained, if your firm doesn't have
that expertise, “there are consultants that sgadiyi specialize in aging issues out there.”
However, based on the comments of the architectsanprofit directors interviewed, it
was not common to employ aging-specific consultamith a decision made, instead, to
address the issues “in house” with someone fronowreer/developer, architecture, or
contractor team.

Cross-sector relationships The interviews revealed that the public, privaied
nonprofit sectors related to housing developmeiftartland function in a complex and
inextricable fashion with one another. Public-ptéevpartnerships existed in each of the
sustainable, affordable housing developments fderahdults identified, even though the
sectors, in general, operate with differing valaed priorities (e.g., green building,
affordability, organizational missions). For instapnnonprofit project sponsors enlist the
assistance of private-sector architects and caotist order to complete the project, as
does the Home Forward, the county’s public houaimority. Additionally, funding

mechanisms from a variety of government agencidfamax abatements are integral in
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creating a level of affordability for both the neofit and for-profit sectors developing
affordable housing in Portland (as discussed iatgredetail in the next section).

A planner at BPS provided insight into the cityarimership approaches. He
explained the limitations of certain city agencit§BPS] isn't going to go out and build
buildings; [PDC] partners with developers to byplojects.” However, he stressed the
importance of collaboration: “We bring [the for-fitesector] around the table [to] talk
about a vision [and] a way forward.” He explainkdttthere was a need to develop an
ongoing dialog that can lead to “getting enoughsiogiat enough of an affordability
level for enough different household types andssieanake [partnerships] sustainable
and have enough options for [housing a range afplee”

Another BPS planner noted that some project sperfamrelopers in the for-profit
sector are “interested in partnering with the aitpt on projects” and that they want to
“build projects that are somewhat affordable.” @nigate developer, who at one time
worked in nonprofit development, fills a niche fteveloping affordable housing in
certain areas of the city and explained how heimasved in affordable housing
development: “Because there were developer agrasthémat a certain amount of
affordable housing had to be provided by the pe\ddvelopers.” Since these public-
private development agreements exist between gépaes (e.g., PDC, BPS) and private
developers, they allow that a certain developee&no and develops the affordable

housing to meet [specified] requirements.”

%1 The Municipal Research and Services Center of Wigsin (2010) described a developer agreement as
“a contract between a local jurisdiction and a penswho has ownership or control of property wittiia
jurisdiction. The purpose of the agreement is tcHy the standards and conditions that will govern
development of the property” (para. 1).
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A policy expert working at PHB described how onetipalar cross-sector
partnership brought together national, state, andllorganizations by leveraging
subsidies and engaging in collaboration:

[Enterprise] had both the infrastructure to baiggbacity with the primary
developers, as well as the tax credit investment fand] there were some really
good folks [in Portland’s government agencies] wieve interested in having
affordable housing and the City's investments fardfble housing linked to
some of the same kinds of goals...but the majorityadicy was getting passed to
exempt affordable housing from meeting those sametnes..It was [said

that] ‘affordable housing already costs so muchuitd that we’re not going to

layer another unfunded mandate.” When we firstetitalking to industry

partners and nonprofit organizations [Enterpriseftto reframe [green building
policy in affordable housing] as an equity issuetdeprise, as a tax credit
investor, put a lot of effort into quality designdaquality location, [but] not all
tax credit investors were looking for that. Manyrevéoking strictly for a profit.

The State of Oregon actually was one of the eatielsave an architect on board

to look at issues like the use of materials andugeeof good building systems.
Processes and Practices that Contribute to Projects

Financing barriers. The finance component of affordable housing is demp
and often involves various funding sources, inaigdbans from banks and public
agencies, grants, equity in the form of tax creditsds, and other possible sources. As
was described by the sponsor of an affordable hgudevelopment, “It's ridiculously
complex.” She explained jokingly that it can makengone “brain damaged.” A
management expert similarly opined, “I bet everg ohthose [six identified housing
developments] has five or six layers of financinghem, or more.”

There are also additional layers of complexityimahcing sustainable, affordable

housing as compared to market-rate housing andrgtisat is not built to green

building standards. One of the complexities hadatevith the combined expectations that
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long-term affordability will match the durabilityf onaterials needed for sustainable/green
building. A public-sector housing expert said ttiegt expectations of durability by the
public and nonprofit agencies are often much highat than the expectations of lenders:
“PDC would say 60 years...a lot of nonprofits arekiog at that 50- or 60-year program,
not just 10 years.” A PDC employee explained trablam from a “lender perspective.”
He said, “Their return on their dollar” was shringidue to increased material costs and
“Lenders don't often understand the value [in foiag for] the long term.” The
perspective of lenders was not captured in thisareh but is an area that should be
considered in future research.

Differing values associated with affordable housingA disconnect was also
noted by respondents regarding the differing “valatached to affordable housing
developments. Although affordable housing addreasedentified need (housing for
low-income older adults) and had an inherent “do@éue,” the “market value” of a
housing development (and its land) endangeredftbedability of that property when
the requirement for affordability expired. A pub$ector architect explained that PHB
and the PDC had tried to mitigate those issuegdbptang policies that required
“affordable housing for a 60-year period... it haé\pously been 10 years.” He added
that in the past, “Shortly after 10 years, thatdwog stock was being turned over to
market rate.” This turnover is a major reason wigy/greservation initiatives discussed in
Chapter 2 were initiated. This difference in valaas be can be partially understood due

to lenders not having financial investments thaeea beyond the initial terms of the
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building, therefore creating a shorter-term apphaacthe design and characteristics of
the building.

Economic climate The economic downturn that began in 2007-200& dea
substantial blow to Portland’s ability to meetdiszens’ need for affordable housing.
There was near unanimous consensus among respsiginthe downturn—described as
a “recession,” “the great recession,” and even‘@gpression” by one respondent—
adversely affected the ability to finance “houstoigny kind.” One participant explained,
“Right now the economic climate is quite harsh anddversely affecting development.
It's chilling development.” Another participant fehat “lenders have even retrenched
further back to not wanting to take any risk.” Anet stated, “Development is just off the
table.”

In regard to the specific case of sustainable rd#fiole housing for older adults,
one participant had experienced that “banks asevi@ing to fund special needs projects
or projects that have much more minimal returntendollar.” He explained that since
“lending is brought on by bonds and investors...twewt a good return on their dollar.”
When the profit margin shrinks, as is the casédpecial needs housing, special low-
income housing, or housing that has sustainabtaries” the long-term value often
times is “not worth the risk” to the lender.

One hurdle seen as particularly difficult for atfable housing development was
the perceived inability to use LIHTC as investmequaity. A nonprofit director explained,
“The bottom has just fallen out of the tax credérket. It's killed some projects.” The

difficultly with the tax credits is that they araded on businesses buying them to offset
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their tax liabilities, and as one respondent nctBdpple aren't paying taxes as much
anymore, so why do you need tax credit?”

The importance of the LIHTC cannot be overstateztotding to a Home
Forward employee, “the way that America builds aftble housing these days is
through these tax credits...it's a very indirect vedygubsidizing a social goal, but it's the
American way.” He continued by saying that “No asgetting any money, so the thing
has collapsed.” When the economy was going strio@gaid, “you were getting a really
good deal, over one dollar on value for tax creavsich is very competitive. Now
you're lucky to get 75 cenfg’

Financing for a project most often occurs in thsges: pre-development
financing, construction loans, and permanent fimaptoans. Each type of financing has
its own timeframe, financial terms, and risks. Dgrthe economic downturn, some
projects were left on hold, and investors lost safitgal amounts of their money. A
respondent explained that, at the time of the wer, “The surest deals | see the lending
institutions moving on are ones that are backeddwelopers that still have fairly solid
collateral.” Another respondent felt the econontimate had “reduced the number of
[nonprofits focused on housing]” and that thoseagmnmg were the ones with the most

financial strength.

¥2According to HUD (2010b), the LIHTC program was eteal in 1986 to provide the private market with
an incentive to invest in affordable rental housidgvelopers, often nonprofit developers, cantbell
credits to investors to raise capital/equity fagittprojects. Tax credits are different from taxldetions as
they are subtracted directly from one’s tax lighitiollar-for-dollar and are therefore consideredave a
much larger impact than tax deductions. If somasmaying over $1.00 for a tax credit, they are not
getting equal return on their investment. If they paying less than $1.00 on a tax credit, and tiae
sufficient tax liability, they are able to get aogbreturn on investment.
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Design processedntegrated design approaches were seen as ktiticeeating
appropriate housing for an aging Portland. A poégpert with experience in educational
programs that were focused on sustainable develapex@lained how Enterprise’s
Green Communities program started in the mid-1990sterprise [formalized] the
practice of actually thinking [about the] integidi#esign processEarly in the project
the developer, the architect, and the contractee Wwmking for ways to bring in
measures that were, again, low cost or no-costh%uprocess was referred to earlier by
Larsson (2004, see also footnote 23 for definitiovf)o described the integrated design
process as providing an opportunity for activeladmirative roles to be shared from a
variety of experts at earlier design stages.

Although green building practices today often imiguntegrated approaches, the
inclusion of end users of buildings in the desigocess (e.g., low-income older adults
and persons with functional limitations) does rtear to have been fully realized in
Portland. Comments regarding design processe$ddaincorporated the perspectives
and suggestions of older residents, neighborspanelated populations (e.g., people
with disabilities) were infrequent during the intews. However, according to a small
number of interviewees, when older adults had beerived in the process, exemplary
outcomes had been achieved. A housing advocatdder adults summarized the
integration of seniors into a project in Portlatite(project wasot one of the six detailed
in Chapter 4 based on it not meeting the critearebking sustainable):

The architect was trying to figure out what to ¢eeaThe first thing they wanted

to do was talk to seniors about what they wouldtwimad never heard of an

architect taking the time, so a lot of the featurethat building were based on the

interviews the architect had with seniors who wefieg in other buildings who
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said, ‘We wish our building had’ [things like] dlow and ventilation... peep

holes in the doors that helps seniors feel morarsdtthey can look out when

someone knocks and see who is there. Things yoltrmignight not think about
if you're just used to building housing, what migktreally important to a senior,

[like] a library, a community kitchen, a living roowith a fireplace... community

bathroom on the first floor..an upper courtyard [with] common space. All this

stuff was based on these interviews with low-inca®eiors who were living
downtown.

Another design process that was discussed by @sparticipants was design
review* Many of the respondents who commented on desigewadid not believe that
it was particularly helpful in the final design sistainable, affordable housing for older
adults, and some even felt that it was burdensomeaiching their goals of completing
their projects. The director of one nonprofit hagsagency explained that “Pretty much
everyone, | would think, sees design review asam'm the side’.” She went on to
explain, “I don’t think you can legislate the desig it's such a subjective thing that
some people might think something is fabulous, yamdcould find 10 other people that
said it's horrid.” Another nonprofit director stdtsimply: “I'm not a big fan of design
review.” Both respondents, however, did say theyevire favor of codes for functional
building issues, as was reported by the latteraedent: “I'm a fan of clear code that
expresses what a local government needs or wantsréstingly, all three nonprofit

directors who commented on design review sharedehément that design, in general,

was difficult to decide by the committee structtivat was in place; however, they agreed

3 As discussed in Chapter 2, design review is reguior projects in particular areas of the citg/(e.
downtown and transit-rich areas). Projects areese®@d using a set of community standards, deperating
the location, scale, and procedures desired bgriiect applicant. Common elements of design review
include architectural style; structure placememhahsions, height, and bulk; lot coverage by stmes;
and exterior elements of the proposal, includindding materials, color, off-street parking areagen
areas, and landscaping (City of Portland, 2011d).
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that functional aspects of housing (e.g., setbdmkisling envelopes) should be regulated
clearly by codes.

An architect with experience in dealing with desigumiew on Portland-based
projects added a unique perspective on potensiaksthat could arise with individuals
who sit on design review committees: “In many cdtesy are] either not designers, or
designers that have a different agenda.” Intergistite likened design review to free
speech (or lack thereof): “I think in some casesiglereview infringes on a form of
speech... any architect in this town can point tesaghere the design review process
has been too heavy handed and too micromanagetr ibathe interview, the same
architect spoke in favor of design review: “I dgport the underlying goal of design
review: to have a public discourse on design...Desigiew committees should, by and
large [be] able to make strong recommendationsgefdesigners to look at issues
differently.” He added that this type of dialog tshbe extended to accessibility and/or
age-specific issues by “challenging a designerr’édx@ample, he felt that the committee
might ask the following type of question: “Couldgtiu do this a little bit differently and
make this all work on grade [rather than] thos¢éeps?”

Two other private-sector developers actually spakg favorably of design
review. A principal at a leading green buildingriiin Portland explained that his
company viewed design review as useful due theirtigularly proactive approach.” He
explained the process as including “a predesigieweprocess you can go through with
the design commission [that] we actively engage e try to get input from the

commission early on.” At the end of the processgx@ained “You don’t get surprised
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when you go in there with your formal submissiamg ghe design commission is very
willing and very good about engaging with develggeAnother private developer had a
similar take on the process: “To get to designaewou have to have fairly detailed
schematic plans...I've taken [plans to predesignjre/ae were struggling with
something, we knew it wasn't right.” By taking fhredesign plans into the committee he
felt that his team “got great feedback of wherepgtablems were,” which led to their
ability to step away and say “That is the probleithé developer felt that “sometimes
you might get some ideas about the solution” aecctmmittee can assist with that
aspect.

Why Sustainable, Affordable Housing for Older Adults has (and has not) been
Created

In order to answer the question of why sustainadiferdable housing for older
adults has been created in Portland, it is impottabegin by reiterating that policies
represent a collective response to an issue. $rsthiy, the issues that are being
responded to through policies are threefold: fpsbyviding affordable housing; second,
housing older adults with limited financial rescescand third, facilitating sustainable
development or green building practices. Aspectha$e policy responses will be
detailed in this section (an assessment of polanesprogram will be reserved for the
following chapter). Furthermore, policies are igficed by and contribute to a culture
and set of values that permeate society and ir@yitdfect various sectors that function
in the sphere of planning and development. Findiligre are several reasons why

sustainable, affordable housing for older adultsiscreated in Portland and why such
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housing has not met the demand that has grownthatlaging of Portland’s population.
These reasons are explored at the end of thisehapt

Public policy as a contributing factor. Numerous factors have led to the
creation of sustainable, affordable housing foeoldults in Portland. The various
policies and programs described in Chapter 2 repteshat is perhaps the most
important reason why such housing is created: tBpsesent a collective response to the
social problem of providing adequate and approptatusing for older adults with
limited resources. Looking back to Segal’s (201€5atiption of a collective policy
response, we recall his explanation that policyesents a position that is assumed by an
agency and that the policy in question addresseed and an issue that society both
values and benefits from. Eventually programs bheped by legislation and/or regulation
as defined by the policy’s goals and then, as destiby Mazmanian and Sabatier
(1989), policy implementation occurs through progr@dministration which, in turn,
affects the people whom the policy is intendedetve.

Based on the existence of six publicly subsidizedetbpments identified as
affordable, sustainable, and specific to older tzdual Portland, there is reason to explore
why public policy has led to the planning and depetent of those developments. The
following subsections offer additional insight irttee extant policies and programs that
have catalyzed actors in the public, private, amapnofit sectors to build such housing. It
should be noted that no single policy or program liegen identified in this research as
having led to the creation of those particular nogislevelopments, but rather a series of

somewhat related policies and programs.
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Affordable housing policy. In regard to affordable housing, Bratt (1989koét
the explanation that housing policy in the U.S. had the primary objective of meeting
the needs of low-income people due to the facttti@private market would not produce
the needed affordable housing without public ineest An architect considered to be an
expert in green building made a similar commenhéery definition of the public
sector is that it takes care of all the issuegptheate sector [does not].” He went on to
explain, “Private partners [take] the lead usinglmufunding, and I think that's been a
pretty successful model, because it means [nonprotising agencies] have been on the
ground [addressing needs] in the community.”

A comment from a Multnomah County employee candexuo summarize a
statement repeated by many of the 31 responddmtsexplained succinctly that the
public sector “sets the minimum standards...basegubtic need.” A private sector
architect went further, explaining that the neefdhe public are translated into funding
opportunities that should “leverage [public] valwesy directly through mandate” and
that Portland “should plan to spend public moneyuohblic housing...even if we're
doing it with a public, [for-profit] or nonprofitgrtner.”

Affordable housing policies and programs targetows income levels and are
utilized in different ways in different sectorsge.public housing agencies, nonprofit
organizations). An affordable housing expert anebadte for affordable senior housing
explained how different public programs transldted developments: “The main
difference | see has been focused on differentmecgroups...with [the public housing

agency] targeting the poorest of the poor, the nafitp targeting the middle income.” As
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mentioned earlier, Home Forward, the public housiggncy for Portland and
Multnomah County, has specifically addressed tlegla®f the lowest income groups.
The respondent went on, however, to explain thatippolicies and programs have
shifted over time: “It used to be the federal gowveent just gave grants to build public
housing, and that's been shrinkingt used to be the government was in the businkess o
just building public housing for the poorest of fheor.” His conclusion was that the
government has “kind of withdrawn from building amgw public housing®

With regard to the nonprofit organizations tha eavolved in affordable housing
development, there was variation in how respondaessribed the populations whom
they served. The majority of respondents statednbiaprofit community housing
organizations were building and operating afforddimusing through assistance from
public policies and programs; however, what quadifas “affordable” was subject to
debate. For instance, as was described in Chaptiee Zonsolidated Plan identified the
need to increase housing opportunities at or b&@¥% of the area MFI in the
metropolitan region in response to unmet housirggleseHowever, a housing expert who
tracks unmet housing in the region reported, thaete’s a vast shortage of housing
units for people that are below 30% MFI, and cownty we’re 19,000 units short for
that group. I think in the city there’s a 13,000twwhortfall for folks under 30% median.”

A longtime housing advocate in the metropolitarioegrovided additional
insight about one nonprofit in Portland, which wigscribed as “more like a for-profit

[organization] now than a nonprofit [but] | woultleay that applies to all [nonprofits in

34 One example of this trend can be seen in the &dlending of Section 202 projects (the main sowfe
funding for supportive housing for older adults)ie¥h according to Bloom (2011, December 20), has
witnessed the elimination of all new constructianding for the Section 202 program in the 2012 letidg
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Portland].” This respondent went on to describgremter detail the unclear differences
between certain sectors in Portland: “Althoughimikhmost nonprofits and advocates for
affordable housing would like to say that for-pt¢éigencies are] bad, | don't think you
can say that... there's been a real blurring of thines that nobody has really analyzed.”
Those “lines” appear to be between balancing tlkeasgood or missions of an agency
(e.q., providing affordable housing) and businessl@ts that require providing housing
for a range of incomes, rather than those withhigeest need. A housing advocate for
low-income seniors in Portland added the followiamark about some local nonprofit
housing agencies: “They're interested in a middi@me group, a group that’s eligible
for tax credits; folks who are 60% [MFI].” He explad that those organizations could
serve lower income groups “If they can get publibsdies from the housing
authorities,” but that “for the most part they'revéloping [LIHTC] projects for middle-
income seniors.”

An employee of Home Forward offered the followingight into the public
sector’s influence in creating affordable housitighink the role of the public sector [is]
to stimulate investment.” He explained that fundirggn public agencies helps all of the
sectors in meeting their agency’s needs, whethaitpmission-, or needs-driven
motivations, and this funding comes with contingesdrom the public sector: “If you
say you want to do this, you must do that [in nefur oftentimes it's the cost of doing
business..that’s how you get the private sector involved.”

One concrete example of a public-sector conting&nPortland’s set of tax

abatement programs. A planner at BPS with expegigrarking with the programs
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explained, “Tax exemption, like urban renewalsikind of a local subsidy to affordable
housing, and some of this housing, obviously, paldrly in the downtown, is suitable
for elderly and disabled people.” She also explhitat the tax abatement programs
responded to policies articulated by the City oftRad and Metro (e.g., Portland’s
Comprehensive Plan and Metro’s Regional Growth Eraark) by providing incentives
for “higher density, multifamily housing in lighail station areas and city centers.” She
went on to describe the perceived value of taxeabants to older adults: “Having
housing, affordable housing for older people any edose in to areas downtown, is
good; it allows them to live a fuller life, an inoendent life.”

Policies focusing on an aging populationrOther housing policies pertaining
specifically to older adults were also discusseg@ofcy expert at PHB felt that the
planning process was critical to shaping such pdiclt has everything to do with the
goals that are set for the planning process...gbalsare set to address or to integrate the
needs of an aging population... If that goal is &dftthe table, then it may not be part of
the plan.” A nonprofit executive director pointedthere being “a lot of political will at
the policymaker level, and for seniors specificdlighe went on to describe the
reasoning for that political will as being basedpmpulation shifts and potential markets:
“There's somebody turning 60 every 10 seconds ,carsh so that means it makes sense
for us to be thinking more and more [about] malsnge all of our projects can
accommodate seniors.” Overall, respondents fettgblcy focused on housing for older

adults were needed, even though they had yet tieleeloped in many instances.
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Sustainable development policiesSustainable development and green building
policies have been an emerging priority for elec#utials and policymakers in the City
of Portland, the region, and at the state leveksEhpolicies, detailed in Chapter 2, were a
focus of several respondents. An affordable houathgcate explained that the push for
sustainable development is “a major focus of [Radls] mayor and a major focus of a
couple of city council members... | would definitedsty Portland is ahead of the curve,
ahead of other cities in terms of basically requgrihese green elements incorporated in
part of the funding proposal.”

Policies were identified at multiple municipal lévéhat led to sustainable
housing development, as was detailed by one nohgsafcutive director: “[PDC] has
had some initiatives... There are so many differeatigs influencing policy at the state
and local level, and then Green Communities ah#tmnal levels.” Overall, sustainable
development policies were well known by respondant$ in general, were seen as a
collective response by multiple levels of governitercreate better housing and built
environments that contribute to the health and-Weihg of people and the environment.

The Social and Cultural Aspects of Sustainable, Afirdable Housing for Older
Adults

In Chapter 2, literature was reviewed in which Rord was described as a leader
in green building and sustainable development mestA private developer agreed,
opining: “[Portland is] clearly a world leaderterms of pushing the envelope for
sustainable development.” Policy supporting thistplias contributed to this unofficial
title, as has the commitment of elected officiald ataff in various bureaus and offices
locally and regionally. In order to adequately addrthe issue of why sustainable,

207



affordable housing for older adults has been dgeslon Portland, however, it is
necessary to look beyond established policies amdrgment programs and explore
other possible contributing factors. Based on tiverviews conducted for this research,
various social and cultural elements were idemtifis existing in Portland that can be
understood as influencing the planning and devetoyrof sustainable, affordable
housing for older adults.

Emerging culture of sustainable developmeniSeveral respondents commented
that the nonprofit and public sectors had embracstainable development practices and
that a voluntary culture had coalesced aroundsigei of sustainability. A nonprofit
executive director described Portland as a “gresatbn...for a city of our size” and
noted that “a lot of [the sustainability effort]$naeen voluntary.” Although the
respondent noted the importance of policy and gowent programs as influencing the
production of green buildings, she felt that “Werseto be highly respected...for the
amount that is voluntary.” A representative fromniForward discussed how their
agency had embraced the approach to developm&utstainable’ very quickly became
a culture of the housing authority and how we bastlong as we can get the budget to
balance, we’re going to do it.”

A private developer spoke about the changes tlthbbeurred in the private
sector: “Every developer wants to claim their bunigis sustainable.There is a
fundamental change going on in the way people tabgut buildings, and site
development, that hasn't been there.” This develey® has affordable housing

developments in his portfolio, noted that he reddrio the development profession
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around 1995 with an interest in environmentallytausible development, but he said: “ |
could hardly find a consultant out there that cdudth me figure out what that meant...
[Architects] had no idea what they were doingcantractors didn't want to try anything
different because it was new and untested.” He wernb describe what has happened
since as a “sea of change... it's not just a developshing it, but you've got engineers...
contractors... architects... thinking about [sustaiaal#dvelopment] from the day you
start working on your site plan.”

A nonprofit executive director stated that archtdem particular, have been
instrumental in furthering the green building agemdPortland: “Many of the
architecture firms are very keyed into sustainaelsign and provide a leadership role for
teams in terms of helping to guide what you shaldd&nd what you should think about.”
The director viewed architects as a “key membehefteam in terms of helping to shape
[the sustainability] part of the agenda.” An arebitemployed by a Portland-based firm
with a history of working on sustainable projedsoanoted the importance of the design
profession while detailing how other professiontds, were involved in the emerging
culture of sustainable development: “Historicallythe design profession has been
probably the most out in front.” He went on to dldtaw others adopt trends:
“Development professionals catch on pretty quicklZontractors have often caught
up... [Financiers are] just now starting to figureutt, [such as] banks, or
foundations...real estate brokers...[the people onhibaey side of the project.”

Several other professions were also detailed lporefents as being pertinent to

perpetuating sustainable development, includingrdéble housing for older adults. An
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architect and university instructor teaching grbailding, for example, noted the critical
contributions of engineers and landscape archit&dtschanical engineers play a huge
role... they're in the position to weigh in on creatways to keep people comfortable...
having a mechanical engineer that's ahead of theeas critical.” He also noted another
important professional role: “Having a good langscarchitect is certainly critical, and
the participatory process of landscape architeatuvery well established...your garden
designer [and] open space designer [can] realtypeople on and get them excited... you
really create a community.”

It was clear from respondents, however, that thetimoportant role in
perpetuating the culture of sustainable, affordalolesing development—putting aside
public policy and related programs—was that ofdbeeloper. The architect/instructor
articulated the impact: “I think the developer valivays be the most important [since
they] define the project and say what the expemtatare.” He explained that if the
developer establishes that “sustainability needsettaken seriously...from the very
beginning...then everybody else will figure out what means.”

Champions Respondents were asked to identify a champicusthinable,
affordable housing for older adults in Portlandn@aents varied, but no consensus
emerged regarding a single champion. Rather, desleaanpions were identified as
supporting various aspects of housing and envirosfer older adults, including
specific advocacy groups, nonprofit housing devets@nd other community
development corporations, professionals in thepfofit sector, and elected public

officials.

210



The agency most often mentioned as a “champion’Nathwest Pilot Project
and its executive director. A former Portland Gtgmmissioner called the agency “the
obvious one,” and a Home Forward employee explaihatdNorthwest Pilot Project is “a
huge part of housing; they’re a terrific resourgednybody 55 and older; they're very
focused on housing.” Some respondents did pointi@attthe focus of the agency was on
advocacy and service provision, not housing. Ospardent explained that the
executive director of the organization is “not aiber...but [is] championing the people
as opposed to championing the developments.” Netexth, an employee who worked at
Northwest Pilot Project explained the importanerof the organization to older adults in
Portland: “Folks come into our office seeking hagsihat they can’t find, or they're on a
waiting list that’s two years old, or they're hores$, so we’re seeing a lot of low-income
seniors, and we’re acutely aware that there’ssascof low-rent, affordable housing in
this city...[We advocate to] all levels of governmént

Several respondents also commented that leadamnpfofit organizations—such
as the ones who developed the six projects idedtifi this study—should be considered
champions. The reasoning behind these commentsredn the mission-driven
approach that the organizations were taking to ingusnderserved populations and the
housing units that were produced as evidence af ttlgampioning.” The three directors
of nonprofits interviewed for this research—eachprofit oversaw projects that met the
criteria to be included in this case study—didsex themselves as champions; instead,

they explained that they were responding to theodppities presented to their
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organizations in the form of needs identified bygmment agencies and calls for
development proposals.

Another set of comments from the interviews wortking pertained to one
elected office and the characteristics of a futdv@mpion. The current lack of an
identifiable champion for sustainable, affordabbei$ing for older adults led one former
elected public official to posit that “It takes algical advocate who [can] multitask...
I’'m optimistic about [City Commissioner] Nick FislAnother respondent, who has been
a lifelong advocate for improving the quality ofusing for older adults, listed several
characteristics of a future champion:

You have to have a charismatic leader...a transitipagson, one who

understands enough of the other roles...a leader][edroconvince people to be

part of a team.lIt has to be somebody who, through their own passidheir

own skills, is able to reach out to the other dlikoes and get them to want to be

involved... the right person who's willing to be vergrsistent and focused and

who could be a ‘pied-piper’... someone who can presemething that others

can say ‘Oh, that's interesting,” ‘Oh, that makesse,” and ‘Oh, | want to be a

part of that.’

Some respondents saw a potential future champibeiag a public official,
while others noted that the most important quadtfan is a person’s abilities to work
across the “silos” that were present between seetod professions.

Support for housing specific to older adults as copared to other
populations. Housing intended for older adults was discussesklveral respondents
with respect to how it compared to housing that sgecific to other populations. A PDC

administrator expressed the belief that develogedsmanagers specifically liked

housing for older adults: “Most developers pretedd senior housing because, number
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one, seniors are easy on the real estate. Thelylddndoors in...we're seeing more of
applications for senior housing than most.” He adithat turnover tends to be lower as
well: “Most seniors don't move a lot, especialliea®65.. They stay for a long time.”

In regard to community support, housing dedicatedtfose aged 55 or 62 and
older (age qualifications depend on program fundigs seen as receiving more support
than housing for other populations. A public hogsifficial explained that “People fear
[the prospect of] putting prisoners in the neighioard. Next to that is [the] homeless,
then special needs...Elderly [housing] is probabgyriiost easy to do.” Participants also
commented on the positive reception that commumited for senior-specific housing. A
PHB employee described the support for the Norttildal development, Rosemont
Court: “There was a real interest in the commuimtiiaving some housing for older
adults who couldn’t keep up with [their] big, olddsing.” He explained that the result
was “A lot of the people who lived in the neighboold came there [to live]...I see that
as part of keeping the community sustainable.” Aprofit executive who led The
Watershed project in the Hillsdale neighborhoo&authwest Portland felt the
community was incredibly supportive: “[Hillsdalelas the most sophisticated, the most
engaged, the most welcoming, in the sense thattlaeyed the development, and they
wanted to influence the development...A lot of thpseple were over 55.”

Perceptions about aging in Portland Throughout the interviews many
comments were made concerning perceptions of agidglder adults in Portland.
Looking beyond needs assessments and specificdiesitures detailed elsewhere in this

research, several distinct issues emerged. Respaaeoss many sectors commented
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on need to “reframe” perceptions of older adults Bmmove away from negative, needs-
and deficiency-based views of older people andthieg of society and to focus more on
the potential and opportunities that exist. Thel laechitect for one of the affordable and
sustainable projects for older adults articulatesdplerspective as follows: “There are
some exciting opportunities to really rewrite thersotype of what we think older is
[and] see our culture change [to] integrate respekmowledge...what older adults [did]
right...1 just don’t think our society honors thatiasould.”

An architecture professor added that the humanalapat exists among older
generations is undervalued: “We are so focusedaatitional monetary capital that we
haven't looked at personal capital, social capithich] really makes for healthy
communities and creates the kind of flexibilitytthdows communities to be strong.” He
explained the particular characteristics that aigue to older adults: “If you chart all the
people in a community on that spectrum of capitgiou would find [older adults] are
huge in the social capital, and they have huge wégsntributing.” He added that it is
important to consider how society can best utilimexperiences of older adults, since it
has the ability to strengthen communities in thregloun: “Resilience comes from
building this social capital.”

A few respondents commented that age-specifiditgnin Portland was focused
on younger generations rather than older genematiam urban planner and designer for
BPS explained that “The only thing we've wrappedimads around up to now [is] the
young professional orientation.” He felt that Pamtl worked “pretty well for the young

hipster that is an art person, or a young, creai@ss person [who] is into riding bikes
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around.” In regard to older persons he felt thatfo“doesn't necessarily translate really
well to the older adult population... [Portland] isrgerally perceived as a younger place,
[but] that could all change.”

Two respondents felt that Portland had a dividevben younger, able-bodied
individuals and less-able-bodied older adults. ABRHnployee explained that although
accessibility issues have arisen in strategic ptenprocesses at the city level, she did
not think it was “really taken on” by the City. Shvent on to say that Portland has “such
an able-bodied [image]... the bicycler who is goitige[pub]...We have a ways to go.” A
university professor and practicing architect dscd the separation of generations in
Portland and elsewhere: “We're increasingly recaggithe impact modern culture has
had in allowing us to exist separately from eadtent.the young in one group; there is
isolation [created].”

The shifting landscape of housing for older adultsRespondents provided
insight into possible changes related to housim@lider adults in Portland in the future.
Several potential trends were identified, including impression that the Baby Boom
generation may be a potential driver of changd,ttiexe is an increasing interest in
multigenerational housing, and that there is aditiat values are returning to past
environmental types that are focused on local ccinnty and smaller-scale
development.

In regard to the Baby Boomer generation, sevesgiaedents pointed to that
generation as being a driver of change and asly Ikey factor in the aging of Portland

and elsewhere. The director of a management fianftdtuses on housing for older
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adults explained that “Traditional models are nagler going to be as
acceptable...Boomers aren’t going to be happy withatjvyou see in assisted living.”
An architect with experience in senior housing ectg explained that Boomers were
going to “redefine environments for older adultsghthe whole cultural archetype... as
compared to the WWII generation.” Another respondeit that there was a false
assumption that “Boomers would enjoy the incomeisgctheir parents... That's not the
case.” In general, respondents commenting on ttenpal impact of this next generation
of older adults felt that the Boomers had alreaglgrba catalyst for change throughout
their lives and that additional change attributdabléhem was probable.

Another aspect of change to future housing thatdississed by interviewees
was the feeling that new models for intergeneratitiousing are desired. Several
participants articulated their vision that “intengeational” or “multigenerational”
housing environments will be increasingly souglgraiincluding an elected official for
Metro: “I can imagine places that are designed#&) multigenerational... something
more structured [than neighborhoods].” One develdprussed some of what he had
heard from friends and clients: “I've had a lopebple talk to me about what we're going
to do when we're older, when we don't need ouhbigses anymore... a little co-housing
community with 8 or 10 [people where] we'll takeecaf each [other in an]
intergenerational community.” An architect alsorglkhis thoughts on the issue: “I'm
hopeful we’ll figure out the intergenerational pe¢because] it’s frustrating to me that
building for an aging population is being perceiascbuilding for just that population

rather than [for] keeping that population integdate
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In addition to the development of housing unitsaeshitecture professor added
that other buildings, such as schools, should Ipsidered for intergenerational purposes:
“If we design and build a school, can we createoopynities for the elderly to meet
there, [to] be a community center at night? Calouble as a place for [older adults] to
meet and continue to be in the eye of the comm®@hity

One interesting perspective articulated regarthedguture of housing for older
adults was that the future might represent a rdtuetype of environment that existed in
the past, returning to better connectivity at theal level. Two respondents discussed the
promise of environments that were “pre-World War &nd several commented on a
return to environments that were less dependethi@automobile as being good for
older adults. A BPS planner and urban designeragxgdl what he saw happening in
Portland:

Part of it is the infrastructure and the streestaff that has been there about 100

years. It's gone through a few generations of ysgifferent people of different

age ranges...[We should be] learning from that [dhohking sustainably and

holistically about all age ranges, what works thstpthe sustainable, the 20-

minute neighborhoods... We're coming full circle tiglow. A lot of the stuff is

from 1900, 1920, 1930 where no one had cars. Tdrerstill horse rings in the
curbs...We paved over all those streetcar tracks. Weine considering letting

the cars go away again.

The concept of a 20-minute neighborhood-or heatttiynected communities—
was discussed several times. Comments focusedmmowing local connectivity that
would allow older adults more opportunity to agehair home. A green building

specialist with an emphasis on aging in place exeththat Portland should “help people

age in their homes [by] getting back to basics.& Saw the following as important to
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realizing opportunities for aging in place: “I tkithere is going to be a lot more density,
a lot more mass transit, [where] you can walk tergthing in 20 minutes.” She
concluded with some additional thoughts on the 2@4te neighborhood concept: “[It]
can definitely help sustainable housing, affordddadasing and senior housing. | think
those kinds[s] of movements and smaller [housiogigdrints will definitely help.”
Respondents had differing views on the scale eéld@ment and what might be
most sustainable for older adults, however. Thegliag thoughts were of two general
types. On the one hand, a feeling was expresséthtgar scale development allowed for
more affordable housing options through economiesale, as certain costs could be
spread across the units (e.g., elevators, pergi#ind system development charges). On
the other hand, several respondents expresseelieéthat larger scale development
may not be the ideal environment for older ad#ts. example, one nonprofit director
described smaller communities as fostering a “nmoi@ane community.” These two
perspectives certainly clash—one more focused oncgics and one more on social
connection—and deserve further exploration.
Why More Sustainable, Affordable Housing for OlderAdults Has Not Been Created
During the key informant interviews the followingegtion was asked of each
participant: “In general, what do you see as th@mnizarriers to creating housing
developments for older adults that are sustainafteaffordable?” The answers to this
guestion provided important insight into the plarghand development of sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults and implicasidar future policies and programs and

future research. Major themes that emerged fronmtieeviews included: the absence of
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public policy specific to housing older adults; tiations in the current processes and
practices in planning and developing housing irtIBod; and a failure to include aging
and older adults in the discourse on sustainableldpment in Portland.

Absence of Portland-based policy on housing oldedalts. Most of the
interview participants who discussed public poknyd affordable housing for older
adults noted policies and programs that existetMieee used to fund and guide the
character of age-specific housing, as discussdigearthis chapter. These policies and
programs were often initiated at the federal aatedevels and were used in the six
developments identified as sustainable, affordablesing for older adults in Portland.
However, a small number of those interviewed pairdet that at the local level (i.e., the
City of Portland) there was, in fact, no clear ppldetailing the priority of housing older
Portlanders.

Two PHB employees interviewed observed that PH&spriorities did not yet
include older adults. When asked about policiese¢habled sustainable and affordable
housing for seniors, one PHB representative resgibritiVell, there are quite a number
of [City] policies about affordable housing, butlmog that | know of that directly
speaks to age.” She added: “I don’t think that ihisurrently a priority; that priority is
defined now around greatest need, and at the tdpabheap are...chronically homeless
individuals, homeless families.”

Others respondents representing both public androbhagencies considered
the current efforts to be too limited when comparethe escalating needs of Portland’s

aging population. The PHB employees both felt Hrmatsing for older adults should be
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paid close attention and that the issue of housinglder adults in Portland will continue
to grow in importance.

Limitations of current processes and practicesMyriad limitations were
pointed out by respondents in regard to the cupsstesses and practices that are
carried out in the planning and development of lguand environments for older
adults. These comments ranged from issues surnogiadivelopment processes, to the
lack of supportive services in independent houginglder adults, to the lack of
attention to health and well-being for older adiiitsng in affordable and sustainable
housing.

With respect to the scale of housing developmemts,developer of supportive
housing for older adults felt that the regulatiémsdevelopment “trend toward
largeness.” His explanation was that common dewvedoy patterns were driven by
“developers [and] architects and the City, becaiuskes as much work now to get a
five-unit project done as a 100-unit project...so yaight as well do a 100-unit project.”
He saw this as problematic, potentially having dvease impact on older adults. He
explained that larger-scaled buildings may preypeaple from feeling as if they are “in
an environment that resonates with them and s&ysréhhome.” Although the same
could be said about housing for other age growpsjmportant to remember that the
social environments for older adults require paticenvironmental adaptations that are
congruent with their personal abilities and needs.

On the other hand, several respondents felt thgeelescale buildings could, in

fact, be designed in a manner that facilitatedadacteraction and created an
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environment that felt like their home. Overall, Ilscaas seen as being important, but
there was no consensus about a formula that l#eetperfect building size. Building
smaller-scale buildings was thought to be costiprofe while larger scale building was
seen as needing to pay better attention to creatioglly-connected spaces and
comfortable, home-like environments.

The issue of access to services for older ativitg) in affordable housing
emerged, with two dominant themes. First, sevespondents commented on the current
health care system, noting it needs to be impravedder to strengthen the ability for
older adults to live independently in housing. Seaespondents noted that other
supportive services offered in sustainable, affolelaousing for older adults were too
limited or ineffective. Regarding health care, &xecutive director of a public agency
explained the need to better align resources ssitioasing and healthcare options:

In our society, when you have these multiple ndldsare interrelated... we
need to do a better [job aligning] resources scethee strings of funding that are
designed to help older people, particularly podeolpeople...whether it's
Medicare, [or the] frail elderly, [or] affordabletssing, or assisted housing, or
deeply subsidized housing...Why not try to align thegstems [so] as they get
sicker maybe it's a possibility that they [get] ramare and prevent people from
moving to nursing homes, which are expensive amdib@nizing, so you keep
people living longer [because] you have many d#féroptions?
One respondent with years of experience runninggdktare facilities felt that
incremental changes to the current system wouldb@sufficient for meeting the needs
of an aging population. Instead, he offered hisi@pi that a “disruptive innovation,” or

what he termed a “black swan,” was needed to fxdirrent health care system in the

U.S. He explained: “You can’t incrementally imprawvsystem that's broken...All you
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can do is you get improvements but at much moretbas benefit. What you want to

do is create systems that are different than tesgmt systems.” His rationale was that the
current cost of health care is prohibitive and ti@ising for older adults is not
sustainable; he concluded ultimately that “the gy the price” for existing in a

broken system.

With respect to supportive services that are etfen sustainable, affordable
housing for older adults there was a feeling thaterservices are needed to maintain the
independence and well-being of older adults (eaunseling, job training, transitional
support into housing, assistance with navigatirgadg@rograms). A retired executive
who worked in the assisted living industry explairiee current separation of housing
and supportive services: “Fairly recently the Qis separated housing with any kind of
services, [but] housing is just one part of peapf@oblems. They're usually out of
housing because they've got all kinds of other lerab, and we don't really deal with
those, especially for older people.” The responaeas speaking about independent
housing (rather than long-term care settings), wineinimal services are provided by
building operators and which are often coordinatét other agencies, such as
transportation.

The executive director of an agency that proviagsises for low-income older
adults described how her agency is filling a voidervice provision for older adults:
“We're willing to bring [in] supportive services #building without being
reimbursed...That's seen as the gap in a lot of gedexd populations...[Our clients]

need the housing so badly we're willing to offersagpvices without being paid for them.”
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Although this research did not focus on healtheaue service provisions, those issues
are vitally important to sustaining quality of lifeell-being, and independence among
older adults who are interested in aging in thembs and communities. The topics of
health care and services provision require attentiduture research.

Failure to include aging and older adults in the psh for sustainable
development Although sustainable development is a conceptiwihe political and
social discourse in Portland, it has not yet inooaped specifics pertaining to aging and
older adults. Throughout the key informant intemsewo barriers were identified that
related to the creation of sustainable, affordalolesing for older adults. First, aging has
been largely missing from the conversation on $@gjaity; and second, actors and
organizations involved in the planning and develeptof sustainable and affordable
housing often operate in isolation from other ketpes in the planning and development
processes.

Social equity is considered in the sustainabiligrature as one of the “three
legs” of sustainable development and has beerofhie of recent discussion in Portland.
However, compared to issues of the environmentlae@conomy, it has received
considerably less attention. The executive direct@n agency advocating regional
equity discussed Portland’s approach to sustaibabitd social equity: “People in this
community are genuine in their interest in the absustainability/equity side [and] the
affordable housing conversation as it relates stasnable development.” She compared
Portland to other regions where “everybody elggoisg to be doing the green thing,”

while she saw that Portland could “bring the eqpice in [and] really be able to claim

223



that brand of sustainability, [since] nobody eksegally doing that.” In order to enhance
the social equity component of sustainability, thgpondent suggested that Portland’s

leaders and policymakers must “keep expanding ysatainability] means and adding

the social equity pieces [which] include, in mymiph, older adults.”

One additional reason why sustainable, affordablesimg for older adults has not
been more prevalent in Portland is that variousra@nd organizations associated with
the planning and development of housing and enments operate in distinct and
separated manners from one another. A develomamptéd to explain the problem that
exists: “Most people don’'t understand sustainabiliEveryone is in their own silo.” In
offering further explanation, he said: “The worddsio busy and so crowded, so fast;
experts all develop silos, and the silos cannetrg@ct with each other...[there are] lots
of people working within their own silo [with nad@a how to connect the dots.” To
elucidate the issue, the developer continued: “@am#ple is [U.S.] health care; good
housing dramatically reduces the cost of healte.casovernment won’t pay you for
good housing, but they will pay you for unnecesseaglthcare.”

The “silos” or “smoke stacks,” as they were caltgtbne respondent, exist
between and within many sectors and even withigiBpgrojects. Respondents
described barriers as existing between City ofl&adtbureaus, the various sectors
(public, for-profit, nonprofit), and even withingfessionals on the same development
team. One solution given for addressing this isgag to include people who bridge the
various silos, as was described by a PHB employee:

| think that there are roles for people who carrbeslators. In other words, they
speak housing development and they speak servigedge, and they have a
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good knowledge about what the needs are for oldigitsa.. They can help put

together projects that will really be responsive] & will anticipate the needs of

older adults. And because in our society moneygéadiow in silos or smoke
stacks, and knowledge tends to also go in the smsi@loks, it's hard to find
people who are conversant and fluent and eveniveeaith all that.

In summary, respondents highlighted a numbemafidrs with respect to the
planning and development of sustainable, affordhblesing for older adults, including
language, knowledge, and creativity. They notetitth@aging of Portland needs to be
inserted into the discourse on sustainable devedoprand translators are needed to

bridge the various “silos” that exist between indials, agencies, and policies and

programs.
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Chapter 7
Understanding Current and Future Policies and Progams
Associated with Sustainable, Affordable Housing foOlder Adults
Overview

As theaging of our population continues, policies andgpamsthat respond to
the need for adequate and affordable housing @eradults with limited resources will
be essential. Adequate housing includes, but i$imded to, green and sustainable
housing. It also includes housing that is accessabd that contributes to the health and
well-being of its residents. In response to thestjoa, “Why has such housing been
created?” the findings presented in Chapter 6 ifledtthe existence of policies and
programs that address housing for older adultssinguor lower income people, and
housing that is sustainable and affordable. Alemidied was the absence of additional
policies that would address the needs of an agopglation.

This chapter focuses on the positive and negatiaifes of policies and
programs identified throughout the key-informanemiews that are associated with
sustainable, affordable housing for older aduftgdrticular, policies and programs at
the federal, state, regional, and city levels Haafen separated into three categories: (1)
those that were identified as positively affectimysing and environments for older
adults; (2) those that were identified as needhmanges; and (3) policies and programs
not yet in existence but suggested for supportiegature planning and development of

sustainable, affordable housing for older adults.
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Overview of Data Analysis: Assessment of Policiesd Programs that Affect
Sustainable, Affordable Housing for Older Adults

To address the issue of the adequacy of policidgpargrams, the interview
protocol asked a series of questions intendedrwegaeeper insight into the extant
policies and programs and future directions. Tisgeexific questions were asked of
respondents: (1) “In general, what do you see asnijor barriers to creating housing
developments for older adults that are sustainadeaffordable?;” (2) “Are there any
policies that are particular to Portland that lioritenable the amount and/or quality of
sustainable and affordable housing for older a@yilsnd (3) “Looking forward over the
next 20 years, what do you expect to occur witpeesto the development of housing
and environments for older adults?”

Two specific categories of responses emerged frenamalysis: those related to
(1) existing policies and programs that have araichpn sustainable, affordable housing
for older adults; and (2) policies and programs thay affect the future of sustainable
development for an aging society. Based on theyaisabf the interviews using the
Atlas.tisoftware, a total of 334 quotations were identifis a part of those two
categories, with 153 associated with the first aea#sting policies and programs, and
181 associated with the second, future directions.

Using the 334 quotations from the two categoripscHic policies and programs
were identified and counted while consolidatinglthgte mentions. Performing a word
count of all transcripts usintlas.tirevealed that descriptions of several policies and
programs were given more often than others sutheawords “code” (58), “zoning”
(50), and “ADA” (45). It should be noted that thesrints include mentions by the
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interviewer, since all dialogue was transcribed aseld in the electronic word count.
Those policies were then separated into the tHigeraentioned categories, regardless of
their level of governmental implementation: (1)ghooted as having a positive impact
on sustainable, affordable housing for older adults 21); (2) those noted as needing
change (n = 18); and (3) those noted as not yetldpgd but to be considered as possible
directions in the future (n = 12). Some policiegavgrouped together in the final counts;
for example, although two zoning code changes wWms@issed, zoning code changes
were counted as only one set of policies.

The categories were not mutually exclusive; somips and programs, such as
the ADA, were classified in multiple categoriesr Egample, some respondents felt that
the ADA provided adequate civil rights for frailchdisabled older adults, while others
felt that aspects of the Act could be improved ufmhetter meet the needs of an aging
society. Therefore, the ADA was listed as both kicgdhat had a positive impact on
housing for older adults and a policy that needehge.

Policies within the three categories (positive,dieg change, not yet developed)
were examined further based the level of governnmewhich they were, or could be,
implemented and/or created. The four levels of guwent included federal (U.S.), state
(Oregon), regional (Metro and Multnomah County)l &cal (City of Portland).

Federal Policies

Federal policies and programs with a positive impdacon sustainable,

affordable housing for older adults.Numerous policies and programs were identified

by key informants as having a positive impact angltanning and development of
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sustainable, affordable housing for older adulthatfederal level (see Table 7.1 at the
bottom of this section for a summary of policies @nograms). Several forms of federal
legislation were reported as having a positive icbjpa resulting developments and
physical accessibility. As one employee from PHBedp“The Americans with
Disabilities Act and Fair Housing Act...require masfithe changes that are beneficial
for older adults.” In the eyes of one architect gneen building expert, the ADA, in
particular, represented the “the biggest leap fodiven terms of accessibility in the built
environment. A second architect, who also servea @mstruction manager for city-
funded projects, explained that the requiremente weet for ADA and Fair Housing in
the projects that he was involved with, and thatfdderal government monitors HUD-
funded projects: “When we're using HUD dollars wehédve to use the Fair Housing
criteria.” The respondent reported that HUD repnésteves “audit our books on a regular
basis,” to make sure that local projects are “lwlla the protocol for the Fair Housing
Act and the [ADA];” this includes City agencies atltents who are receiving allocations
from the City.

It is important to note that the Fair Housing Axempts housing for older adults
from the Act’s prohibition on discriminating agaimsotected classes. An amendment to
this act—the Housing for Older Persons Act of 1@896PA)—was indirectly described by
several respondents (i.e., they did not know treeerame of the Act but discussed its
details). As a PHB employee explained: “The Faiuslog Act was amended...to
prohibit discrimination on the basis of disabil#tgd also to prohibit discrimination

against families with children.” The respondentlexped that the law was passed to
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prevent discrimination against families with chddr‘unless you [operate] a bona fide
senior community.” The exemption for older adustslescribed by HUD (2007, para. 6):

[HOPA] eliminates the requirement that 55 and olt®rsing have ‘significant

facilities and services’ designed for the elderlyn.exempt property will not

violate the Fair Housing Act if it excludes famdiwvith children...the property
must meet the Act's requirements that at least 80 occupied units have at
least one occupant who is 55 or older, and thaaltish and follow policies and
procedures which demonstrate an intent to be 5okttt housing.

Another policy described as having a positive imhgachousing for older adults
was Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, whicle @ity employee described as “the
HUD code within the Uniform Fair Housing [Act] whisays how many units need to be
fully accessibl€®> how many units need to be adaptalepw many units will have
sound and sight control§”The respondent detailed the types of developnmewhich
the code is applied: “If we're funding [five or nephomes in the same funding loan
agreement...a series of triplexes, duplexes, or avgmoup of [detached] single family
homes...that breaks out how many units are requarée tadaptable and accessible.” In

response to the need to comply with Section 504tlaadecurring questions about the

requirements, the construction manager/architquaeed how he dealt with the

% According to a Portland-specific Section 504 cdempte checklist provided by this respondent, “asités’
means “the unit is located on an accessible raute when designed, constructed, or altered or adagatn be
approached, entered, and used by individuals wittsipal handicaps.”

3 According to Portland’s Section 504 complianceattist, “adaptable” means “the ability of certaiements
of a dwelling unit, such as kitchen counters, sirk®l grab bars to be added to, raised, loweregtherwise
altered, to accommodate the needs of persons witlitloout handicaps, or to accommodate the needs of
persons with different types or degrees of disgbilin a unit adaptable for a hearing impairedspar the
wiring for visible emergency alarms may be insthlieit the alarms need not be installed until sirok &s the
unit is made ready for occupancy by a hearing inggaperson.”

3" From Portland’s Section 504 compliance checKlgiunds and sight controls” refer to the following:
“2% of all units, but not less than 1, shall be m#am meet hearing and vision impaired [Uniform Fatle
Accessibility Standards] criteria.”
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situation: “Because we're supposed to have thent Bde[regulations] I've created a
[checkKlist].” The checklist provided clearly deftheequirements and locations where
additional sources of information could be foundtfmse developing housing in
Portland and was used by the PDC to assist witigating federal requirements. When
asked how his checklist compared to HUD’s listrésponded that HUD does “not have
a specific checklist.”

Respondents also highlighted the importance ofréd@dfordable housing
programs such as LIHTC and Section 202, which \ween as critically important for
furthering the supply of affordable housing for lavecome older adults. The director of a
public-sector organization explained that as alteduhe current policy landscape,
“America builds affordable housing...through [Low éme Housing] Tax Credits.” An
advocate for low-income older adults explained tieabelieved that Home Forward—
Portland’s public housing authority, which has LIEIprojects in its portfolio—was
important in housing low-income older people: “[Fbose with] the least resources to
pay for the housing...their options are [the] housanthority and HUD 202 projects,
[even though] folks are waiting for a long time waiting lists.”

An employee for Home Forward, detailed several irgyd aspects of the federal
Section 8 program, including the availability ofuahers and the use of project-based
Section 8: “The project-based [Section 8] is adstaered in old, federally-administered
projects...Nothing new happens that way. What happensis through the [Section 8]
voucher program.” It should be noted that seversppondents felt that federal funding

administered to local housing authorities and fagdrom Home Forward was important
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for low-income residents—although limited—and hasled to sufficiently meeting the
housing needs of the population at large.

One important distinction was made in regard to federal programs were used
to create a range of affordability in the housingttwas developed by different agencies.
In particular, an affordable housing advocate arpldthat nonprofit organizations often
used the LIHTC program for creating affordable hioggor the “middle-income group,”
while housing authorities used Sections 8, 202,&ridto house the “very-low income.”
A public-sector housing expert noted that at least nonprofit director was thinking
“out of the box [as] the first person pulling resoes from a different program, [Section]
202...to overlay [with LIHTC equity] so you were aliteprovide more enhancements to
the bare bones kind of 202 project.” This combirmfdederal funding from programs is
possible in certain circumstances and providespgiorunity for adding certain features
to housing (e.g., green and accessible featurpppstive services) that can enhance the
well-being and independence of older adults liimghose developments.

Two other federal programs were seen as havinghihigy to have a positive
impact on the planning and development of sustéenafd affordable housing for older
adults in Portland: CDBG and NSP grants. The dareat one nonprofit, advocacy
organization focused on low-income older adultdbed Portland as having done a
good job in meeting the requirements to acces€MIBG program: “In order to get
Block Grants from the government, [the City mudt a needs assessment, and | just
think we do a great job of needs assessment.” Aaruplanner with BPS also noted that

NSP grants—federal funding for neighborhood reniggion—afforded an opportunity for
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future affordable housing: “If you have propertibat are foreclosed on, the local

government can buy them and turn them over to raditpr.. There are some

opportunities there.”

Table 7.1

Summary of Federal Policies and Programs IdentiisdHaving a Positive Impact on
Sustainable, Affordable Housing for Older Adults

Federal Policy

Positive Aspects

Fair Housing Act

Federal policy that prohibits disgnation in housing but
allows senior-specific housing to exclude families

Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act

Obligations and guidelines that require project&nang
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
funding to be compliant with specific design stadge.qg.,
accessibility minimums)

Americans with
Disabilities Act

Wide-ranging civil rights law that secured the tgybf
persons with disabilities; increases access to roppities
for well-being among older adults with disabilities

Low Income Housing
Tax Credit Program

Major source of financing for low-income housing,
including all identified sustainable, affordableusing
projects for older adults in Portland

Neighborhood
Stabilization Program

Program intended to stabilize communities from
foreclosures and abandonment that has providedrigriadr
improving communities during the recession/downiarn
the economy

Section 8 Program

U.S. Department of Housing arixhty Development
program that provides affordable housing opporiesitor
low-income renters, including older adults

Community DevelopmentFederal programs providing communities with finahci

Block Grant and HOME
Investment Partnership

Programs

resources for community development which can le€el us
for building housing and surrounding environmeis t
contribute to the well-being of older adults

Sections 202, 811, & 236 Various funding programs for affordable housinggtitm

202 focuses exclusively for housing older adultsl a
Sections 811 and 236 result in some housing faradults
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Federal policies and programs needing changes to V&a positive impact on
sustainable, affordable housing for older adultsSeveral policies and programs were
identified as needing changes at the federal levalder to have an improved impact on
the planning and development of sustainable, affolelhousing for older adults in the
future (see Table 7.2 for summary). ADA guidelimese mentioned by members of the
public, for-profit, and nonprofit sectors, beingsdebed as “too prescriptive” in certain
instances and in need of greater flexibility. A jeHsector architect who had experienced
a medical disability earlier in his life noted:ADDA] doesn't always necessarily fit the
bill for [a] particular need.” He felt that flexilitly in design criteria was needed because
having a development with “all the same adaptaddéufres...could go against what's
really needed.” He gave an example regarding lm@anter heights that ADA requires
for accessibility and stated: “[ADA] isn't going tib [everyone]...Not all seniors are
going to be in wheelchairs.”

Another architect focused on the need for ADA towlfor some challenging
environments to be built such as parks and recmatspaces located near housing to be
designed in a way that provides opportunities sint those that exist for able-bodied
individuals. As discussed in Chapter 5 certain playxhallenges (e.qg., trails with steeper
grades), even when not compliant with ADA codesy pravide desired challenges. This
argument is congruent with the argument presemté€thapter 2 that too little
“environmental press” can have a negative impactldar adults, as challenges are
needed to maintain an individual’'s level of perdauampetence (Lawton, 1986; Lawton

& Nahemow, 1973).

234



Another critique of the ADA requirements came frardesign consultant who
specialized in design for an aging society. Sheedtdnat more attention is needed on
sensory disabilities: “If we could get the ADA tddaess sensory loss...you don’t know
what they are hearing, what they aren’t seeingdifddnally, she noted the difficult
nature of designing guidelines for people with doge disabilities, particularly
dementia: “The confusion; you can’t experiencelityou can'’t intellectualize it, so it's
really hard for people to address that in the sasnethey can mobility.” Finally, the
consultant felt that contrast sensitivity betweedgstrian areas and roadways could be
designed to be more age-friendly:

My other pet peeve is sidewalks, and curbs, andwags. One of the issues of

aging is the loss of contrast sensitivity, and thigery common to aging,

although a lot of people won't talk about it...Lodcontrast sensitivity limits
independence...Greater contrast between the coltveafurb and the sidewalk,
or the roadway, or something that people could segle things like that. | think
that would really improve mobility because of plegdiimpairment.

In regard to improving other federal policies amdgrams, funding issues were
targeted, such as the need for expanding and inmg ¢kre funding for LIHTC and other
HUD programs. The LIHTC program, in particular, vé@en as insolvent during the
recession and, more generally, in down economiegim public-sector housing expert
detailed the problem: “The economic downturn issoagiissues with getting tax
credits...Corporations aren’t making a lot of morsythey don’'t have a lot of tax
liability, so they don’t need the tax credit.” Thésin contrast to before the recession

when, as the interviewee explained, “Tlhegremaking so much money they couldn’t

stand it...they needed ways to get out of paying tiagies.” A for-profit housing
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consultant put this more simply by stating thattdrecredits “aren’t even really worth a
damn anymore.” A nonprofit housing expert exprestisgleasure with the system and
summed up the LIHTC program as the federal govemiffimcentivizing] wealthy
institutions to finance the development of afforédtousing [as] a way to offset their
taxes.” In summary, the respondent explained thae“private market is very much
driving the development and the financing of neferafable housing;” this has taken
place for better, or worse.

Some respondents in the public and nonprofit sedédt that the system simply
was not working and that changes were needed. Arnbhservice provider explained
that in the past “the government was in the businégust building public housing for
the poorest of the poor.” However, more recentg, participant saw “a fraction of what
used to be done” and only “a trickle of federalgnarograms...nowhere near the scale it
needs to be to meet the need.” This comment peddmboth the LIHTC program and
HUD programs that he felt are needed to meet tedshef an aging population, such as
Sections 8, 202, and 236. The interviewee theroredgd to the question of what was
needed over the upcoming 20 years:

| expect the federal government to really take atmmore leading role than

they're taking now, especially housing for senlmsause the demographics are

going to drive that. | think programs like [Secli@®2 should be expanded five-
fold, or 10-fold. All the affordable housing devploent programs funded by

HUD are in need ofiant expansions. They've basically been starved fong,|

long time, and | think that might be the major depenent if the federal

government gets back into the business of buildifgrdable housing for low-
income seniors [and] makes it easier for local goveents and nonprofit

developers all over the country to get the money tieed to preserve what we
have, upgrade what we have, and build new buildings
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In addition to expanding funding for the programh®re was also a feeling that
the design features mandated by the federal govarhoould be improved upon,
especially in housing created for older adults. president of a charitable nonprofit
focused on long-term care for older adults explaitat “HUD [and] ADA standards
actually work against old people in the bathroonshe stated that “toilets are too high”
especially for older adults who “don't have the yettength to use their grab bars.” Her
suggestions was to change the funding mechanisalkte for more flexible and less
expensive options: “What helps them more are [nemanent] bars around the toilet.”
She explained that those types of accessibility aré paid for from “health funds which

cost 10 times more than they ought to...[it is] sibyt that's the way the funding works.”

Table 7.2

Summary of Federal Policies and Programs IdentiisdNeeding Changes to Have a
Positive Impact on Sustainable, Affordable HoudorgOlder Adults

Federal Policy Changes Needed
Americans with Needs to be more flexible in design considerations,
Disabilities Act including allowing for adaptations for non-wheelchssers

and challenging environments; design consideratnaes! to

take into account age-related sensory and cogratiaeges
Low Income Housing The program is not financially solvent in a weakmsamy;
Tax Credit program funding must be made sustainable through the etfdbs a

flows of the economy
Expansion and Funding for federal low-income housing programsustio
improvement of U.S.  increase according the growing needs of the populsit
Department of Housing additionally, the design and funding guidelinesndb match
and Urban the needs of older adults who are, or will, livehe
Development programs resulting developments
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Federal policies and programs to consider for theuture for improving
sustainable, affordable housing for older adultsTwo specific directions were
proposed by respondents as possible policy dimestiloat, if implemented, could have a
positive impact on the planning and developmersustainable, affordable housing for
older adults (see Table 7.3 for a summary). Ttst Wuas the effective use of a National
Housing Trust Fund. Although the Trust Fund waaldgthed in 2008, it has yet to be
implemented and is running into opposition in th&House of Representatives
(Crowley, 2012, June 7). Nonetheless, a publicesdatusing expert explained, the Fund
would provide for additional federal investmenthiousing, which he considered
important based on the limited funds availableldar-income housing. In particular, he
noted that it is difficult to find funding to fithe gaps in “[pulling] together affordable
housing deals...the bonds, equity, grants.” AccordnGrowley (2012, June 7), the
current opposition in the House results from a eom¢hat the program is duplicating
existing efforts and that the federal governmennca afford to fund new housing
programs. However, both respondents and Crowley220une 7) pointed to the need to
fund additional affordable rental housing and flettt Trust Fund was an option that
should be considered in moving forward.

Another direction that was proposed by a privatetar developer of housing for
older adults was to consider a radical death abidtheof the current policies and
programs that fund the systems of care for oldaltedThe solution proposed by this key
informant, who is known as an innovator in smaftledousing for older adults, was to

“create systems that are different than the presgtems,” even if that meant being
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“willing to fail.” He went on to say that the heladtare system was so expensive that it
makes “all the other money we’re spending seemgdieket change,” and proposed:

“We need to link healthcare and savings [that waalche from a new system] to
housing.” Although the possibility of such a radichanges seem a bit far-fetched, the
literature of housing for older adults has highteghthat the federal government has been

unable to keep up with the increasing demand fosimy for older adults.

Table 7.3

Summary of Federal Policies and Programs Suggdsteldnproving Sustainable,
Affordable Housing for Older Adults

Potential Federal Policy/ Rationale

Program

National Housing Trust Fund  Would create a funding stream for affordable
housing that fills the current gaps in funding for
low-income housing developments; this may assist
public and nonprofit entities in overcoming the
devaluation of Low Income Housing Tax Credit
equity available after the recession

Creation of new systems that  Current housing and health care systems need to be

move beyond current models andhanged if we are to meet the growing needs of an

strategies and promote aging society; opportunities for innovation,

innovation and meet growing  research, and development may assist

needs

Oregon Policies

State policies and programs with a positive impaabn sustainable, affordable
housing for older adults.Two statewide policies, and related programs, waaatified
in Oregon as having a positive impact on sustaemaifordable housing for older adults

(see Table 7.4 for summary). First, DLCD (the Oredepartment responsible for land
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conservation and development activities) has cdeatel implemented a set of 19
statewide planning goals and guidelines that hiseteshape the state’s system of urban
and regional planning and has focused its lanctpaln fostering sustainable and vibrant
communities (DLCD, 2012). As was described in Caa@t Goal 10 of the Statewide
Planning Goals and Guidelines aims to “providetii@ housing needs of citizens of the
state” within the development of comprehensive plainthe local level; each plan is to
address income ranges and types of housing needa®animunities (DLCD, 2010a, p. 1).
Goal 1 of the Statewide Planning Goals and Guidsl{ipLCD, 2010c) also aims to
incorporate the input of Oregonians into effortstsas local comprehensive planning.
Several respondents mentioned DLCD'’s planning gaadsguidelines as having a
positive impact on the planning and developmersustainable, affordable housing for
older adults.

The second policy recognized as having a posithjgct on housing older adults
was described by a PHB staff member: “During tls¢ liegislative session the legislature
passed a document recording fee that's suppoderhipin something between $16 to
$19 million statewide.” The respondent was refeyttima document recording fee of
$15.00 on real estate transactions that was rgdemplemented and is aimed at
increasing funding for the creation of affordabteiking in the state. A housing advocate
and a board member of the local public housingaitthalso noted this legislation and
saw it as long-needed: “We have never, ever, ex@r.an ongoing, sustainable source
of revenue for affordable housing [in] Oregon uabbut one month [ago] when the

document recording fee finally passed.” When asktdte fee waghe source of revenue
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needed, the respondent was careful to note thatst‘the foot in the door...It's a start;

it's tiny; it's not a great deal.”

Table 7.4

Summary of State Policies and Programs Identifeéiaving a Positive Impact on
Sustainable, Affordable Housing for Older Adults

State Policy/ Positive Aspects

Program

Statewide planning Statewide emphasis on land use and on the plamamitig
goals and development of housing focuses on both sustairgifdetions
guidelines and meeting the state’s changing demographic cteaistics
Document $15.00 fee on real estate transactions that prevideling for
recording fee affordable housing developments

State policies and programs needing changés have a positive impact on
sustainable, affordable housing for older adultsSeveral Oregon-based policies and
programs identified as needing changes are idedtifi this section (See Table 7.5 for a
summary). A respondent from the PHB singled ouigOnés Measure 5 (passed in 1990)
limiting property taxes as a major barrier to megexpenditures that are rising as the
result of population aging. The bureau staff perdescribed how the tax system had
changed since the Measure’s passage: “Notablyrdodleasure 5 passedesources
through [taxes] were not limited...they are now un@&rcompression.” Although the
respondent did not propose any specific changasstinferred that flexibility in the tax
code was desired that would provide more oppoisitb generate tax revenue to fund

needed programs.
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According to Provo (2009), when inclusionary zorithgas banned statewide in
1999, Oregon may have been the only state to taite & step. An advocate for
affordable housing and former elected official exped the opposition to a proposal for
a regional inclusionary zoning policy (for munidipas under Metro’s jurisdiction) that
was mounted at the state level: “Developers, bankeme builders said ‘No, we can’t
do it just for Portland, or just for Metro,” butdldamn legislature not only wouldn’t pass
[the regional policy], they put the prohibition agst local governments doing them.” An
advocate for regional equity issues felt simildhgt Oregon is hindered because of this
ban on inclusionary zoning and went on to sayithat‘our fault because we went after
it at a regional level and created this big firesto.and then really didn’t have the
capacity to be at the legislature [to fight agathstban].”

Respondents’ views on inclusionary zoning varied?[2C employee observed:
“It's a very contentious issue. I'm not sold orus@nary zoning.” He explained that
inclusionary zoning “takes models of development,aoning to make it happen. By
models, he meant “examples that work, that paytlod, benefit the community as a
whole.” Another PDC employee responded affirmatitelthe question of whether
inclusionary zoning could stimulate affordable hagsdevelopment from the private
sector: “It could if you get it passed.” Two resdents—both self-described affordable
housing advocates—felt that inclusionary zoning svaery important policy that would

lead to needed affordable housing. One explainddve it... it's a wonderful tool...It

3 According to Policy Link (2003), inclusionary zewi requires developers to make a percentage of
housing units in new residential developments aiégl to low- and moderate-income households and, in
return, they receive non-monetary compensatiohérform of density bonuses, zoning variances, and/o
expedited permits that reduce construction costs.

242



would have done more for affordable housing inléis¢ 20 years than anything.” Overall,
restrictive state-level policy on inclusionary zogiwas seen by respondents as reactive
when it was passed, and as prohibiting local agsbnal governments from enacting
responses (e.g., like Metro’s 1997 attempt) to ntteeheeds of their population.

Health care policy and programs associated withdi@nd community-based
care in Oregon were also seen by several respademsufficient and in need of more
funding. Two respondents specifically noted thegpam, Oregon Project Independence,
and how cuts to that program had hurt homebouner @dults. A PHB staff person
talked of the prohibitive costs for certain supp@iservices: “Nobody can afford [home-
and community-based carethere really aren’t the community resources therettyou
do it.” She also explained the connection betwemnds and community-based care and
health care policy: “I don’t see these challengedly as being that distinct from our
health care challengeghey’re completely integrated.” An advocate fornerable older
adults felt that although there have been effarisiprove home health services, they fell
short of meeting the need: “There have been samelil policy forays...service
coordinators that try to hook people up with sexgic.homemaker or home-health
services...Meals on Wheels.” The executive direct@ management and development
company described the problem: “We're going to haveome up with some creative
ways to meet the need, because [we] don't havBustrhealthcare system, don't have a

lot of budget.”
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Table 7.5

Summary of State Policies and Programs ldentifetlaeding Changes to Have a
Positive Impact on Sustainable, Affordable HoudorgOlder Adults

State Policy/ Changes Needed

Program

Measure 5 (property The tax system in Oregon is limited and may naivalior
tax limitation) adequate funding to support the needs of an agipglation

Inclusionary Zoning  In 1999 Oregon legislation bead the adoption of inclusionary
zoning; the ban limits local and regional governtaeability
to shape their own legislation pertaining to in@asry zoning
and limits the availability of affordable housing
Improve home and Revised and expanded programs would allow for agjing
community-based = community/home and potential cost savings; theecurr
services program, Oregon Project Independence, has seenagédu
funding and cuts to services for homebound andldtder
adults

State policies to consider for the future for improing sustainable, affordable
housing for older adults.Two statewide policy areas are discussed in tlusmse(see
Table 7.6 for a summary). First, several resporglealied for the creation of policies
that would enable the State to better integratéitineare, public health, and urban
planning and development. The president of a diadatnonprofit foundation that is
focused on the needs of older adults saw Oregbtiaaag been an innovator in the past
with respect to creating a national model for @sdidiving. The respondent stated:
“Sometimes hard times encourage innovatioAssisted living in one respect is living
proof of that...[Assisted living in Oregon] took adage of tax-exempt bonds because
other money wasn't availabldn.that case adversity helped [find the solutioi]€alth
policy and policy related to planning and developtmeere identified as areas that

needed attention. A developer and operator of teng-care for older adults described
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the housing-heath care connection: “Good housiagdtically reduces the cost of health
care..we need to link health care and savings to housiite director of a regional
nonprofit focused on equity issues explained themanents of policy that connected
public health and urban planning: “Equitable ac¢edsealthy, clean, safe
environments...connections with built environment aedlthy communities...parks and
access to transportation, walkable neighborhoddgérall, a number of respondents felt
the State of Oregon needed to consider innovatiieips that link health care and public
health with urban planning and development in &refo improve both financial and
health outcomes.

Second, several respondents discussed “visitalisiig’ as a viable policy for
improving the accessibility of accessible housimigan aging society and felt that
visitability should be more pervasive in housinguing forward. Surprisingly, none of
the respondents commented on the statewide paasdmated by Oregon’s housing
agency, OHCS. The Subsidized Development Visitgtsbatute sets a series of
accessibility standards for multifamily housing jeats (e.g., zero-barrier entryways,
wide hallways and doorways, bathroom on the maorjl The statute requires that
housing projects receiving state funding (bond fag&nd non-competitive tax credits)
meet set requirements. As discussed in Chapteréyjon Revised Statute 456.5®ws
exemption requests to be made based on topograpimmunity and design standards,
undue cost restraints, or conflicting funding regments (State of Oregon, 2011b).

A PHB representative explained that the term \igity “comes up every time

we do our consolidated planned process.” Some nefgmis felt that visitability
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standards would be beneficial, such as a plannieortland who explained that there was
a need to begin “planning for an aging populatiamnd] adopting universal and

visitability design standards.” As detailed in Cteaf®2, visitability can contribute to

aging in place; it is safe to say that more edocas needed about the current policy in

place and additional policy considerations may heranted.

Table 7.6

Summary of State Policies and Programs Suggestdohfivoving Sustainable,
Affordable Housing for Older Adults

State Policy/ Program Rationale

Polices pertaining to health Oregon has the ability to continue its leadership i
care, public health, and innovative health policy; urban planning and public
urban planning and health are closely connected and should be corsider
development should be mordogether

integrated

Subsidized Development  Although statute is in place and is intended torionp

Visitability (Oregon Revised the ability of residents and visitors to access wamly

Statute) used spaces in residential settings, the programatis
well known and four exemptions are allowed to waive
the requirements

Regional Policies

Regional policies and programs with a positive impet on sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults.At the regional level, three agencies are charged
with coordinating federal and Oregon-based poliered programs (e.g., Planning Goals
and Guideline, transportation planning). This settietails the positive aspects of the
policies and programs coordinated by those ageacié$iow they affect sustainable,

affordable housing for older adults (see Tablef@r’a summary). The first, Multnomah
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County, has an Aging and Disability Services dmsivhich creates the federally
mandated Area Plan focused on aging for Multnomain@/ residents, among other
functions. The second, Tri-County Metropolitan Tsjpartation District of Oregon
(TriMet), is the regional transportation systemt tf@ans three counties (Multnomah,
Clackamas, and Washington) and operates Portléndass, light rail, heavy rail,
streetcars, and paratransit. The third, Metrdhesregionally elected government that
serves as Portland’s metropolitan planning orgailmagdMPO; see Chapter 2 for an
explanation of the role of MPOSs).

Two respondents identified Multnomah County’s Weaittation program as
having positively affected sustainable and affoteddousing for older adults. According
to Multnomah County (2012), the agency providesine-restricted assistance in the
form of insulation, heating, and related servided iim to save energy through
conservation; the savings are expected to decregise bills so that available income of
residents can be used for other needs. A responelersenting the County explained
that there was a joint pilot program with the GifyPortland about to launched that
“gives low-interest loans to residents who wantveatherize their homes....We hope to
expand it, and there was state legislation thatjustgpassed that should take it
statewide.” This program was seen as importantder@dults who needed to weatherize
their homes.

TriMet is the regional transportation system tleat/es the tri-county area.
Several respondents described the system in aygosianner. A planner from Portland

discussed the region’s commitment to transit: “\@eeha lot of transit infrastructure
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[and] a long-standing commitment to [quality] trarisRespondents across the public,
for-profit, and nonprofit sectors spoke positivalyout the TriMet, including an advocate
for low-income older adults who said “MAX [lightitais wonderful.” The “Free Rail
Zone” and “Honored Citizen” fares were also seeheadging to make traveling in the
urban core more affordable. It should be noted,év@r, that on September 1, 2012, the
“Free Rail Zone” was eliminated in Portland (Fets2®i12)*® Overall, a number of
respondents identified Portland as having a traysitem that was “friendly” to older
adults, including those with functional limitations

Metro’s planning policies and programs were idesdifoy the greatest number of
respondents as having had a positive impact oaisatle environments for older adults.
A policy expert working with the City described tbennection between Metro’s 2040
Growth Concept and the aging of society “[Local aagional governments] are
engaging more specifically with the aging commuiitye sure that we're hearing
them.” The respondent described the Growth Consgpplication as it pertains to older
adults: “Metro’s 2040 goals focus on centers, fomugorridors; all of those are really
good for older adults, because those are locatamalaccess [opportunities] that put
people in contact with other community members.€ Sbntinued with a description of
regional planning efforts: “[At] the center or color area, you're accomplishing your

range of goals for family housing, elderly housiggyund-floor commercial.”

% TriMet estimated that eliminating the “Free Failri2” and increasing most fares in the system would
save nearly $9 million and help to close a $12iamlkhortfall in the agency’s Fiscal Year 2013 aiag
budget. The extensive budget process lasted eighths and resulted in an unprecedented 16,000cpubli
comments.
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Additionally, a planner from BPS gave further distabout the positive outcomes of
Metro’s land use and planning policies:

Multifamily housing in light rail station areas anity centers [is] attractive to
older people because we’re trying to locate itlacgs where you can live without
a car [or] walk to services [on] complete streeith\widewalks. Metro has also
worked to shape a metropolitan area that has ctnated areas of growth that are
balancing environmental, economic, and social ggssues.

Table 7.7

Summary of Regional Policies and Programs Idemtiéie Having a Positive Impact on
Sustainable, Affordable Housing for Older Adults

Regional Policy/ Positive Aspects

Program

Multnomah County’s Aims to save energy through conservation; saviagsbe

Weatherization program used for other needs; city, state, and nationajnaras also
exist for weatherization

TriMet policies Functional transportation systesn dlder adults and
people with disabilities; policies provide savinfys
“honored citizens” and within the dedicated “fred r
zone” in the urban core

Metro’s 2040 Growth Regional growth concept and strategy; planningreffo

Concept and Urban focus on sustainable urban growth through compsen

Growth Management planning efforts implemented at the city level ayious

Functional Plan local governments

Climate Action Plan Joint partnership betweenGlitg of Portland and
Multnomah County (addressed in the City Policy isect
below)

Regional policies and programs needing changés have a positive impact on
sustainable, affordable housing for older adultsPolicies and programs identified as
needing changes at the regional level focused ano\de2040 Growth Concept and
Functional Plan (see summary in Table 7.8). Althopgsitive impacts on housing were

also identified, respondents offered some criticpfabe efforts. A PHB employee, when
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commenting on regional planning said, “It's unudodiear [aging] articulated as the
goal of either planning or design efforts.” A Muinah County sustainability expert
discussed some shortcomings of the growth managesystem and possible
approaches: “The urban growth boundary is goingptae under assault...The best case
scenario is we hold our [growth boundary] relatwvsieady and we density the hell out of
the three counties.” She went on to explain sonadleringes: “I think the market will start
to respond to the older population...The biggest lerobas we move forward [is] the
affordability piece.” An urban planner and desigftem the city highlighted the need for
more equitable distribution of development in thtufe: “Gateway has been primed for
development [for] a long time...[It] is one of seMevour extended centers that overall
haven't bloomed up into, or transformed into theaspirational form.” As a result, this
respondent noted that older adults living outsigedity center had less access to services
and greater distances to travel for certain needs.

Respondents also noted a need to have affordab®rigpthroughout the region,
not just concentrated in certain areas such as tovim The executive director of a
nonprofit housing agency, for example, pointechianieed to focus Metro’s
comprehensive planning efforts to include seniardirag throughout the region: “You
start to update the comprehensive plan, who ishere and what do they need...it's
going to beg the question...We ought to do somgthbout senior housing...at Metro and
in the planning world.” A PHB policy expert detallspecific steps needed: “It has
everything to do with the goals that are set ferglanning process|if a goal is] to

integrate the needs of an aging population, thanlibcomes part of the plan.” She
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offered that conversely, if goals pertaining toaevlddults were “left off the table,” then it
“may not be part of the plan.” Inclusionary zonigso discussed in the state section
above—was seen as a regional policy that couldibotg to more equitable distribution
of affordable housing for older adults. Oregon |awhibits local jurisdictions such as
Metro and Portland from creating inclusionary zgnmmograms. In 2011, a repeal of the
ban was unsuccessful, proving that change to thsldion remains a critical obstacle.

Another area identified as needing change wasatéoe cultivating regional
partnerships to advance sustainable planning anelaj@nment as it pertains to older
adults. A Multnomah County employee detailed sofib® needed partners: “Start with
the 20,000 foot level [i.e., reviewing macro-lepelicies]...Oregon planning...code
changes, code revisions...There’s also going to tebd a partnership with government
and private industry, private sector over incerdtiffer developing housing for older
adults].” The president of a charitable nonprofgamnization identified the need to raise
awareness of the need for affordable housing fderchdults and she specifically pointed
to Portland State University’s Institute on Agingan entity that could elevate this issue:
“It's something one would hope that the Institutauld do.” An example given of a
regional partnership was the joint effort betweerntlBnd State University and Metro in
developing regional performance indicators; regeatl age-friendly data story detailing
aging patterns in the region was developed bynbkgtlite of Portland Metropolitan

Studies at Portland State University (Greater BodlIPulse, 2011).
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Table 7.8

Summary of Regional Policies and Programs Identifie Needing Changes to Have a
Positive Impact on Sustainable, Affordable HoudorgOlder Adults

Regional Policy/ Program Needed Changes
Metro’s 2040 Growth Concept Development has not adequately addressed aging
and Urban Growth Managemenissues; current growth management systems intend
Functional Plan to increase density and may negatively affect
housing affordability; inequitable growth patterns
have resulted
Expand/revised policies and  Additional affordable housing is needed throughout
programs that lead to the the region, but funding sources are limited; Metro’
creation of additional affordablecomprehensive plan was identified as a planning
housing and environments that process that can lead to meeting the housing needs
are equitably distributed acrossof an increasingly aging region; partnerships sthoul
the region be cultivated in an effort to plan for an agingioeg

Additional regional policies and programs to considr for the future. No
additional policies and programs were identified®spondents specifically at the
regional level. Later in the chapter, additiondiges and programs that are not specific
to one or more municipal governments are examimetyding policies and programs
that could exist at the regional level and/or tig, state or federal levels.

Portland Policies

City of Portland policies and programs with a posiive impacton
Sustainable, Affordable Housing for Older Adults.Respondents detailed many aspects
of policies and programs in the City of Portlandtthad positively affected the planning
and development of sustainable housing for oldaltadsee Table 7.9 below for a
summary). These policies included those pertaitorgyeen building and the

preservation of the current stock of affordablegiog. Programs included tax

252



exemptions and abatements, which have an impafetaditating housing development,
as well as a dedicated fund that aims to incraagestment in green buildings

As was discussed in Chapter 2, the City of Portlanchally established its
intention to promote a sustainable future in 1384 it created the Office of Sustainable
Development in 2000. In 2000, a Green Building Fuad created through a resolution
by City Council to complement the City’s first itgion of its Green Building Policy. A
private developer of affordable housing recounteddarly years of the push for green
building, including the public and private efforts:

I'd say the public sector in Portland, back in @&o, moved to start to raise the

level of awareness of green building issues heréheyJreally tried to create this

initiative, and nobody really quite knew what itamé, or what were the barriers.

They did a really good job of promoting and statiedet support...I'd say the

biggest support in Portland came from Gerding [Efjla private

developer...They got a couple projects going, they gtarted doing a condo
building...and part of it was they had done this veh@inphasis on sustainability.
| think that worked for the developers.

A private developer involved in the early pushdastainable development
discussed the relationship between the public andte sectors in Portland: “I would
say in Portland there is a great deal of engagebetnteen the public and the private
sectors.” He went on to explain in more detail: “Wave an environment here where
there is strong support in the private sector imgeof even pushing the public sector to
adopt policies and codes that are supportive dasable building practices.” A planner

for BPS also noted that the PDC, another Portlaaskth agency, has complementary

requirements for green building for projects funtle@dugh urban renewal, in addition to
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the City of Portland’s policy: “PDC requires theildings they fund meet green building
standards...they have been championing that.”

Two city-specific policies were also discussed mpaprofit housing expert as
having an indirect impact on housing for older #stuhe plan to end homelessness and a
goal to return to the 1978 levels of downtown af&dyle housing units. These policies
were not specifically written to focus on older lslibut were still seen as positively
affecting that population. One participant, a hogsexpert with a nonprofit agency
working specifically with older adults detailed pwaiting lists for affordable housing
and a “crisis of low-rent, affordable housing” inrBand. He explained the connection
between sustainable, affordable housing for oldeitta and homelessness: “Sustainable
and affordable housing is the key to ending honseless.. We're not doing a good job
with the affordable housing supply [and] giving pkohousing they're proud to live in
[and] can afford...for the long term.” In additionttee plan to end homelessness, the
housing expert described another policy affectiffigrdable housing:

The City also has a policy, at least in downtowngét up to the number of

affordable housing units that existed in 19781978 there were 5,183 housing

units that were affordable to the poorest of therpblow there [are] 3,300...we
lost 1,800 units. [But there is] an ordinance fottr get back to that 5,100 unit
level...It costs a lot of money to build new housiagen to preserve the housing
the currently exists, but if we don't do that, @ine point we're not going to have
poor people living downtown. l.would say for seniors it's the most often
requested neighborhood, to live downtown. I'm tadkabout poor seniors who
don't have cars. You're here on the hub of thestragstem; you have lots of free
cultural events, and your services.

Several respondents from across the public, prigaie nonprofit sectors

discussed Portland-style development as leadifigntart growth” outcomes and
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“transit-oriented development” (TOD) projects. Sfiedax exemption programs were
identified by a planner from BPS who helped faaibtthis type of development. She
stated: “I work on tax exemption programs wherepn@vide incentives for higher-
density, multifamily housing in light rail statiareas and city centers.” She described
that kind of housing as “attractive to older pedfecause of its location, noting several
reasons why such housing would be attractive: “¥aw live without a car...you can
walk to services...you have complete streets witbwsalks.” Overall, she felt that the
central city was “a place that traditionally a édtretirees lived because you can just walk
to the grocery store, the public library.” She deththat there are “a lot of services,
shopping, cultural amenities” that fit with theelttyles of certain older adults.

In addition to the downtown tax exemptions, twoesthexemptions emerged in
the interview with planner from BPS as having hambsitive impact on the development
of sustainable, affordable housing for older additee first focused on TOD peojects:
“the TOD program...that’s for multi-family developntan the light rail station
areas...They were finding there wasn’t dense enoogiihg being built in light rail
station areas, but that's another place that'syreplpropriate for elderly and disabled
housing.” As discussed in Chapter 5, proximitye¢ovges and connections between
housing services and transportation are considrrsiinable elements for housing older
adults. The other relevant tax exemption prograescdbed by the planner, was for
nonprofit housing: “We also have a nonprofit taxeption program, where nonprofit
organizations that provide low-income housing cantlgeir taxes exempted...There’s a

lot of elderly and disabled housing that fits iatthategory too.” She went on to explain
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that the exemptions had been refocused by City €buRight now the only projects
that can get that tax exemption are ones thabarericome...tax exemption, like urban
renewal, it is kind of a local subsidy to affordablousing.”

In Chapters 2 and 6, the role that the PDC fillsustainable development was
detailed, including the importance of tax incremfamancing revenue that is generated
within dedicated urban renewal areas. Based oryehacted by Portland’s City
Council, 30% of that tax increment financing revemiearmarked for affordable
housing development. In Chapter 6, it was cledarsbme affordable housing advocates
saw the set aside as having a positive impactfondable housing development
(criticisms and proposed changes will be discugsdige next section). Together with the
PDC'’s green building requirements discussed eahdrthe funding provided for
housing projects dedicated to older adults (segtehd overview of developments), it is
clear that the PDC has had a supportive role idéwelopment of sustainable, affordable
housing for older adults.

The City of Portland and Home Forward—the pubbading authority that serves
the City of Portland and other local municipalitibsth have affordable housing
preservation initiatives that were seen by respotsdieom the public and nonprofits
sectors as good policy in relation to increasirggdgbantity of affordable housing in
Portland. One nonprofit employee opined that tles@rvation initiative was one of the
“three big policies that | think could affect thensor housing, in some cases affordable
housing in general” (the other two were the 30%asé&te and the goal to return to 1978

levels of affordable housing downtown). He detaiMdd/ the policy “has been good in
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terms of sustaining affordable senior housing” tiglo an explanation of what occurs
when a development’s affordability requirementsiexp

The City has a plan to make sure the [subsidizadiflings don't convert to

market-rate apartments. There's an ordinance #satdily puts the City in the

notification loop, so if an owner is going to davsething where the affordability

of the building could be lost because the fedarakgly has expired, after 30

years, then the City is going to have first chatocgreserve the affordability.

That's a real important local ordinance that makese buildings sustainable as

affordable housing. Otherwise what would happeahey would convert to upper-

income housing.

A PHB employee discussed how nonprofits, in paldiGwere using the
preservation initiatives in a way that benefittédieo adults: “Many of the [nonprofits]
are involved with preservation of existing subsediaffordable housing.” The
respondent explained that aging in place was ocgurtMany of these properties have
been going for 20 and 30 years, many of the retsdae seniors nowThe owners
have, in a way, inherited, or now find themsehesponsible for, a frail elderly
population.” The executive director of a nonpréditusing on affordable housing
development explained how her agency worked witiénguidelines of the preservation
initiatives: “Expiring Section 8 [buildings] thatexe owned by for profits, [after] their
affordability period has expired, 20 or 30 yearseythe selling them rather than
converting them to market...Then we step in and beyt”

Another aspect of the City of Portland’s Preseoratolicy discussed by
respondents was the section titled Long-Term Atbitty Requirements (Chapter

30.01.090). The policy pertains to properties ndgogi subsidies from the City, including

the PDC, and was approved beginning with the 1988s6lidated Plan (City of Portland,
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2012a). A PDC employee described the policy’s o8giThe Bureau of Housing and
PDC had adopted a new policy that they were garfgrid affordable housing for a 60-
year period. It had previously been 10 years.” Juicy responded to the following
phenomenon, described by the PDC employee: “Whatbeang discovered was that
shortly after 10 years that housing stock was bainged over to market rate, [and] the
affordability was being lost.” The respondent adspressed his feeling that extended
affordability had ramifications for the quality ofaterials in the project: “With 60-year
affordability [there is a] need to have durableigiesnethods and materials.”

The City of Portland has put in place what one oesent termed “development
agreement$® that have led to additional affordable housingdittition to the 30% [set
aside].” In a report from the City Auditor (City &ortland, 2008c, p. 1) the use of
“disposition and developer agreements” was desgrseaiming to Spur development
related to economic growth, affordable housing, adn renewal plans. PDC enters
into these Agreements with developers and parigpen@es to fulfill City goals.”
Although the report concluded that the “PDC is mainitoring the Agreements’ goals
sufficiently once projects are completed,” a plarfioe the City of Portland saw the
agreements as having a positive impact on affoedablising development. The
respondent explained how two newer areas of demedapin Portland had agreements to
foster more affordable housingS6uth Waterfront has [a] development agreementshat
administered by the PDC with the developers therea fcertain percentage of affordable
housing [to be built].” He also noted that “the Ré&astrict...l don't think people

envision this as an affordable neighborhood, [Baslimber of affordable units within

0 See Footnote 31 for an explanation of developgmseanents.
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that.” Overall, the City can use these agreementisrther the development of
sustainable, affordable housing for older aduktdpag as it successfully monitors the
agreements in place.

The final two policy efforts identified by respomds as having a positive impact
on housing and environments for older adults wWeeeGlimate Action Plan (CAP; City
of Portland and Multhomah County, 2009) and thel&ad Plan (City of Portland,
2012b). The CAP was a joint effort between the ¢pand city that responded to global
climate challenges; it focused on an integrateafattions related to livability, public
health, social equity, resilient communities, andremics. A sustainability expert with
Multnomah County explained that the CAP was impurées it would “inform the
Portland Plan” and would address “the three reslitve’re going to be facing...an aging
population...a carbon constrained society...a resoeoostrained society.” She
expounded on her comments, explaining that “Thisset[issues] are going to shape
probably most of the land use and transportatianmphg for the next 100 years.” A
green building expert from the Office of Sustaitigpexplained (later an employee of
BPS) that the CAP would result in major changeshf CAP has] an official goal for the
city for reducing energy and carbon emissions & 2§ 2050...that [would require] a
complete restructuring of everything in the citywé’re actually going to achieve that
goal.”

In regard to the Portland Plan, there were only ¢amments from respondents.
However, the Portland Plan process had just begunglthe study’s data collection, so

this was not surprising. A planner with BPS recagdithe need to incorporate older
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adults into the planning process: “We need to benig about planning for an aging
population, adopting universal and visitability g@gsstandards.We're just trying to
scope out the things that aren’t in the currentp@inensive plan [or] are not dealt with
in the current codes.” A nonprofit executive diggctlso commented on an area that the
Portland Plan could address: “We don't have aflobasing stock that is naturally
designed and suitable for seniors.” She proposaidiie Portland Plan could lead to
increased density, which, in turn, would lead tailting more multifamily [housing]...
that's good news because multifamily developmeeasser to make accessible because

it's got elevators.”
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Table 7.9

Summary of City Policies and Programs IdentifiedHasing a Positive Impact on
Sustainable, Affordable Housing for Older Adultsl arneir Positive Aspects

City Policy/ Program Positive Aspects

City of Portland and Portland has focused on sustainable developmenjraech

Portland Development building since the 1990s; relationships betweeripyolicy

Commission green buildingand private development have helped facilitatequtsjand

policies and practices innovation; specific Green Building policy has beefined
since 2001 that requires all City-owned facilitiesadhere to
green building standards

City of Portland housing  Citywide policy and programs have focused on insireg

policies and programs that the number and quality of affordable housing utdtmeet

indirectly affect older identified needs, although not specifically targgtolder

adults adults; concentrated efforts focused on reducing
homelessness have an impact on older homelessepéopl
City’s goal is to return to previous levels of atfable
housing in Portland (i.e., 5,100 units)

Tax exemption programs Portland-specific programedifate the creation of
affordable housing in targeted areas of the city. {éransit-
oriented development, within the downtown core)

Urban renewal/ tax Provides funding for housing and infrastructure

increment financing development, including housing and infrastructgeduby
older adults; requirement for a 30 percent seteadetlicates
a funding stream for the creation of new afforddimasing
in urban renewal areas

City of Portland and Home Initiatives help to maintain affordable housingcst@and

Forward affordable housingpreserve affordable housing when requirements for

preservation initiatives and affordability expire; initiatives facilitate the eation of

long-term affordability affordable housing with long-term affordability regements
requirements (i.e., 60 years)

Development agreements Agreements between Podaretnment agencies and
developers contribute to increased affordable mgusi

Climate Action Plan and  Portland and Multnomah County’s response to global

Portland Plan climate challenges has focused on an integrateaf set
actions designed to enhance livability, public tteadocial
equity, resilient communities, and economics; tbel&nd
Plan focused on Portland’s future with respectooity,
thriving and educated youth, economic prosperity an
affordability, and healthy, connected communities
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City policies and programs needing changet® have a positive impact on
sustainable, affordable housing for older adultsNumerous City policies and programs
were identified as needing improvement in orddrawe a positive impact on the
planning and development of sustainable, affordhblesing for older adults (see Table
7.10 for a summary). Receiving the most commets frespondents was the City’s
comprehensive planning process. Interviewees ftaptiblic and nonprofit sectors, in
particular, discussed the process and final planddscribed in Chapter 2, the
comprehensive plan is crucial to urban planninBantland, and it has the potential to
address the needs of a burgeoning aging popula&®discussed in the previous section,
a planner with the City noted the need to addrpkmthing for an aging population,” in
part by identifying “the things that aren’t in tberrent comprehensive plan.” A nonprofit
executive director who has embraced designing hgusr older adults in her
organization’s projects saw the comprehensive ataa logical step for preparing for an
aging Portland: “You start to update the compreivenslan [and] they'll start to get to;
it's going to beg the question, ‘Who is out thard hat do they need?’ [Then planning]
may be a little more accommodating [for older as]ultA senior advocate with
experience working with local government on compredive planning also supported
that assessment, explaining that once the Cityl][slbme comprehensive planning...it
became clear we needed a more citywide plannimgtet say what's going to happen.”

The consolidated planning process focuses on ngetite housing needs of the
Cities of Portland and Gresham, as well as Multno@aunty. The plan establishes a

vision for housing and community development pratggas a requirement to receive
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federal funding. This plan was discussed only bynimers of PHB, likely because they
were the people familiar with the process. A pobkesyert with PHB described how aging
was (and was not) integrated into the process: Wateen't done the demographics and
said, ‘We have X number of people in an aging ttay/ who would be low income and
in need of our thinking.” The housing bureau stadfson explained that “Every five
years the City and County do a consolidated pldm¢wis kind of our work plan that we
turn into HUD for all of the federal dollars.” Arfegr PHB employee explained that the
Bureau would be opening up the “[aging] conversairoour next consolidated planning
process.” She added “I'm excited that we're operthegdoor.”

As discussed previously, the PDC’s urban renewadnam and revenue
generated from tax increment financing are usedh®development of housing and
infrastructure within dedicated urban renewal ar@&zent mandates from the City of
Portland have set aside 30% of urban renewal fgnidinaffordable housing
development, resulting from policy that was seehasng the ability to have a positive
impact on the creation of affordable housing, inegal, not just housing dedicated to
housing older adults. However, two aspects of tiiepwere discussed as having a
potential negative impact on sustainable, afforel&nlusing for older adults: first, the
lack of flexibility for the PDC in using funding velne it would most appropriately foster
sustainable development; and second, concern tia aversight of the 30% set aside is
needed.

With respect to the former issue—PDC'’s lack ofifddity—a PDC employee noted

that “Affordable housing needs to be higher onrdwar,” but then added that the
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“purpose of urban renewal is to remove blight.tésponse to the interviewer’s question,
“Do you think [urban renewal] is a policy that cohtites to sustainable development
practices?,” the PDC employee replied: “Flexibilgjtaken away,” but also that,
“Affordable housing is a central piece of the bakai In summary, he explained, “If you
could do that with flexibility... it's more sustainaly He then offered examples of other
neighborhood needs that could be met with a meseldle approach, such as “business
loans so people could be employed” or the creatfanpark instead of affordable
housing. Opposing sentiment was expressed frononelgmts in the nonprofit and public
sectors, however, who pointed to the lack of adegfusnding available to meet the
current and future needs for affordable housingéncity.

Three housing advocates who supported the 30%s&k legislation—two from a
nonprofit agency, the other serving in the pubdictsr—felt strongly that the
implementation of the set aside needed to be ingaro& nonprofit executive director
stated, “We haven't used that 30% set aside td biffibtrdable housing,” and a housing
expert within the same nonprofit agency also fat it “has not happened there, yet.” As
a reminder, housing advocates in Chapter 6 alsoléétthe desire for more transparency
from the PDC, specifically in the form of publishedaluation that showed progress
toward affordable housing goals.

Moving to the topic of tax exemption programs, vaa expand on the comments
originally discussed in the affordable housing ppkection in Chapter 6 and the
previous section on positive citywide policies. liqmer with BPS reported that City

Council had “called into question” aspects of thegoams by asking “Is that the right
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tool to use?” and “Shouldn't we be more specificwthvhat parts of town we're going to
implement that tool?” These comments highlightithportant of social equity in
sustainable development and the need for equithttiiebution of affordable housing
throughout the city. Another planner at BPS desctibhortcomings of the tax exemption
program: “The rental rehab program isn’t used marcymore [and] the new multiple

unit housing program is on a moratorium.” The reafeo the moratorium was due to “a
lot of housing construction in the downtown [inalug] some rather high end rental
housing projects in the River District that cameund asked for the tax exemption.” The
planner explained that “Council and [the] Plann@@mmission [asked] ‘Do they really
need this?””

Overall, both planners quoted above felt that sofriee tax exemption programs
that were being underused or misused should besetered. However, some lesser used
programs should be maintained based on their yabalifacilitate quality environments
for older adults; as one of the planners explaifiéfthe low-income abatement] went
away these people would need to live in a moratirigtnal setting.” She also
commented that inaccessible housing “would be amgie” of a barrier to “housing for
older adults.” She remarked on the possibilitynaiintivizing a visitability program,
noting that, to date, “Portland hasn’t developeshdards like that, or provided any
incentives for development that has standardsthi&e”

The final area of citywide policies to be identifias needing changes in order to

have a positive impact on sustainable, affordablesing for older adults were zoning
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and building codes housed in the BPS and BDS @ad development services

agency). These codes will be described after Talile below.

Table 7.10

Summary of City Policies and Programs IdentifiedNagding Changes to Have a
Positive Impact on Sustainable, Affordable HoudorgOlder Adults

City Policy/ Needed Changes

Program

Comprehensive  Planning process and resulting plan influence ugianning
planning practices; potential to address the aging of sgceetrrently,

however, there is no focus on the needs of oldelts

Consolidated
planning

Plan focuses on meeting the housing needs of Rdr(end
adjacent municipalities); required for federal fungdprovided
for housing and community development; a greatemsamn the
growing needs of an aging population is needed

Urban renewal/
tax increment
financing

Portland’s urban renewal areas are home to acéveldpment
of housing and infrastructure that is funded byitexement
financing; oversight is needed for dedicated fugditreams for
affordable housing (i.e., 30% set aside); flexipiin how funds
are spent is needed

Tax exemption
programs

Certain tax exemption programs in Portland areuset often
(e.g., rental rehabilitation) or have been susperideay., multiple
family housing); consideration should be given timaining
low-income abatements, as they provide importansimg for
populations that may otherwise be institutionaljZeture
improvements that improve accessibility should twesadered

Revisions to
zoning and
building codes

Zoning and building codes dictate the form and fiomcof
housing and surrounding environments in Portlapdctic
changes suggested for the Bureaus of Planning astdiSability
and Development Services include zoning code clsafmpning
would leads to appropriate housing for older adldis sizes,
parking requirements); building code changes (aesagiew);
compliance and enforcement; system developmengebaGee
table 7.11 for additional information about suggdsthanges for
City of Portland codes.
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City zoning and building codes needing changde have a positive impact on
sustainable, affordable housing for older adultsAs was mentioned earlier in the
chapter, the words “code” and “zoning” appearedihaterview transcripts 58 and 50
times, respectively. This represents more mentioas any other policy or program
identified during data analysis. Some of the merg#tiowere made by the interviewer;
although the words “code” or “zoning” were not pafrthe interview script, they were
used to prompt responses from interviewees whetdetef®r purposes of clarification or
elaboration. The discussion of codes fell into tweas: zoning codes and building codes
(see Table 7.11 for a summary of needed code ceange

The topic of zoning codes was discussed in deptimglthe key informant
interviews by six respondents, including commebisua changes that would be
beneficial to sustainable housing development lderoadults. Those respondents
included the chief executive officer of a privatamagement and consultancy firm, two
executive directors of nonprofit housing agencaesl three public sector employees
working for BPS (one planner and two sustainabéxperts who moved from the Office
of Sustainability to BPS when the two agencies weeeged). With respect to initiating
zoning code changes, one nonprofit executive nibtadachieving change was difficult
and that “Some planners are more willing than athemget into the big picture mode.”
She also explained the difficulty in navigating gystem for making code changes:
“You could go to the City Council first, and youidve a better shot than when you start

with a planner, but you can't do that [as] it wouidlate all the principles.”
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A BPS staff member who has worked on issues agsdamth sustainability
explained that change was needed in the mannehwinecCity supports development
projects. He explained that Portland is “reallyskto get the rules to change and get the
support [developers] need.” He felt that Portlardds to be more proactive by helping
to create the “models of affordable housing thatwaat to have in our city,” elaborating
further, he explained, “[The City cannot] “sit baakd wait for somebody to say: ‘Your
zoning is keeping me from doing this.”” Instead,drgued, the City should be “helping
people build units...make it happen quickly...supphbis with regulations, and
financing.” He explained, however, that in Portlatithat's not the way it is. We make
[developers] come in here and advocate for chahges.

In regard to specific zoning issues, another nditpdector questioned how
zoning affects housing development: “There are spoméing issues around that would be
interesting to have people experiment and look aw.housing types that are better
[and] aren't really anticipated in housing codgbtrnow.” She pointed to several trends
and suggested changes to codes that would impysriyg for an aging Portland:

There’s a move toward smaller footprints...moreeasory dwelling units, people

looking for land where they can also build a grafiay either for themselves or

an aging family member. Co-housing is definitelyeleping [and] could be
applied to integrate elders and keep them in a camityn..We're probably going
to have more co-housing models in developmentlftgradults [and] more infill
and smaller units, and | think there’s going todnaty be some zoning changes [in
order] to increase density and maximize land usea Gingle-family residential
scale, a lot of people will be doing additions &dding granny flats next to
single dwelling units. Efficiencies of scale for services [are needed]levkiill
retaining a sense of [independence and] autonomyarsonal space without
moving everybody into elevator buildings...an effidi@ise of land in a single-

family unit, some kind of hybrid of individual ownand collective space in a
single story.
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A private sector executive also discussed houstatg, reporting that he felt
smaller-scale housing opportunities for older alottuld be “a lot more appealing” for
older Portlanders, adding: “I do see the beneftheke sort of cottage-type
developments.That might be something that's easier to happeausit doesn’t
require as much financing as getting a 50- or 190hwuilding developed....Zoning and
site selection will be the challenge.”

A planner and urban designer at BPS explainedlhiedbureau was interested in
facilitating “aging in place” and that enabling efdadults to “[Age] in their community
is something [BPS would] like to do.” The BPS sta#mber pointed to opportunity
areas for development as being in mixed-use aeegs ¢enters, corridors, main streets):
“If you look at the inner streetcar [areas], zonisget up to have a lot of elevator
buildings, four-story, five, maybe six...Along thairador...you can have grocery stores,
retail, and services, the bus service, sidewalks.explained that kind of development
pattern—e.g., in centers and along corridors and steeets—is what BPS envisions is
“going to go through everyone's neighborhood.” i¥® aoted that although concentrated
development was happening in those types of afd&shave a lot of limitations once
you get off those streets into the more establisiagle family [zones].” Overall, the
respondent explained that mixed-use areas heldipediar facilitating aging in place,
but that it would also be important to connect éhaseas with nearby residential areas
that would not have needed services and infrastreict

To summarize needed changes to Portland’s zomidg inn Portland, several areas

emerged. First, respondents saw a need for thet&lig more flexible and responsive to
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new concepts that were proposed from developecarfdle respondents noted the need
for the City to be proactive in providing cleareridance for their desired development
outcomes in areas such as affordable and accebsibding. Third, with respect to the
types of housing that should be reflected in fuzoring codes, respondents felt that
several residential types of development shoulaipeoved upon: accessory dwelling
units (e.g., appropriately designed for aging sxcpl new owner/rental financial models),
cottage housing (e.g., small clusters of infill bimg), smaller-scale co-housing (e.g., not
50 units), and housing that provided for indeperdeand privacy while also providing
proximity to a caregiver and/or supportive neiglshdiinally, mixed-uses areas were
seen as promising if they had features (e.g., atubéty, proximity to neighborhood
housing) that would make them desirable for olakiits.

Parking requirements were also an area of cortbatremerged in the interviews.
A nonprofit executive director with senior housingher organization’s portfolio felt that
in the parking code “There could be some subtletignst would be interesting to
[refine].” She detailed opposition to a developnmiiat proposed lower numbers of
parking spots in an affordable housing projectdioler adults in one particular
neighborhood, noting: “[Current residents] dontidae that very poor, very old people
[have fewer] cars as they do.” A development exptt a management firm that works
with many housing developments for older adults g@lsinted to difficulties with parking
requirements and housing for older adults: “Italgetough to find a feasible way to get
the density you're looking for [and] deal with therking...it would work really well for

senior housing if you never had to have parking.”
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A planner with BPS also mentioned that parking negments should be
reconsidered, including giving more consideratmmnetductions in parking requirements
and the need for parking with access. She noteaer@'s a lot of talk about local
governments removing barriers to housing,” inclgdiaffordable housing for older
adults,” and then suggested that the City “mighttta look at reducing parking
requirements, to make developments more affordalbleddition to increasing
affordability, she identified other uses for thedahat would otherwise be dedicated to
parking: “There are courtyard housing developmauritis a green area in the
middle...Those were developed before there were parkingreagants... [It is a] really
nice open space surrounded by apartments, gardenagartments.” She continued,
explaining: “If you had fewer parking requiremerds people that got used to grouping
the parking...that could improve the quality of trevelopment, because maybe you
could have some open space that wasn’t concrete.”

An architect and university instructor who teacheourse on green building
suggested looking into other cities’ zoning andkpay codes for examples and then
described efforts by another municipality that idwed for the replacement of “a
single-family lot with something that can fit two three times as many homes...the
conditions stated are that the homes usually habe small, they need to have shared
parking, they need to have a shared open spac¢heyndeed to have a level of design
that's appropriate [for older adults].”

Although allowing for the reduction of parking waigpported by several

respondents, one urban planner for BPS explairedhkre was still a need for the
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provision of accessible parking: “Portland hasdtpted any visibility
standards...constructing homes in such a way thaésoenthat is disabled, in a
wheelchair, is able to visit you [and] reach thentrdoor.” This included parking within
close proximity to an accessible entrance of a home

Several comments made by respondents pertairsgbsign review (Chapter 6
also detailed the responses concerning this isstieisection on design processes). In
brief: (1) several nonprofit developers supportiecicbuilding codes but felt that design
review was too subjective; (2) one respondenttlfigit many architects saw design review
as “too heavy handed and too micromanaged” butHeattpublic discourse on design was
a positive thing and should be encouraged in regaadcessibility and age-specific
design; and (3) two private developers felt thatigle review was useful, as it can help in
guiding the design process and garnering ideast gdmdential solutions.

The final two areas of code that were identifischaeding changes in order to
have a positive impact on housing for older adwkse code compliance issues and
system development charges. Although neither @@aived much attention, those
comments made were associated with accessibifityrdability, and quality. Building
code, in particular, was discussed by a BPS staffgn who explained that building code
is “set by the state [and] upheld by local goveosahHe worried, however, “whether

there's enough leeway in there for the City to lading sure things in the code [are]
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friendly to aging populations or not.” Additionallg City staff person expressed a
“concern” that there were not enough BDS inspectors

The topic of system development charges (SDCs)-eine-time, fees-based
charges on proposed new or increased uses of arpydpew construction and
residential redevelopment projects) which incraagect to city infrastructure (City of
Portland, 2012e)—was also discussed by two pubtitos employees. A member of PHB
described the current model in Portland: “As newetlgpments are built, systems have to
be developed” such as water, electrical, sidewatksthool systems. She explained the
“Very low system development charges [in certagrarof the city] are not sufficient to
cover the costs [for] the needs of the growing camity.” She saw SDCs and housing
for older adults as also “having an interplay” daensufficient infrastructure being
developed to support older adults living within fRord communities. Looking at SDCs
from a housing development (rather than a systeraldpment) perspective, a BPS staff
person specifically pointed to SDCs as prohibignekpensive in regard to developing
accessory dwelling units (ADU) that might serveeslddults well: “They have to make it
easier...It's a pain...to do an ADU...Once you put a sinthere...the fees are
crazy...They really need to ease up on that.”

In March, 2010, Portland’s City Council adoptedy@Resolution Number 36766
(City of Portland, 2010, p.1) which suspended SE€$Parks and Recreation,
Environmental Services, Transportation, and Watettfe construction of accessory

dwelling units or the conversion of structures ¢oessory dwelling units until June 30,

*L An article written in the Daily Journal of Commer¢Bjork, 2010, July, p. 1) during data collection
detailed that in the previous year “Portland’s Buwref Development Services laid off more than bélfs
building inspectors.”
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2013.” This brings to light a potential problemweéen funding necessary systems, as
discussed by the PHB employee, and reducing batoedeveloping appropriate
housing, as discussed by the BPS representativieapea viable alternative is to
suspend SDCs for housing that meets of the neeals afing population (e.g.,

accessible, universal, or visitable design).
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Table 7.11

Summary of City Code Changes Identified as Neediranges to Have a Positive
Impact on Sustainable, Affordable Housing for Oldeults

Code Bureau Needed Code Changes
Zoning codes Bureau of Improve the current system of zoning codes
that facilitate Planning and and development requirements in Portland in

better housing
environments
for older
adults

Sustainability
(BPS)

an attempt to be more flexible and responsive
to new concepts, as well as being proactive in
providing desired models for development;
initiate zoning code changes that would
facilitate residential development that is
appropriate for older adults (e.g., accessory
dwelling units, cottage housing, co-housing,
shared housing); create mixed-use areas that
are vibrant and accessible for older adults

Parking
requirements

BPS

Consider reducing parking requirements when
they affect affordability; housing for older
adults may require less parking, but
accessibility remains important for older

adults with cars and special needs; some
space currently dedicated for parking could be
used for green spaces or other uses

Design review

Bureau of
Development
Services
(BDS)

Design review is too subjective and
problematic; improve the process of public
dialog pertaining to design review to include
accessibility and age-related design issues;
design review should be useful, guide the
design process, and facilitate appropriate
design solutions

Building code
compliance

BDS

Building code compliance must be improved
and tracking initiated to determine whether
code is friendly to aging populations; Portland
lacks a sufficient number of inspectors to
enforce code compliance

System
development
charges

BDS

System development charges should be
reviewed to balance sufficient infrastructure
development in communities while also
considering barriers to development,
especially residential developments that are
age appropriate
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City policies and programs to consider for the futwe for improving
sustainable, affordable housing for older adultsThree areas of citywide policy were
highlighted for consideration in relation to impnog sustainable, affordable housing for
older adults (see Table 7.12 for a summary). Aschetrlier, Portland, to date, has no
specific housing policy in place that, in the woods PHB staff member, “directly
speaks to age.” this is due at least partiallypediag to this respondent, to the belief that
aging is not “currently a priority [as compared ¢tbyonically homeless individuals,
homeless families.” Current planning efforts hadenitified the needs of low-income
older adults, but more attention is needed thaictly focuses on the aging of Portland.
Respondents from public and nonprofit agenciepamticular, felt that housing for older
adults should be a higher priority for the City a®n as an important aspect of local and
regional planning efforts (e.g., Portland’s commmtive and consolidated planning
efforts). More concerted efforts at creating spe@blicy language that addresses
housing for an aging Portland was identified asdede

One policy discussed by a policy expert with PHB wee possibility of requiring
a certain proportion of housing developed in Padlto have features that would be
beneficial to older adults. The PHB expert expréssservation in creating dedicated
geographic areas that would have unique zoningscpddaining to older adults (e.g.,
requiring visitable, accessible, universally-desigjinousing) as she felt that setting
geographic goals would be akin to saying “oldergbeshould live here in this certain
place [rather than knowing] that a choice is oetéi’ Rather, her suggestion was to

consider whether policy could “do it by percentagedich she described as having a
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proportion of “senior housing [developments] desdjappropriately for older folks.”
She noted, however, that it would be difficult tomtor a policy requiring a set
percentage of age-appropriate housing and thatypofithat kind is “more stick than
carrot.” She added that the difficult aspect wdagdgetting the “Planning Commission
[to start] reviewing project by project.”

The final suggestion offered by respondents wagh®ICity to better coordinate
the development of housing-related policies witjamizations serving the needs of older
adults and people with disabilities. A nonprofieentive director from an advocacy
group focused on regional equity mentioned themndgdormed Portland Commission on
Disability: “This new commission...could be a realtyportant addition that would
certainly be consistent with what [other organizasi] want to see.” The president of a
charitable nonprofit that focused on vulnerablesoladults felt that nobody was
“pounding the drums publicly” for affordable hougjrbut noted that Portland State
University’s Institute on Aging might be a good anigzation to voice that need. A green
building expert working for the City identified twortland-based organizations,
Northwest Pilot Project and Elders in Action, amsof the “groups out there...doing
good work...specifically for older adults.” Overadkveral respondents in the public and
nonprofit sectors felt that advocacy, educationl, service groups focused on the quality
of life and well-being of older adults and peoplighwdisabilities should be involved in
the development of housing-related policies angamms for those groups. A
coordinated effort may be beneficial to an aginglBod and others in need of affordable

and accessible housing.
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Table 7.12

Summary of City Policies and Programs Suggestethiproving Sustainable,
Affordable Housing for Older Adults

City Policy/ Rationale

Program

Create a policy on Create policies that directly address the houseegla of
housing an aging Portland’s aging population; City must go beyonddse

Portland assessment to further the availability of afforéadohd
appropriate housing for older adults
Require a set Create a policy that would require a certain praparof housing

percentage of age- developed in Portland to have features that woalddneficial to
appropriate older adults

housing

Coordinate with  Several organizations dedicated to improving thaityuof life

aging and and well-being of older adults and people with bikiées were
disability identified as having important contributions; caaeding with

organizationsto  these groups in the development of policies angnaras was
create better suggested

policies and

programs

Non-geography-based Policies and Programs to Congidfor the Future for
Improving Sustainable, Affordable Housing for Older Adults.

Throughout the key informant interviews possibleawative policies and
programs not tied to a particular geography—laegjional, state, or federal-were also
identified as having the potential to enhance #wetbpment of sustainable, affordable
housing for older adults. This section reviews &psoposed policies and programs and
provides an assessment of their future utility (Balele 7.13 for a summary of the
policies and programs).

New models of housingMany key informants alluded to the need for pec

and programs that were not associated with a spéeifel of government. Chief among
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these were new models of housing that would addnestginable practices for older
adults, affordability, innovation, and a sensea@hmunity that would benefit an aging
society. In all, 11 respondents discussed the tapituding two from the nonprofit
sector, three from the for-profit sector, and soarf the public sector. As a nonprofit
executive director proposed “The age wave, BabynBfis] going to slam us, [but] it's
not necessarily the same population we've seEmey. don't all want to be in senior
projects.” She was unsure as to whether the vasea®rs had it “figured out” and
whether “the models we're using now are just goingroceed.” Her conclusion was that
future models would emerge as a “learning proaesisd market.”

A private developer of affordable housing alsodéetd that new models would
emerge and that consumers were, in fact, alreaukyrig for something new: “I've had a
lot of people talk to me about what we're goingldovhen we're older.” He asked the
guestion, “Who is going to decide that?” and folémlwup with another question asking
whether it would emerge from “people thinking ahéaathemselves [or] will it be more
of a mass production model that says ‘Here is whators want; we know that because
this is what they're choosing to live in?"” He addélhere's a tremendous role for
people doing research,” and described a need {@-&ppropriate models, innovative
models for senior housing [to] shape the way pestad to think about development and
spur their creativity.”

Various models were described by different respotgl One private developer
described a “little co-housing community,” and aapfit developer envisioned “small,

more co-housing environments.” Three City of Podl@mployees described a new
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model of “social housing,” while a nonprofit devpér called for a “sense of community”
as integral. The scale of housing varied from “tveniseholds” to “eight or 10
[residents]” to “12 cottages and community livingases.” It was clear that several
respondents felt that the co-housing model may a@rkome older adults, but that the
model they imagined was different from co-housiagt&xists today. A planner with
BPS explained some of co-housing’s shortcomings-hGusing [requires] a lot of
people who want to do it together, 20 to 30 houkEh@nd it's going to be a 6-, 7-, 8-
year process of figuring out what you want to dladihg a site, acquiring a site,
designing the structures, site layout, architectdiféerent types of units.” An elected
official also discussed development timelines,mgpany new model would need to be
refined so that it would not take a “five-year joay to figure out.”

Other elements were also described, sometimedatiore to where respondents
wanted to live, sometimes in relation to what tkayisioned when looking forward 20
years. A sustainability expert at BPS believed kBare going to want more of that
community....inter-generational...cooperative...givingplke a purpose and a reason as
part of their living community.” Several respondehtghlighted the importance of a
model that would work for people of all ages. Foaraple, a planner at BPS saw the
future model as one that “works across the spectfuage; it works very well at the
beginning, young family, to kids, school age ctelulr..to older adults.” A public official
felt proximity to different age groups would be kéaial: “I can imagine places where
you have a senior facility next to a school...to @xtrseniors with kids...places that are

designed to have multigenerational [aspects] wheople see the benefits of living with
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people of other generations” Another BPS staff memamvisioned “a move toward
smaller footprints...more accessory dwelling units..reniofill and smaller units...,
people looking for land [for] a granny flat...for giles as well, single older adults.”
Regarding the financial aspects of new models derappropriate development,
two important aspects emerged: finding a way toertak housing affordable; and
pooling resources to purchase needed servicesrdtegahe first area, reducing housing
cost, a planner and urban designer at BPS felt'tahousing is not affordable” but that
“the co-housing prototype” was a starting pointdarew model. A developer and
management professional felt that some developers making headway and were
already “out there on the cutting edge figuring thiit.” He believed that, eventually,
they were “going to find a way to get it done eammzally.” The elected official stated:
“We have to find a niche where the developers canecin and say ‘Here’s the
[required] form’...'Here’s your cut,” ‘Here’s my cuitOne planner for the City of
Portland also thought that “It is possible thalogovernments might fund projects...
not necessarily the co-housing model [but] someafanodel...like that in the future.”
Regarding services, a nonprofit developer poshatlwhat was needed was
“cooperative purchasing of services to sustainpedeence [in housing].” She explained
that approximately six to eight household may be &bpool resources to “start buying
services.” This cooperative purchasing would belusgyay for needed services from

providers. Explained another way, the respondetztiléd what was needed as “Ffih

*2|n was inferred that the respondent used FTE seritee the term “full-time equivalent,” or the mgne
that was necessary to hire service providers toatdwprovide an adequate level of service to make t
housing model work.
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chunks that are big enough” to acquire necessavices that enable aging in one’s
community.

A final aspect of a new model of housing that wiaswssed was the “cultural
side.” This comment came from the executive ofrgpfofit management firm that
oversaw assisted living and long-term care faesifior older adults. He explained that
“Traditional models [are] no longer going to beaaseptable to people” and that “The
dominant housing models have...primarily been desidaemiddle class, white
population...We don’t really know that much abousupportive housing and affordable,
sustainable housing models that will work for oldepple of color.” He added, “We
have sort of tried to make these dominant housmagls] incorporate some cultural
symbols...but they weren’t necessarily designedHat population; they were adapted
for that population.”

Performance- and form-based codeMoving to the topic of codes, the
possibility of using performance-based codes wasudised by six respondents: two from
the private sector and four from the public seatgrich included two university
instructors. Adoption and implementation of a perfance-based code was not discussed
but it may be worthy of discussion by local, regihror state governments. A private
developer explained how performance-based codedaadyto innovation: “Code [is]
mandated because it works...you may not say ‘I carthis type of piping, or this type
of joist in my development,’ but if you just giveenthe chance to show it works, well,

maybe it will become a new model that we can ugbaerfuture.” A university professor
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discussed his thoughts on performance-based cod&sling how they might be related

to sustainable housing for older adults:

| have been advocating a shift towards a performdnased code. | think it's the
single biggest hurdle If.we went to performance-based [code], we might
actually find there [are] ways to achieve the saiecarbon footprint while
fostering the innovation. It would open a thousdiférent ways to achieve
housing for the elderly. Then we might actually igege social spaces which are
less air-conditioned and meet a different code wfitfaller spaces where we sleep
that are highly air conditioned; a different kindeguation of balancing all the
things out. | think it's that kind of ability to nae to a broader reading of how the
built environment is created that is really thellgmge.

The professor also detailed how Portland, evenleader in the green building
field, was slow to move to performance-based codenaay fall behind other cities.
Also, he saw processes associated with performaamsed-codes as more participatory:

In Portland, because it has been sitting on iteelawas the greenest city in the

country, | think it will get left behind in the nefew years...Places like Austin,

Charlottesville, all over the country are beginniagvrite performance-based

codes. They're going to run past [Portland], besdliat's not only going to create

a better range of opportunities to house and addhessocial and housing needs

in healthy communities, but it's going to createremmic opportunities that are

going to pass us byRerformance-based code actually opens the doondoe
people who are part of the community to activelyigeolved in the design
process.

A green building expert in the private sector ddteat “Some people say in order
for [Portland] to grow as a leader in the greerding community, we should allow for
innovation to happen through new ideas coming@nfgpmance-based ideas.” A
private developer from Portland explained thatffinms is trying this, “trying to aim for a
level of building performance and not necessarippent system, which at the end of the

day might not give you the best performing buildingn architect and project manager
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for the City of Portland explained that with perfance-based codes “There's a lot of
opportunity” but that in order for that system t@weeed “People need to get off their,
‘This is the way we've always done it,’ mentality.Another area of code that was
discussed, although by only one respondent, wasaheept of form-based codeA
policy expert in PHB discussed this as a way taeaghgood design: “It has everything
to do with the goals that are set for the planmragess. If goals that are set are to
address or to integrate the needs of an aging abpn) then that becomes part of the
plan.” She suggested that “form-based design, mndoased planning” would allow for
“certain elements to occur within a couple of bl his type of design, she explained,
leaves the opportunity for there to be a develortteat is “more appropriately designed
on the inside for older adults and aging in pldz bccurs next to something that's more
appropriately designed for families.” She providedexample: “[In] the center or
corridor area, you're accomplishing your rangead#lg for family housing, elderly
housing, ground-floor commercial, and all the otiinémgs.”

Improving housing affordability by creating savingsin development costs
The possibility of enhancing affordability in hongiby using the principle of economies
of scale was discussed by two respondents, onetfrerprivate sector and the other an
elected official serving the region. The privatetse informant, who worked in the field

of management and property development, statedPtiréiand has “got to find a way to

3 Rouse and Zobl (2004, pp. 2-3) in the Americamfiitag Association publicatioAoning Practicedefine
form-based codes as “a regulatory approach designglthpe the physical form of development while
setting only broad parameters for use.” Accordmg proponent quoted in the publication “form-based
codes focus on what is desirable rather than vehiatrbidden, the underlying principles having their
foundation in a vision or plan developed throughmownity workshops and charrettes.”
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build things less expensively for the same quélite suggested that perhaps the City
should look into “doing a lot more modular housingaving it built somewhere else, not
too far away, but in a really efficient way andnging it in and assembling it, and getting
it built a lot more quickly.” He felt that by dointgis, it would “save development
costs...save architecture costs, and [get] the pi¢eicast a lot lower.” An elected official
posited that the region was “going to have mord imufid redevelopment” and that
regional government needed to consider “econonfissade that would keep the prices
down from construction.” In conclusion, both resgents saw the possibility of
affordability of housing being influenced by regabrefforts to reduce development costs
by building in a more efficient manner, but on ay&x, better coordinated scale.

Healthy housing The final area of new policies not connectedny @articular
level of government pertained to the need for hgdibusing. In particular, three
respondents commented on the need to expand theponf green and sustainable
buildings to include a greater focus on health.ofiprofit executive developer who has
several green buildings in her company’s portfekplained that the discourse
surrounding green building was “a little frustratias an affordable housing provider.”
This was based on her perception that any “nonpidmmunity-based housing
developer” should care about the “health of thiémnts and their communities [and] save
the planet. [provide for ]Jgood air quality so they don't hawersany health problems.”
She felt that healthy housing should be considaredl buildings considered to be

sustainable or green, not something that was addeal addition to those features.
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An architect and green building expert added tleviang challenges that needed
to be addressed by policy in order to creatingthealhousing: “Tackle the toxicity issue
in a way that we haven't yet...indoor air qualityset more serious about banning the
most egregious chemicals from our building indugtng so called ‘dirty dozen’
[persistent organic pollutants}: Finally, a public-sector architect working foretCity
of Portland opined that in the affordable housirayket it is extremely important to
focus on green building “because you have a grg@atgrortion of the population that has
special needs...their disparity is heightened by softieose sick building syndrome&”
He felt that an incentive is needed “to find a betdfpat could accommodate that little
incremental increase in cost [which tends to] lasger...[and to improve] the health of

the tenant...the key ingredient in the design.”

* According to Alex Wilson (2009, June, p.1) thertdidozen” persistent organic pollutants have been
restricted since 2001 through the Stockholm Conearin Persistent Organic Pollutants, and addittons
the list were made in 2009.

“> The National Safety Council (2009) defines sickding syndrome as a situation in which occuparits o
a building experience acute health effects thainseebe linked to time spent in a building, butspecific
illness or cause can be identified. The complaimy be localized in a particular room or zone, ayrhe
widespread throughout the building. Frequentlyppgms result when a building is operated or mairetzhi
in a manner that is inconsistent with its origidabkign or prescribed operating procedures. Somstime
indoor air problems are a result of poor buildisgidn or occupant activities.
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Table 7.13

Summary of Other (Non-geography-based) Innovatoleies and Programs Suggested
for Improving Sustainable, Affordable Housing fdd€r Adults

Additional Policy/ Program

Rational

Establish new housing
models that better meet the
needs of an aging society

A new model of social housing focused on fostering
a sense community; it would be similar to co-
housing without the large scale and lengthy
development timeline; it would include
intergenerational living environments, cooperation
among residents and would include lower-income
residents and older people of color; economies of
scale were discussed, including savings in
development and service provision

Performance-based codes

Building codes that assllmasbuilding
performance rather than pre-determined standards
were considered to be needed in Portland; such
codes were considered to foster innovation and
integrate users into the design process; Portlaasd w
seen as falling behind other cities that were mgvin
toward performance-based codes

Form-based code and form-
based planning

Zoning codes that result from planning processes
that set broad goals focused on what is desirable,
rather than what is forbidden; this planning apphoa
is considered to be more inclusive and has théyabil
to better integrate housing for older adults.

Create housing affordability
by creating savings in
development costs

Modular housing and/or building at a larger scale
could be a way to achieve savings during the
development process that may be translated into
affordability

Healthy housing

Affordable housing should also ealtiy housing;
efforts are needed to decrease building toxicity.(e
indoor air quality) and to eliminate sick building
syndrome
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Conclusion

Myriad policies and programs affect the planning development of sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults. Currently,des, state, regional, and city
governments have distinct policies and programisléaa to important funding streams
and regulations. Some policies and programs areemed throughout the levels of
government such as funding for affordable housimdjr@gulations that provide
development minimum standards (e.g., ADA or buddiodes). However, the systems
are far from perfect, as they lack sufficiently mtinated policy and programs that reach
successful implementation. Not only did respondestemmend changes to policies at
each level, but they also proposed new policiespragrams. Some of the
recommendations represent potential models thatldto@ explored in future research in
addition to being integrated into discussions \aitld by elected officials and government

staff at all levels of government.
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Chapter 8

Discussion

Contributions

The primary purposes of this qualitative case studie (a) to explore the
meaning of sustainable development for an agingesodb) to better understand how
and why sustainable, affordable housing for oldkidts was planned for and developed,
using Portland, Oregon, as a case example, and (@¢ntify the policies and programs
that have had an impact on the availability and@ppateness of such housing. This
study contributes to the literature in gerontolagigan planning, public health, and
urban studies by improving understanding of suatdandevelopment as it pertains to
affordable housing for an aging society. Existigrature has highlighted the growing
need for housing that is appropriate for older &d{d.g., accessible, affordable, healthy)
and for research and practice related to urbampigrand sustainable development,
driven by the unprecedented aging of the populatidhe United States.

Sustainable development has been understood Iidtaure as an attempt to
meet the needs of the current generation withowopcomising the ability of future
generations to meet their needs. Based on a redfiéiterature it is clear that available
housing for older adults does not meet the cumernt, nor is it expected to meet the
future need, which is poised to increase substantiae to the rapid aging of the
population. As documented both in this study angravious research, the City of

Portland has policies in place that promote suatdedevelopment, including policies
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that affect the development of affordable houssugh as the City’s Green Building
Policy and its affordable housing Preservationdtiite. However, Portland-based
policies and programs have not sufficiently addedgbe affordable housing needs of an
aging population and are therefore in need of img@neent in order to move toward
sustainable development practices.

Although this research has focused on Portlandijlkdengs have applicability
beyond the city, with findings concerning policeasd programs at the regional, state, and
federal levels. Based on the findings, which asteet the processes, practices, policies,
and programs that affect the creation of susta@malffordable housing for older adults, a
set of guiding principles of sustainable developtienan aging society have been
developed and is presented at the end of this ehafftese guiding principles expand the
social ecological perspectives in gerontology amlip health to include key aspects of
sustainable development as identified in both itkedture and the findings of this study.
Limitations of the Research

The ability to make generalizations based ondhalitative case study is
constrained by several aspects of the researchrddsrst, some of the findings are
limited geographically and temporally based onuhigue set of policies, practices, and
developments that exists in the City of Portlahé, greater metropolitan region, and the
State of Oregon. As was detailed previously, Podtlig striving to become a leader in
the field of sustainable development and has shppkcl and subsequent action to
focus on sustainable development processes andmesc Additionally, the specific

public, private, and nonprofit sectors involvedhe planning, design, and development
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of sustainable, affordable housing for older adumtBortland may not exist in other
cities—or may operate in markedly different wayddaionally, this research was carried
out during a time of evolving policies and prograamsl required limiting emerging
phenomena (e.g., comprehensive planning effortemuwaly during the publication of this
research). As a result, some findings and recomatemgs may not be generalizable to
other cities and municipal areas and may be pettime to 2012, approximately.
Second, the findings are not triangulated, as #neyased on two sources:
existing literature and key-informant interviewdth®ugh six housing developments
were identified and reviewed to provide additiooahtext for this study, these findings
are more vulnerable to errors that are linked &b garticular method (i.e., interviews)
than are studies that use multiple methods todukate their findings (Patton, 1999). As
a result, these findings are limited to expandimeptetical understanding—in this study,
the set of guiding principles of sustainable depelent for an aging society that builds
on the social ecological perspectives—rather tlearelizing to populations (Yin, 2003).
Third, the nature of qualitative research is sunat these findings may be
guestioned by those who may not value or underdtaadine of inquiry. Although every
methodological precaution has been taken to ermittethe reliability and the validity of
the data, there is still room for error. The 31 k&#grmants who were interviewed as part
of this qualitative case study represent the unmprspective of planners, design and
building professionals, developers, managers, pexperts, and directors of public and
nonprofit agencies in Portland. The findings frdns tresearch, which are based on the

primary data resulting from these interviews, maylve generalizable if measured by
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standards of quantitative statistical measurenmemtcan they be said to be
representative of any broad set of actors, secgexcies, or collective groups in
Portland or beyond.

Fourth, throughout the interviews, the term “susdhie” was used tdescribe
guality housing and environments for older adudtver than terms such as “livable” and
“age-friendly.” This was intended to focus respanee particular aspects of
sustainability and sustainable development. Altloting researcher attempted to refrain
from using the terms “livable” and “age-friendly@spondents did use those terms in their
descriptions; these responses were consideredrifdrences to sustainable housing for
older adults, the main focus of this study. It cbioé argued that the terms are not
equivalent and that too much room for interpretati@s taken; however, the researcher
attempted to only use such responses when deerpeapajpte and in a manner that
would lead to reliable and valid findings.

Finally, the researcher has attempted to conduatid and reliable study while
also undertaking myriad social, civic, and acadeswitvities with the aim of studying
and creating better environments for both oldettagund people with disabilities in
Portland and elsewhere. These activities have texigd the researcher’s understanding
of what constitutes sustainable, affordable houtanglder adults, but could be seen as
leading to bias and/or a loss of objectivity. Hoee\as Christians (2003, p. 234) posited,
a historic overview of theory and practice in qiaive research has pointed to the need
for “an entirely new model of research ethics inahrhuman action and conceptions of

the good are interactive.” This study is an exanopplénat type of research as it involved,
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simultaneously, ongoing human action (e.g., civid aocial activities), recalculations of
what was considered good housing and environmentdder adults (e.g., policy
suggestions to local government and the developofantidelines for future

development), and data collection and analysis.

Summary and Implications of Major Findings

The Meaning of Sustainable, Affordable Housing foOlder Adults

The relationship between sustainable development dran aging society.
Sustainable development and sustainability haverheaibiquitous concepts often
understood by variations of a commonly used dednibf sustainable development,
which is: development that meets the needs of tbgept generation without
compromising the ability of future generations teantheir own needs (United Nations,
1987). The three areas often discussed in conpmatith this definition are distinct yet
interconnected: the environment (or planet), th@nemy (or profit), and social equity (or
people), also known as the three E’s (Berke, 2&0dngton, 2012).

It was clear that respondents, in general, diccleztrly associate the meaning of
sustainable development with the phenomenon oflptpao aging. Introducing the topic
of aging into the discourse of sustainable devekurhas ultimately led to a more robust
understanding of its meaning; this was originallident based on responses from some
research participants (it should also be the aafgture research and practice). At the

beginning of each key-informant interview, respartdevere asked to react to two
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descriptions that were provided by the researcHes.first was the City of Portland’s
definition of sustainable development. The secoad awmodified description of the
WHQO'’s definition of an age-friendly city. This all@d the researcher to uncover
important perceptions that interviewees held wattpard to the language used in current
research and practice.

The findings revealed several insights: first, sbeial (or social equity)
component of sustainable development was oftennmizeid with respect to both the
environmental and economic components; this retef®the findings in previous
research (Dillard et al., 2009; Manzi et al., 20Hpcond, even though the terms “future
generations” and “human development” were artiealan descriptions of sustainable
housing and environments for older adults, respotsdielt that little, if any, attention
was paid to an aging demographic. Finally, respotsdielt that the prevailing concept of
sustainable development should better addressitheefneeds of society—especially
population aging—and to go beyond the identificathd needs toward opportunities that
society should be striving to maximize (e.g., ofting health, enhancing quality of life).

Taken together, these findings indicated thatptissible to shape a more robust,
hybrid description of sustainable development thaintains the commonly used and
understood definition and also addresses the dynelnainges that humans face
throughout the life course, including those encerad by older adults. The researcher
proposes that the description of sustainable devedmt offered in the next paragraph—
developed from the findings—is more appropriatdaacribing the challenges and

opportunities of future generations.
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Sustainable developmesgeks to meet human needs while cultivating
opportunities for human development across thecbigse, cultures, and geographies.
Such development must address the current genesasibility to sustain their quality of
life and well-being while maintaining the abilitgrffuture generations to do the same.
Furthermore, human development must be integratedevolving ecological systems by
balancing aspects of the natural, built, and s@maironments. Growth patterns,
services, and underlying economic systems mustifgsicial equity in a manner that
leads to the health of people, places and systeotis,now and in the future.

Five elements of sustainable housing for an agingd&ety. Housing and
environments for older adults have long been arast in the field of gerontology.
Research has demonstrated that the physical envénats that older adults use on a day-
to-day basis are critical to their independencearedca key component of the ability of
individuals to function. Recently, sustainable depeent and green building principles
have become commonplace in affordable housing dpuents, including affordable
housing developed for older adults, and have ldultlings that save energy—and
expenses for the resident—and contribute to bett@gronmental outcomes (e.g., greater
air quality, fewer pollutants). During this stuagspondents identified five aspects of
sustainable housing and environments that werefgpecolder adults.

The first element, physical accessibility, was diésd by respondents as being
critical for meeting the functional needs of oldelults. Interviewees described the
importance of going beyond the minimum requirementsently in place (e.g., ADA

guidelines, building codes) in an attempt to crem@ronments that not only comply
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with accessibility standards, but more importardlg able to be used by the widest
possible set of individuals in society. Universasgn and visitable housing—both
discussed in Chapter 2—were identified as appraatchphysical environments that
should be incorporated into the planning and dgaraknt of sustainable housing for
older adults. The design features detailed in usaley designed and visitable housing
were seen by respondents as being able to fogpertoities for people of all ages and
abilities (e.qg., frail older adults, people usingeelchairs and walkers, parents with baby
strollers, able-bodied people) to be more indepenaed to be better integrated into day-
to-day activities in the community.

The second and third elements identified by respotsiwere closely related: the
first was proximity to community services and tleeand was infrastructure that
connected housing with services. Regarding thednesa, proximity of housing for older
adults to commercial and public services was seerntally important, especially as
people’s functional mobility declines. Certain patis of development (e.g., automobile-
oriented urban sprawl, separation of land usesg ween as leading to social isolation,
and suggestions were made concerning bringing hgasid services closer together.
Furthermore, some key informants reported thatgomo housing and critical services
(e.q., supermarkets, government services, pulaisit) together is especially important
with respect to affordable housing options. Regaydnfrastructure connections, quality
pedestrian facilities and transportation servicesamoted as important if housing was to
be considered sustainable. If a person lived mepoitant services but could not

overcome barriers to mobility (e.g., lack of contgs sidewalks or streets, no
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transportation options), proximity was renderedl@vant. If transportation and
pedestrian infrastructure afforded housing ressldirect access to community services,
this was seen as enabling older adults to bettinead their needs, maintaining
integration within their communities, and agingpiace, if they desired.

The fourth element of sustainable housing for oltirlts that was identified
concerned healthy living environments. In particulae adoption of green building
principles was noted as moving in the directiom@dlthier housing (e.qg., reducing the
use of toxic materials, better thermal comfort)sgendents also noted that healthy
housing for an aging society should be designadke into account changes in human
function that occur with age (e.g., reduced visgneater risk of falls). Examples of
sustainable, healthy housing included that whichdwod air quality, is well-lit, and has
residential units with individually-controlled thrapstats to assure comfortable indoor
temperature. Additionally, some respondents felt turrent green building principles do
not encompass adequate design features that pegtwiular benefit to older adults.

The fifth element of sustainable housing for oldéults identified was the
inclusion of social spaces in and near housingldeweents. Participants explained that a
balance was needed between personal privacy aedsatsocial activity. Finding the
right balance of privacy and access to opportunite social participation was felt to be
vital in facilitating both independence and intgydedence as people age. One suggestion
for achieving such design outcomes was througinitiasion of future residents and/or
knowledgeable older adults in the housing desigegsses. Specific attention to social

spaces within a housing development (e.g., commuodms and libraries, seating

297



spaces, smoking areas, consultation rooms) wasaseiemportant. Also seen as important
for inclusion in sustainable housing for older aslwbas access to social spaces located
outside of the walls of the housing unit—considdrede an external feature available to
the residents of the development—(e.g., parksaplastreet furniture), as well as private
spaces that serve public functions (e.g., cafésinbases with seating).

The relationship between sustainable housing andfafdability . Research
participants explained that affordable housing tgweaent in Portland has been required
to include green building features. Portlan@ieen Building ResolutiofCity of
Portland, 2005b) and the PDC’s guidelines for gtagitding (PDC, 2005) have ensured
that affordable housing subsidized by local goveeniis built in a manner that preserves
environmental resources and creates better livimgy@ments for its residents. These
policies have been influenced by the EnterprisenBation, an early national trendsetter,
and have led to changes in development practicgipublic, nonprofit, and for-profit
sectors (HUD, 2010a)

Affordability was seen by respondents as diffic¢altiefine. Although many
respondents felt that a housing development coellenyironmentally sustainable
without necessarily being affordable for a widegaof potential residents, many
respondents made comments that seemed to recdbgatzée social equity component
of sustainable development called for addressiagieds of populations with lower
incomes, including the provision of affordable hiags This is consistent with past calls
for policies and programs that lead to additiorifdrdable housing for older adults if

society is to meet the growing need in a sustagatanner (Commission on Affordable
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Housing and Health Facility Needs for Seniors i 2i' Century, 2002; Perl, 2010;
Shactman & Altman, 2002).

Even though many respondents felt that sustairdgielopment—driven by its
social equity component—needed to address thegioovof affordable housing, there
was no clear determination of affordability critethat could be considered equitable or
sustainable. It should be noted that several refgras who worked in public and
nonprofit organizations serving the needs of loimeeme older adults, suggested that
paying 30% of one’s income toward rent was the rappropriate housing affordability
criterion. However, as described in Chapters 24mdifferent housing programs use
different criteria for affordability, based partiabn their funding streams and
organizational missions. Looking collectively a¢ tlesponses offered in this study it was
clear that the varied understanding and usagefafdability criteria obscured the
relationship between sustainable housing and aifolitly; nonetheless, a clear need for
appropriately-designed and affordable housing fdemadults was confirmed.

Advancing the meaning of sustainable, affordabledusing for older adults.
Based on the findings from this study it is cldaattthe meaning of sustainable
development must continue to cultivate aspect®absequity, including the growing
needs and assets that are inherent in an agingtyothe growing number and
proportion of older adults and the population’s@asing diversity require considerations
of cultural, economic, environmental, and socigbatts as we plan for the future. The
development of housing and environments must badamed to improve the well-being

of future generations which will require a concdréffort to create enabling, affordable,
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healthy, and interdependent cities and communiRegardless of whether the concept is
labeled sustainable development, sustainabilitgnmther iteration of the term, the core
components of the concept should continue to sarand evolve in an effort to plan for
and meet the needs of current and future genesgation

How and why sustainable, affordable housing for oldr adults was planned and
developed

How sustainable, affordable housing for older adults as planned and
developed.This case study sought to understand both howwrydsustainable and
affordable housing for older adults has been dgezlan Portland. In order to understand
this phenomenon, a review of existing literaturevded a foundation for how various
processes, practices, policies and programs affeélseedevelopment (see Chapter 2). In
addition, a review of documents pertaining to tixadentified housing projects
considered to be sustainable, affordable, and fgaty built for older adults, provided
additional details that improved the understandihigow these six projects were
developed (see Chapter 4).

The review of the literature highlighted the rapging of society and the
demographic imperative to plan for and develop hmuand environments to enhance
the well-being of older adults and enable thenutecfion as independently. The
literature also revealed that there is an absehkeawledge pertaining to sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults and a gap sxisth respect to understanding the
factors that have an impact on the planning an@ldewment of this housing type of
housing. In particular, Giuliano (2004) and Howelle1(1994) called for research to
examine how development professionals view houdawglopment for older adults,
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what had been done within municipals governmenéentmurage the appropriate location
of housing for older adults, and how creative psses are used in planning and
development practices. The present research aedrdsat call.

Chapter 4 reviewed six existing developments iatéempt to clarify how they
were created and what characteristics they disglaliee developments varied
considerably with respect to affordability both it each project and between projects.
Four of the six projects provided some housingvry low-income populations such as
those with Section 8 vouchers who pay 30% of timeiome. Overall, the developments
provided affordable housing for residents with imas that ranged from 30% to 80% of
the area’s MFI. The variation in levels of affordeyp was influenced by financing that
was secured from a number of different sourcegfatie developments included
government subsidies and grants. The equity crdatédHTC funding was critical for
achieving affordability, as every development uesl federal program; only one project
used funding from the federal Section 202 prograat $pecifically aims to provide
affordable housing for those aged 62 and older ndwe very low incomes (the other
five developments were for those aged 55 and older)

In regard to the sustainability features of thealegments, variations existed in
language used to describe the projects, as webrain green building features that
existed in the final developments. Each of thehsi¥sing projects—completed from 2001
through 2008—displayed a number of principles aasedt with green building: earlier
developments focused on aspects such as the reegisting materials (when sites were

redeveloped), improving sites that were previousiglerutilized or needed
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environmental cleanup, and locating the developmeear public transportation; later
developments had some similarities to earlier &fdout also focused on using non-toxic
materials, developing mixed uses (e.g., commeaoridhe ground floor), and following
objective green building standards such as LEEDiatlans were evident in regard to
location (two developments were in North Portlamk in Northeast, one in Northwest,
and two in Southwest), size (developments variechf51-176 units), and whether they
were part of a larger development that catereesments across the age spectrum (two
were specific to older adults and four were patagder, multigenerational
developments). It was also clear that accessilildg highlighted in some developments
more than others but, in general, the material®evexd about the projects (including
award announcements) did not mention accessibitign, but rather, focused on the
existing green building elements.

The data collected provided additional insightiimt the manner in which these
developments were completed. Key informants ndtedlistinct roles of the public, for-
profit, and nonprofit sectors, the interconnectessna& the sectors, and additional
practices and processes that were considered iampantcompleting a project. Although
the motivations of various actors differed from @m®ther (e.g., make a profit versus
meet a social need), intersectoral partnerships wientified as existing in every
affordable housing development. At the same tilme various sectors and actors were
often referred to as operating within “silos,” whiwere seen to create disconnections
between the different groups and their goals. @spandent expressed the growing need

for “translators” who would be capable of bridgitng different sectors and roles. Such
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individuals were considered important for connegfpolicy and practice across the
different sectors, and might include public or pta&y consultants facilitating participatory
processes or in-house employees of a developersigrdfirm.

It should be noted that the various actors andiesiinvolved in the planning,
designing, building, and developing of housing wareseen as having a particular focus
on sustainable, affordable housing for older aditsvever, as evidenced by the
existence of the six housing developments studieche government, for-profit, and
nonprofit efforts have addressed that populatitheitin a non-systematic way.

The role of the for-profit sector in sustainablel affordable housing
development was seen as important in several waghitects, engineers, contractors,
developers, and consultants were described as bespgnsible for designing and
building housing; they were also seen as drivimgpuation in Portland as part of a
citywide effort to be a global leader in green Quigy practices. In fact, a small number of
Portland-based professionals were seen to havedthe process of establishing
themselves as experts in the design of housinglfar adults; some of the housing
developments that were considered sustainableféordable for older adults had hired
experts to assist in the creation of this housing.

Also considered to be integral in the developméisustainable, affordable
housing for older adults were the funders of prgjelsowever, funding housing of any
kind, affordable or not, was seen as having sloegtiderably in the recent past
(2007/2008). Without adequate financing for develept projects, public, for-profit, and

nonprofit developers have been left to fund pr@gectother ways, which has not proved
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feasible in most instances. Respondents repor&dit downturn of the U.S. economy
specifically affected the development of afforddideising as it reduced direct lending
that led to the completion of projects. The ecormdawnturn was also reported to have
led to the decrease in the value and availabifityw credits (i.e., LIHTC) which led to a
decline in available equity, considered to be apartant component in financing
affordable housing for public and nonprofit spoissand developers.

The nonprofit sector was also seen as playingt@alrrole in the development of
sustainable, affordable housing for older adult$ &as instrumental in five of the six
housing developments that were identified eartiee public sector was the sponsor of
the sixth). The nonprofit organizations identifiadChapter 4 have focused on affordable
housing development. Although they now have expegen developing affordable
housing specifically for older adults, none of ta@sganizations are focused solely on
housing for an aging society. Increasingly, based@vernment requirements for
funding and, to varying degrees, their internalamigational values, the resulting
developments are being built according to greemdstals and have sustainable elements.
The nonprofit sector was seen as part of a suadesfébrt in advocating for affordable
housing legislation at the local (e.g., the 30%es&de) and state levels (e.qg., the
document recording fee), along with other advocaedslitionally, nonprofit
organizations that provided supportive servicefder adults living in affordable
housing were described as critical to maintainmigpendence and quality of life for

residents.
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Three particular processes and practices wererdeted to influence how
sustainable, affordable housing for older adults developed: financing barriers,
economic climate, and design processes. Firstding barriers were noted concerning
the difficulty of assembling the funds needed tkena proposed development becomes a
reality. Many funding sources are needed to allayeelopment to move throughout the
various required stages and the numerous fundems bave competing requirements.
Second, the downturn in the economy that begaO@7 2egatively affected the value of
LIHTC credits which, in turn, led to the need fald#&ional funding sources. This halted
some projects before they were completed, andextdatancial losses for investors and
developers. Finally, particular design processagweted to be an important aspect in
assuring that completed developments resultedatitgenvironments for older adults.
Specifically, integrated design processes haverheammmmonplace in the green
building industry. Many professionals across atitees were familiar with and had
participated in such a process at some momentineitent past. Integrated design was
seen as contributing to the creation of qualitygdiog for older adults, including the
incorporation of older adults and aging expertedtly into the design process in order to
better understand end-user experiences and outdengesenergy savings, quality social
spaces).

Why sustainable, affordable housing for older adults &s planned and
developed The answer to the question of why sustainabfer@dble housing for older
adults was planned and developed at all, giverhiadenges involved, is an important

contribution resulting from this research. Perhidyggsmost obvious factor was the role of
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public policy which addressed the areas of affolel&busing, older adults, and
sustainable development. Although the policies@ograms are detailed in the next
section, it is important to recognize that theyresent a collective response from
governments at the federal, state, regional, acal levels aimed at addressing societal
needs. The intersection of those policies and progried to the creation of the six
housing developments examined in this study, antewlese housing projects are
insufficient in number to adequately meet the neddke aging population, they do

show that public policy can generate viable sohgito social issues such as the need for
affordable, sustainable housing.

Another factor was the social and cultural aspetsistainable, affordable
housing for older adults. Informants consistentlymioned an emerging culture of
sustainable development in Portland which permedlegctors. Portland was seen as an
early adopter, a city that embraces the principles practices associated with sustainable
development, including the infusion of green bunlginto affordable housing
developments. Developers, in particular, were sesemportant facilitators of sustainable
development practices. Design professionals weesden as integral in shaping
innovative and award winning housing and environisieddditionally, both the public
and nonprofit sectors have been seen as leadgrsening affordable housing.

When asked to identify a “champion” of sustainablérdable housing for older
adults in Portland, respondents did not mentionsamgle person or agency. Instead,
several champions were identified, either individaaders of nonprofit agencies or the

agencies themselves. Some respondents felt thér@ fchampion might emerge from
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the ranks of elected leaders, but to date, su@rsop had yet to establish that position.
Portland State University’s Institute on Aging waso identified as a potential leader,
but not a champion, per se.

A final set of findings emerged concerning why aiursible, affordable housing
for older adults was planned for and developedtFsupport for housing for older adults
from communities—not policymakers—appeared to ghdrithan that for other
populations, such as the homeless. Second, thegignes of aging revealed among
respondents showed that there was awareness édadeto move beyond a needs-based
view of aging and embrace the opportunities andtasgpresented by older adults.
Third, Portland was seen by some key informants@ssed primarily on younger
people; they felt that perhaps too much attentmotné planning and development
communities was given to active, able-bodied irdirals. At the same time, respondents
did see aging Baby Boomers as a group that coutddagalyst for change in the
approaches to planning and development in Portlodrth, planning efforts in Portland
were identified as beginning to address the agfriRpatland, although respondents felt
that there was room for improvement in this aremg@stions for future housing and
environments included exploring multigenerationali$ing opportunities and
considering a return to past forms of the builtissvment that fostered local
connectivity.

Why sustainable, affordable housing for older aduk hasnot been planned
and developedDuring this study, several explanations emergetd &gy more

sustainable, affordable housing for older adultsmat been developed. According to
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several public sector respondents, the major reassrthe absence of local policy on
housing older adults. Policies were in place fatradsing other priorities—such as the
growing needs of the homeless population—but thel@id yet to establish specific
policies for housing aging Portlanders. Moving fard; this is an issue that will need to
be addressed by the City, and perhaps with Metd|dhd’s regional government.
Without an effective policy response, Portland wall further behind in its ability to
adequately house its burgeoning aging population.

Two specific barriers in the current processesm@adtices undertaken in
planning and developing sustainable, affordableshmufor older adults were also
identified, including: (a) a system of developm#rat favors large-scale housing
developments rather than a range of sizes; anal digconnect between housing, on one
hand, and access to health care and supportiviesgi(e.g., transportation, counseling,
job training) on the other.

Finally, the failure to include older adults in than planning and development
processes was identified as a reason why suffisiestiinable, affordable housing for
older adults had not been developed. In genemletivas a feeling that social equity
issues had been underrepresented in sustainal#gment efforts, and that planning
for the aging of the population, in particular, et been viewed as an important
element of sustainable development. In the futtn@e communication between
planning and development professionals and end wédrousing developments is

required if the needs of an aging society are tadmressed.
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Identified Policies that Have an Impact on Sustainble, Affordable Housing for
Older Adults.

The importance of public sector policy in the planing and creation of
sustainable, affordable housing for older adultsAs was described by the respondents,
the public sector has focused on addressing thisrafehe population it serves through
the development of policies and standards that beisidhered to by all actors and
sectors carrying out activities in their jurisdsti(e.g., determination of housing needs,
visitability requirements for affordable housinespondents saw housing development
in Portland as being influenced by many levelsaigymaking, including federal
funding guidelines, national acts such as the AB#d state-level government that
administers those federal requirements and funolopgrtunities and also sets its own
goals and guidelines.

Oregon was identified as requiring local jurisdics to create comprehensive
plans that guide growth and development. In Padtléime regional government, Metro,
sets the planning vision for the three countiethefPortland metropolitan area, and this
regional planning leads to local comprehensivepkarch as the one that exists in the
City of Portland. These citywide comprehensive plark within the constraints of
larger efforts (e.g., 2040 Growth Concept, Urbanwdh Boundary) to plan for housing,
transportation, and land uses that affect the Ingusnd environments used by older
adults and all others who live within a given jdicion.

Portland’s government was described as consisfingaoy bureaus, offices, and
commissions that carry out the City's day-to-dayeyaing and affect housing
development opportunities for both the for-profidanonprofit sectors. PHB, BPS, and
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PDC were all viewed as critical agencies in thenidieation of the needs of the City’s
population—e.g., an aging population—as well asyoay out the processes that lead to the
funding, planning for, and building of housing fdder adults. Respondents felt that, at
present, housing for an aging society has not been by the City as a top priority, but
that it appears to be growing in importance as e#arts, such as the current
comprehensive plan, are created.

Identified policies that have a positive impact orsustainable, affordable
housing for older adults Policies at every level of government were seehawing a
positive impact on the planning and developmerttaefsing that is considered
sustainable and affordable for older adults. Thmedeies have been implemented in a
variety of ways and over several years and havadtiating impacts.

On the federal level, a number of acts (i.e., Haiusing, ADA, and ABA),
programs (i.e., Sections 8, 202, 811, 236, and,2gants (i.e., NSP grants and CDBG
funding), and requirements (i.e., Section 504 caanmgk) were identified as fostering the
funding, design, and development of needed houdsingn aging society. At the state
level, Oregon’s planning goals and guidelines fmuging development, a document
recording fee supporting the development of affbkeldaousing, and visitability
standards were all seen as positively affectingy $uising. Regionally, the county’s
weatherization program, regional transportatioore$f and regional planning efforts
were felt to have had positive outcomes. In Podlarespondents detailed a number of
policies and programs that contributed to a beiflesiround environment for older adults,

including: the Climate Action Plan; specific poésipertaining to homelessness,
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workforce housing, and green building; housing @oliequirements (i.e., long-term
affordability, building material durability); goa(se., meeting targeted levels of
affordable housing); practices (i.e., green buddintegrated design); specific
development agreements between public and for{medtitors; and public initiatives (i.e.,
affordable housing preservation).

Identified policies that need changes in order toq@mote the planning and
development of sustainable, affordable housing faslder adults. Respondents felt that
several changes were needed in policy at the feldeel to improve the outcome of
housing development, including broadening the safplee ADA, expanding HUD
program funding and scope, improving health-relgigities (e.g., Medicaid, Medicare),
and attempting to improve the funding of affordahdeising (e.g., the LIHTC program).
In Oregon, respondents identified the need fotdkesystem to be changed to allow for
better revenue streams for government; additionatyne- and community-based
services were seen as needing improvement. Rebjippknning efforts were identified
as needing to be enhanced (e.g., to better incatgoeocial equity issues), benchmarking
progress was mentioned as needed, and a more ewgraghic distribution of affordable
housing was noted. At the local level, recommerativere made for improving
mandated processes (i.e., design review), reviainiging and zoning codes, expanding
policy scope to include older adults (i.e., workf®housing), and altering urban planning
strategies and requirements (i.e., parking, systevelopment charges).

Future policies that should be considered in ordeto enhance the planning

and development of sustainable, affordable housinfgr older adults. A number of
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policies were recommended that do not yet existawe thought to have the potential to
positively affect the planning and developmentustainable, affordable housing for
older adults. In addition to federal, state, reglpand local policies, respondents made
recommendations that were applicable at multiplelgof government.

At the federal level, several recommendations egtefgr new policy directions,
including: the development of a national trust fiinat would increase the availability of
funding for affordable housing, creating nationaden building standards, and promoting
innovative approaches to producing affordable haysht the state level, health care and
public health policies were seen as needing tdigeea with urban planning and
development practices. Allowing inclusionary zonmags also identified as a state policy
that might lead to additionally affordable housiRggionally, it was suggested that
attention to older adults should be included ilor$ focusing on social equity and
environmental justice. In Portland, policy direcisossuggested included: the creation of
new tax incentives and/or abatement programs écegssory dwelling units,
accessibility/usability retrofits, and locating assible housing close to transit and
services), enhancing Portland’s bureau coordinaimhpartnerships, and creating the
first municipal policy aimed specifically at devplog housing for an aging society.

Several additional recommendations were made flicips not associated with a
particular geography. These included exploringviaility of innovations in code
structures (i.e., performance- and form-based gpde#ting healthy housing
requirements that would benefit older adults; alfgyfor licensing that would benefit

cooperative living arrangements (e.g., medicalisesvfor shared, non-medical housing);
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land acquisition by public sector agencies thatldiéead to the increased availability of
desired site locations; developing policy to ensaetter inclusion of older persons in
planning and development; and the development tiébleousing models that would
lead to additional housing that was consideredasuable and affordable.

Toward policy that meets the needs of an aging sety. Policies and programs
that have an impact on the quantity and qualityusitainable, affordable housing for an
aging society exist at every level of governmewngreif they do not explicitly address
older adults. Based on the interviews in this stuidg clear that some of this policy is
good, some can be improved, and opportunities éxistew policies and programs to be
created. The assessment of policies that was ctedlucthis study provides insight into
myriad issues that should be considered in thedutdf utmost importance is the lack of
concerted City of Portland policy on housing foraging population; the absence of such
policy leaves Portland vulnerable to the rapidlgroing demographics that will increase
demands on local governments. Without proactivdijressing this issue, Portland may
not be able to adequately address the needs oéfganerations, a key component of
sustainable development. In order to create subbigmthat will help to meet the needs
of future generations, guiding principles of susaéhle development for an aging society
will be useful to policy makers and practice.

Proposed Guiding Principles of Sustainable Developemt for an Aging Society

Many of the principles of sustainable developmeenbeen integrated into

Portland’s development-related policies, practie@s] culture. The concept is also

widely used across the world and can be traced taaitle environmental movement.
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More recently, researchers and practitioners hapareded the concept of sustainable
development to include social equity, including émeergence of attention paid to age-
related equity. As our population ages and our wimébr preparing for the demographic
imperative continues to shrink, a set of guidinigu@ples of sustainable development for
an aging society that can inform future policy g@gh, and practice will be useful.
Based on previous research by others and the §isdinom the present study, it is clear
that better understanding of what constitutes swsbée, affordable housing for older
adults is needed.

To begin, the ecological models from environmeg&bntology and public
health research are helpful in understanding fadtwat contribute to health and well-
being of odler adults. As detailed in Chapter 2,¢kological model in the field of public
health suggests that five levels of influence (Malyeet al, 1988; National Institutes of
Health, 2005) should be considered: (1) intrapaklmvel; (2) interpersonal level; (3)
institutional factors; (4) community factors; arf public policy. The ecology of aging
model (Lawton, 1980; Lawton & Nahemow, 1973) potiatshe importance of
considering the following environments to bettedenstand which factors influence the
functioning of older adults in society: (1) persbeavironments; (2) group
environments; (3) suprapersonal environments (ehgracteristics of the aggregate of
individuals in proximity to an individual such agemage age, income, and/or race); (4)
social environments (e.g., social and political eraents, economic cycles, traditions

and values); and (5) physical environments.
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Beyond these two social ecological models, the Wié@eloped the active aging
framework (2002) which sought to inform researalagcpice, and policy; based on this
framework, the WHO then identified eight domaingtttncompass the aspects of age-
friendly cities and communities (2007a). As wasadetl in Chapter 2, the following six
overlapping areas of focus exist when comparingh#O’s determinants of active
aging and its domains of age-friendly cities anchownities: (1) physical environments;
(2) social environments; (3) economic resourcessédvices; (5) population
determinants; and (6) individuals determinants.

By combining the core aspects of the social ecokdgnodels in public health
and gerontology with the WHQO's active aging framexvand domains of age-friendly
cities and communities, the following seven factuase been identified in this research
as contributing to the health and well-being ofeslddults in cities and communities: (1)
individual factors; (2) social factors; (3) aggreghpopulation characteristics; (4)
physical environments; (5) institutional and seevénvironments; (6) economic factors;
and (7) public policy.

The findings in this study have addressed the ntgjof the seven factors
identified above. In Chapter 4, details of six depenents were offered which included
descriptions of the populations that were housdtiose developments, aspects of the
physical environments, and economic and affordalwstiteria that were based on
existing policies and programs. In Chapter 5, tleanmng and definition of sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults was exploredciied to a better understanding of

social, physical, and economic aspects of con€dmpter 6 explored how and why
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sustainable, affordable housing for older adult e@®spleted in Portland, as well as why
more wasot created. This chapter highlighted the fact thdtlipypolicy represented a
collective response to the issue housing for cdaierts, that social and cultural factors
existed in Portland that affect planning and depelent efforts, that sustainable
development and green building practices did netisfly address population aging, and
that economic factors (e.g., the recession) hddchpact on available financing for
affordable housing. Chapter 7 focused specificatiypolicies and programs pertaining to
housing and environments for older adults and Hmsé policies and programs
influenced resulting social and physical environtagas well as systems of support for
certain income groups. It is now important to l@khe literature pertaining to
sustainable development and urban planning intamat to shape guiding principles of
sustainable development for an aging society.

Wheeler (2000) described nine main elements ohswatle urban development:
(1) compact, efficient land use; (2) less autonmebge, better access; (3) efficient
resource use, less pollution and waste; (4) resboraf natural systems; (5) good
housing and living environments; (6) a healthy abecology; (7) sustainable economics;
(8) community participation and involvement; angl g€eservation of local culture and
wisdom. These elements will be incorporated ineoghiding principles of sustainable
development for an aging society (see Table 8lbvwe

In addition to ecological models, factors contribgtto health and well-being of
older adults, and elements of sustainable urbaeldpment, this study has sought to

answer a call for needed research from the litezat@iuliano (2004) and Howe et al.
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(1994) detailed the need for investigation intoftiiwing areas: (1) developers’ level

of focus on older adults; (2) city-led efforts twhte housing for older adults in
appropriate locations; (3) new initiatives/earlydats connected to planning for an aging
society; and (4) best practices and innovativetsmwia used in planning for older adults.
Furthermore, Laws (1995) called for “attentionlte interaction of population aging,
elderly people, and environmental problems” (p. &7 stated the need for (1) planning
and policy making that is sensitive to local histerand geographies; (2) research on the
vulnerability of older adults to natural hazardsl @mvironment change; (3) research on
the contributions of older adults to environmemptablems and solutions; and (4)
research concerning the distribution of resourcesraling to the needs of competing
groups. She also noted that older adults are oftelerrepresented in conversations about
the environment.

Overall, the calls for research noted above shbaldonsidered in research
pertaining to sustainable development of oldertad@lithough this study did not address
all of the aforementioned areas of research, ifphagided insight into several areas that
contribute to the creation of guiding principlessoktainable development for an aging
society. First, there was evidence that developave incorporated design details into
housing developments that cater to the needs ef aldults; however, more concerted
efforts should be made to incorporate end user®aegperts in housing design. Second,
the City of Portland has made efforts to locatesigifor older adults in appropriate
locations but specific policies and programs arded to improve how and where

housing is located in the future. Third, the cr@atf housing and environments for an
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aging society is gaining momentum in Portland aodiiad the world. Portland and the
greater metropolitan region have shown early sajrtonsidering these best practices
and innovative approaches, but substantial roormgrmwth exists. Fourth, this research
has shown that sustainability and older adults leen relatively disconnected from one
another in both existing policies and practiceshsas those surrounding green building.
This research has not focused on aging and theah&nvironment but it is an important
area for future research and practice. Finallyebdam the findings from these studies, it
is clear that the resources dedicated to oldertsdud competing against other issues in
Portland. In the future, the rapid aging of societly require reevaluating the distribution
of resources in order to ascertain whether additiozsources are needed for developing
sustainable, affordable housing.

Ten guiding principles of sustainable developnientin aging society have been
developed by the researcher by taking into accdhatfindings from this study; aspects
of the ecological models from public health andogéology; factors that contribute to
the health and well-being of older adults; elemenftsustainable urban development; and
calls for needed research pertaining to aging,mie and urban development. Table 8.1
details the proposed guiding principles, which stdwave utility for research,
practitioners, and policy makers who are concemi¢ial creating quality communities for

older adults.
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Table 8.1

Proposed Guiding Principles of Sustainable Develepifor an Aging Society

1. Enable meaningful processes, participation, anthpeships across sectors,
organizations, and community stakeholders in aangit to achieve informed
decision making and to bolster community developneéorts.

2. Value culture, wisdom, and other assets that éxistighout the life course.

3. Consider social equity implications when creating/ar refining policies and
programs in order to provide an appropriate calleatesponse that addresses
the identified needs of vulnerable populations pralected classes of people.

4. Create viable and sustainable economic resoureg¢sititize the assets of
people of all ages and abilities.

5. Provide appropriate community and health servibasfocus on enhancing
independence and well-being in an affordable afidiefit manner.

6. Expand environmental sustainability and green lmgjgrinciples to better
address the planning and development of healthgihgand communities that
are appropriately and accessibly designed.

7. Refine codes, regulations, plans, and strategibstter align the proximity of
and connections between accessible housing, treasipa, and land uses in
order to create efficient infrastructure systemd appropriate levels of density
for an aging society.

8. Foster the creation of accessible and useful placesocial interaction and
civic activities within and in close proximity tahbsing for older adults.

9. Integrate research efforts in gerontology, urbamping, public health, and
related fields in an attempt to inform practice angrove the implementation
of housing and community development policies amdjams.

10. Share best practices among municipalities thagpetd sustainable housing
and communities for an aging society and adoptlapathose in an effort to
best serve local and regional needs and abilities.
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In order to envision how these guiding principlas e used, it is possible to
think about future efforts in Portland that wouldaolve various city and regional
organizations (e.g., planning, development seryi@ggonal government). Based on the
findings from this study, it is evident that polisyneeded that addresses the housing
needs of an aging society. In the development ch wusing policies and programs, we
can look to the guiding principles to understamdimber of considerations that should
be made, including: involvement of older adultsl@tision making and goal setting;
engagement of stakeholders and advocacy groupseetiraisent communities of color,
low-income groups, and other vulnerable populatiestablishment of policies that
protect against the ebbs and flows of the econameiyding sustained funding sources
for affordable housing; better alignment of housamgl services, including access to
health care; expanded criteria for green buildingqgiples that specifically addressed
healthy housing for older adults; refined zoningd anilding codes that address the need
for accessible and affordable environments andiprdyxof housing to transportation
and services; creation of social spaces that pmogagement with other people; and
concerted efforts to advance practice through oaetl translational research efforts and
the incorporation of best practices.

Future Research

Several areas for future research have emergedtfrigrstudy. First, this study
was intentionally bounded to include examinatiomhef factors that influenced the
planning and development of sustainable, affordhblesing for older adults. Even

though it was informed indirectly by the day-to-dagperiences of older adults through
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previous research conducted, those views wereireattly represented in the present
study. A clear next step would involve an explamatof experiences of residents within
the sustainable, affordable housing developmentsdar to better understand how
housing has had an impact on their experiencesharscbetter inform both the creation
of policy and the design and development of sualsimg.

Second, the assessment of policies in this studynetian analysis of policies.
According to Vining and Weimer (2009, p. 5) polayalysis is “usually conducted in
response to some undesirable condition [and] deeksnstruct concrete policy
alternatives and assess all of their possible itsgaa this research, policies were
identified that had a positive impact, that needeanges, and that could be considered in
the future. Respondents offered insight into thuosecies that helped in understanding
how they were applied in Portland; also, resporgleffered recommendations for policy
changes or new policies to be considered in theduFuture policy analysis should
focus on constructing concrete alternatives in mgugolicy that pertains to affordable,
sustainable housing for older adults. Future resesinould identify all possible impacts
of the policies, as suggested to Vining and Wei(@609), and consider the policies that
are unique to federal, state, regional, and lamadlk, while also considering how the
policies are interrelated.

Third, further empirical data is needed regardhgltarriers that exist in
developing additional sustainable, affordable hogi$or older adults. Several
approaches may be needed, including a survey dilgpreferences that focuses on

innovative models specific to the aging populafiery., What housing elements are
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desired that are not possible under current zoamntgbuilding codes? What
neighborhood features are preferred in areas prioredture growth? What physical
infrastructure is ideal for improving connectioreteen housing, transportation, and
services? What technology and communication op@oageople interested in having in
their homes and communities as they age?). Aftasing and community preferences
are determined, an analysis of planning, financamgl development barriers could be
conducted in an attempt to find ways to mitigatd/ancircumvent such barriers.
Research to identify the specific business andchired models for achieving the desired
housing types is also needed as the private sg@uitr nonprofit and for-profit entities)
plays an important role in creating housing folagimg population.

Fourth, additional research is needed with resjoeatfordability and
sustainability. This includes, but is not limitexthe following: further exploring how
green building or sustainable features enable gawmresidents based on reductions in
utilities and/or operating costs passed along fooifding operations; improving
understanding of the “bandwidth” of affordabilityhich includes housing for the lowest
income groups (e.g., public housing programs, tihetew 30% of MFI), the range of
housing available to those who fall between affbledousing programs and market-rate
housing options, and what constitutes the uppegeah affordability (e.g., 80% to 120%
of MFI, market-rate housing); exploring how varidesels of affordability affect a
project’s sustainability; and determining how gréeiding policies that require
affordable housing to adhere to specific practafésct the sustainability and health of

such housing.
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Fifth, more research is needed in exploring houtiagjis considered sustainable
and affordable and the services that are needieditiiate quality of life and well-being.
One area of future inquiry is the services that wamity development corporations and
nonprofit housing developers provide. Respondelgstified those services as being
vital to the well-being of the older residents utk housing as they provide support to
highly vulnerable residents. As health care potiogtinues to shift at the state and
federal levels, research is needed to understandimdelivery of home- and
community-based services will support an aging patmn. Also, as the aging
demographic continues to change, it is criticatiyportant to understand how the public,
nonprofit, and for-profit sectors will contributedependently and collaboratively, to the
growing need for housing with supportive services.

Sixth, Portland, like other cities, continues toptenned for and developed in
intentional (as well as unintentional) ways. Newa&epment opportunities on
undeveloped lands are becoming less availabledasyetopment (e.g., infill)
opportunities are growing in importance. Severgontant questions emerge from this
phenomenon. How can infill development best meetneds of an aging population?
How can automobile-oriented areas (e.g., subumsgtoofitted for an aging population?
How should priorities be set for urban developnterdccount for the needs of older
adults? How should affordable housing developmbatapproached, especially when
trying to advance social equity as a main planigogl?

Seventh, the new proposed set of guiding principfesistainable development

for an aging society proposed here can and shauékplored further. In particular, how
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do these guiding principles align with current ausdble development principles that are
applied in various communities? How can the proggsenciples guide planning and
development in the public and private sectors? Aldwat are the opportunities and
barriers to operationalizing the principles in Bsé and practice?

Finally, the research questions that were askdédempresent study can be
expanded upon quantitatively, geographically, amgjitudinally. As was described in
the limitations section, this research cannot beegdized to other population or
locations. However, based on the findings from tagearch, additional quantitative
approaches could be developed (e.g., a surveymstit distributed to a representative
sample of those in the planning and developmelisjeAdditionally, the findings from
this case study of housing for older adults in lBod can be compared with those from
other cities to determine the effects of similaddferent policies and practices in other
locations. Finally, it is important to note thaetmeaning of sustainable development
may continue to shift over time, as it has to datel thus, so may the practices,
processes, and policies that explain how and whtasable, affordable housing for
older adults is planned for and developed. Longiaidstudies would allow researchers
to examine those changes over time.

Conclusion

The growing number and proportion of older adudtBortland will be
accompanied by many challenges. One pressing sdbd provision of appropriate
housing that supports the well-being of the chag@ige structure. As the WHO (2007a,

p.4) detailed, to be sustainable, cities must pi®Vsupportive and enabling living
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environments to compensate for physical and scb@hges associated with ageing.” If
we are to be stewards for future generations we plas for and develop housing that is
appropriate for the burgeoning number of older tsddlhis housing must be appropriate
in its physical characteristics, but also in itoedability and social settings. Furthermore,
it is critical that older adults are viewed beydhdir needs. They must also be viewed as
having assets that can serve society; leaders@mymakers will do well by

considering opportunities that accompany the agfrigortland and should attempt to
foster engaged, connected, healthy, and thrivinghbherhoods and communities through
proactive strategies that integrate those of akand abilities.

The approaches, policies, and programs associatedustainable development
are still relatively new and evolving. To date,taursable development has focused more
on the environmental and economic components easuability, but it lags in
addressing issues of social equity. In particdigle to no attention has been paid to the
fact that our population is aging, and that to ntketneeds of future generations—a key
principle of sustainable development—public, nofigrand for-profit organizations must
focus on planning, designing, and building housind environments in a manner that
enables active aging across the life course. Thpgsed 10 guiding principles of
sustainable development for an aging society affer direction for framing future
research and translating evidence into policeggraras, and practices that serve cities
and communities in a positive manner.

This study revealed that the factors that affeetglanning and development of

sustainable, affordable housing for older aduléscmplicated. Those factors include an
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evolving understanding of the relationship betwseastainability, aging, and affordable
housing, as well as the myriad people, processelspalicies that contribute to the
creation of the housing itself. It also showed thét possible to achieve the desired
outcome of addressing the housing needs of lowamne older adults in a sustainable
way, evidenced by the six housing developmentsekiat in Portland. However,
additional attention is needed if we are to meetrtéeds of future generations in a
sustainable manner. By understanding the factatsnfiuence the development of
sustainable, affordable housing for older adultBantland, researchers and practitioners

are better positioned to create such housing itidhorand beyond.
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Appendix A%
Regional Sustainable Development Initiative Timelie

The City of Portland has already adopted guideliastablished programs, and endorsed policies
to promote and expand sustainable and Green Bgifatiactices. The City continues to show
leadership in addressing the environmental healthe@onomic well being. The City has
developed policies regarding natural resource aopsion, the acceleration of climate change,
and pollution prevention.

1973

Urban Growth Boundaries —Senate Bill 100 passed by Oregon Legislature, reguiPortland
to establish urban growth boundaries.

[EnY

7

D

Replacement of Harbor Drive with Waterfront Park — Harbor Drive, a six-lane road running
along the west bank of the Willamette River, is oged and replaced with a
City park.

1977

Downtown Transit Mall — The Transit Mall helps revitalize downtown Portldndimproving
bus access and connections and catalyzing invesimtre central City.

[N

7

©

Energy Policy —Portland’s first energy policy emphasizes enerdigiehcy and renewable
energy.

1980

Comprehensive Plan Portland’s comprehensive land-use plan addressgedld established
by the State of Oregon, including transportati@or®mic development, neighborhoods,
housing, water quality, air quality, energy, antizen involvement. The resulting land-use
policies provide a written framework for future gram and funding decisions related to urban
development, as well as addressing a broad rangeoah issues.

19

o]

First Light-Rail Line — The initial light-rail line, the first element ofhat is now a 44- mile
system, connects Gresham, 15 miles east of downRosttand, to the Portland central City

“® From: City of Portland. (2008bExpanding sustainable development practices inl&ad Oregon:
Development Review Advisory Committee (DRAC) regpaitrecommendations.
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1992

Recycling Plan —Curbside-recycling service is provided to all resides.
1993

Carbon Dioxide Reduction Strategy—Portland becomes the first local government inut@.
to adopt a plan to address global climate change.

BEST Awards —City of Portland makes inaugural BEST (Businessesifi Environmentally
Sustainable Tomorrow) Awards to businesses withifsdignt and unique achievements in
sustainability. The intent of the BEST Awards istmwcase innovation and commitment to
sustainability.

Recycle at Work (formerly BlueWorks) — The City team of Recycling Specialists provides
recycling, waste prevention, and sustainable psiogaassistance to Portland businesses.

Downspout Disconnection Progran+ Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) provides
outreach and incentives for residents of selectgghborhoods to disconnect downspouts from
the combined sewer system and to redirect roofntatgardens and lawns.

1994

Sustainable City Principles —City Council formally establishes its intention prote a
sustainable future that meets today’s needs witbompromising the ability of future
generations to meet their needs. Specificallypmmits to:

» Support a stable, diverse and equitable economy

* Protect the quality of the air, water, land atiteo natural resources

» Conserve native vegetation, fish, wildlife habaad other ecosystems

* Minimize human impacts on local and worldwide ®&iems

1996
Commercial Recycling Requirement All businesses in Portland are required to recgtleast
50 percent of their solid waste

Bicycle Master Plan —Created by Portland residents and City of PortBiggcle Program staff,
the Bicycle Master Plan seeks to ensure that Parika bicycle friendly city, and includes a
recommended bikeway network, end-of-trip facilitiésks to transit, and educational efforts.

2000
Office of Sustainable Development (OSD) Fhe office was created in September 2000 by
merging the Solid Waste & Recycling Division, pravsly part of the Bureau of Environmental

Services, with the Energy Office, which housed@iity’s energy and Green Building programs
and staffed the Sustainable Development Commission.
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Green Building Policy —Portland’s initial Green Building policy requiret aew City
construction and major renovation projects to ntleetJ.S. Green Building Council's LEED
Silver standard. In 2005, the requirement was daisé. EED Gold. In addition, private-sector
projects that receive public funding must meet LE&Der.

Green Investment Fund -Since 2000, the Green Investment Fund has proYidadcial
support to more than 80 innovative building praggdotPortland that exemplify comprehensive
Green Building practices.

2001

Local Action Plan on Global Warming (major revision to CO2 Reduction Strategy) —With a
goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to I&pebelow 1990 levels by 2010, Portland’s
updated climate-protection plan identifies 150@wtito reduce carbon emissions while
supporting livability and economic growth. As of(&) local greenhouse gas emissions were 1
percent below 1990 levels.

Portland Streetcar —Portland Streetcar becomes the first new stre@idae U.S. in 50 years.
More than $1 billion in development has followed #ireetcar line.

Green Building Policy —Portland Development Commission approvesGheen Building

Policy Guidelineghat required LEED Certified for most commerciatiieconstruction and three
other tiered standards for tenant improvement, lemiadultifamily residential, and affordable
housing projects.

Rainwater Harvesting Guide— Bureau of Development Services (BDS) createdcpps/e
technical assistance guide for rainwater harvesyistems to be used in single-family homes.

Sustainable Stormwater Management Program- BES program promotes the integration of
vegetated stormwater management approaches thdemgbnstration projects, monitoring,
policy development and education and outreach.

2003

“ReThink Green Building” Training Series — The City of Portland launches a Green Building
training series for commercial and residential din) design and construction professionals.

2004

Rainwater Harvesting Included in Portland Plumbing Regulations — The City of Portland
Council decides to unanimously include rainwatewasting into the City plumbing regulations.

Clean and Healthy River Strategy— A BES comprehensive effort to create healthy vshieds

and a livable, sustainable community. It encourayesronmentally friendly building techniques
and designs to use resources efficiently and magradverse impacts.
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2005

Watershed Management Plar- BES plan sets criteria and recommends actioimgoove
watershed health. It helps set targets and stestdgi sustainable stormwater management
project implementation.

Sustainable Development Commission The Sustainable Development Commission will
provide expertise and technical assistance, contgnoannections and visibility to further the
City and County’s internal sustainability efforfhe Commission advises the City and County,
including elected officials, on priorities for makj a real difference in operating sustainably.

Processed Permitting for Innovative Building —The BDS partners with the OSD to provide
process management assistance to all Green Invesued grantees.

Green Building Policy —The City raises the requirement for municipal binigg to LEED Gold
and Portland Development Commission (PDC) raisesainmercial Green Building standard to
LEED Silver.

2006

Major Projects Group & LEED Silver Minimum Requirem ent —The Major Projects Group
program is an innovative multi-bureau, fee-basedymm intended to serve the largest and most
complex development projects through the permitiind inspection process. Selection criteria
for acceptance into the program include a projeat gf LEED Silver certification or above.

Clean River Rewards Program- provides technical assistance, educational nadgeand offers
workshops tailored to Portland residential and cenumal ratepayers interested in managing their
stormwater runoff on-site. In partnership with Bi$y developed a simple check list of permit
requirements for stormwater facility retrofits.

Renewable Fuel Standard -Beginning in August 2007, all diesel sold in Partlds required to
be 5 percent biodiesel; beginning in November 2@lgasoline must contain 10 percent
ethanol.

2007

Peak Oil Task Force Report -A City-appointed citizen commission, the Peak GikK Force
developed recommendations for how Portland shadgand to the rising costs and eventual
decline in supply of oil and natural gas. The P@dK ask Force Report is adopted by City
Council and the City sets the goal of reducingifdasl use by 50 percent in 25 years.

Green Streets Policy- City of Portland Bureau of Environmental Servipeticy to promote and
incorporate the use of vegetated green streettfasiin public and private development. Creates
standards for stormwater management and treatrhemhaff.

Western Climate Initiative — The Governors of Oregon, Washington, Arizona, aed/Wiexico

signed The Western Climate Initiative. The purpsde reduce, on the average, regional
greenhouse gas emissions by 15 percent by the2gaar
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Appendix B
Human Subjects Research Review Committee Applicati’
l. Project Title and Prospectus:

“A Case Study of Factors Influencing the DeveloptarSustainable, Affordable
Housing for Older Adults in Portland, Oregon”

Empirical data focusing on the planning and develept of affordable housing that is
considered to be sustainable for older adultsianéeld. For the purposes of this
research, the terms “sustainable development” anstainable” will be used to describe
“livable” and “age-friendly” housing and environnier{e.g., sidewalks, nearby social
spaces and parks, transportation options, etcgléar adults and will be defined as
follows: “Sustainable development seeks to baldneean development, growth, and
equity with ecological stewardshif® In addition, the World Health Organization’s
(WHO) definition of an “age-friendly city” will benodified throughout the remainder of
this research by replacing “age-friendly city” wiustainable housing and
environments” as follows, “[sustainable housing angironments] for older adults
encourage active aging by optimizing opportuniteshealth, participation, and security
in order to enhance quality of life as people &lje.”

Although myriad studies have focused on housingder adults, sustainable housing in
general, and/or affordable housing, there is neareh that looks at the convergence of
these three topics, especially the pre-occuparagestof project planning and
development. Additionally, because sustainablerddble housing for older adults is
rare (only six developments in the city of Portlanr the past 10 years meet the
criteria), examining how and why this type of de@grhent came about and whether it
has applicability beyond the Portland region wihtribute to knowledge and, hopefully,
facilitate future development here and elsewhere.

Previous research in conjunction with the WHO oe-agendly cities in Portland (Neal
& DelLaTorre, 2007 has shown that there is a pressing need for affdechousing for

*" This application reflects the final approved aggtion which reflects the changes that have been
approved by Portland State University’'s Human Setdresearch Review Committee (HSRRC), including
the valid extension that was granted that apptiehe research through March 5, 2013 (HSRRC Prépgosa
09843).

“8 City of Portland (2001)Green building policy(Binding City Policy BCP-ENB-9.01).

9 World Health Organization, (2007). Global age+iddy cities: A guide. “An age-friendly city
encourages active ageing by optimizing opportunitie health, participation and security in order t
enhance quality of life as people age”

¥ Neal, M.B., & DeLaTorre, A. (2007Xhe World Health Organization’s Age-Friendly Citig®ject in
Portland, Oregon: Summary of finding2ortland, OR: Portland State University and AARP.
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older adults in Portland, as well as housing thebiporates elements that could be
considered sustainable (e.g., green and/or ndeatlres, accessible design,
proximity/access to services, participatory plagrnocesses, well designed social
spaces).

The WHO research focused on residents’ day-to-dpgreences in housing and the
surrounding environment. There is, however, atezrempirical data on urban
planning practices related to senior housing dereknt (Giuliano, 2004) and little is
known regarding the pre-occupancy stages of prpjecining and development that lead
to sustainable/livable/age-friendly housing andrbganfrastructure (e.g., sidewalks,
nearby services); thus, further research is needed.

Research Methods

The proposed research will analyze primary dataetgathered from individuals who
were participants in the planning and developmésbosustainable, affordable housing
projects for older adults, as well as from otheuding and development experts. In
addition, secondary data will be analyzed to enbamderstanding of the projects within
this case study. Interviews will be semi-structiji@ue to expected emerging insights,
changes to the script are expected.

Data to be Collected

1. Key informant interviews

Aim: Develop an understanding of the planning and ldgweent processes of housing
for older adults that are considered to be sudbéerend affordable; develop an
understanding of the contributions of key actorthm planning and development
process, the diffusion of innovative practices .(esgstainable/green development), and
future policy considerations; inform focus grouptpicols that will be completed later in
the research.

Description of sample: In-depth, personal intengemith experts who are experienced
with affordable housing, urban planning, housinged@ment, or housing for older
adults.

Expected numbeAt least eight. At least four initial interviewsll be conducted with:
(a) a member of the Housing Authority of PortlanBtsard of Directors; (b) a contractor
involved with the development of housing for oldelults; (c) the director of a non-profit
affordable housing development agency in Portlahd hhas experience in housing
development for older adults; and (d) an archit@ablved with the development of

°1 Giuliano, G. (2004). Land use and travel pattemsrg the elderlyTransportation in an Aging Society:
A decade of Experienc&ransportation Research Board, Washington, D.C.
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housing for older adults. At least four additiomderviews will be conducted after
completion of the focus group interviews (see D2ddection Strategy 3, below) and are
expected to include: (e) the instructor of a coans@ffordable housing development at
Portland State University (this person also direct®n-profit organization focused on
affordable housing); (f) the instructor of a couosegreen building development at
Portland State University (this person also israhigect and planner with a local
planning and development firm); (g) a real estaeetbper at a regionally-based
development firm who focuses on sustainable dewvetop; and (h) the Director of
Portland’s Bureau of Planning and Sustainability.

Additional interviews may be conducted as needexttuire additional expert insight; a
snowball sampling technique will be used in ordergach a point of “saturation” when
new information is no longer being collected.

2. Secondary analysis of archival data

Aim: Identify which urban planning and developmeniges affect, both positively and
negatively, the planning and development of suatde) affordable housing for older
adults; develop recommendations for future policginges that would facilitate future
housing developments.

Description of sampleReview of planning, zoning, and development doents
Expected scop&everal archived documents for each case.
Data Analysis Plan

All primary data collected will be transcribed agntered in Atlas Tl for content analysis.
Selected secondary data will also be entered itiessA'| for analysis.

Il. Expedited Review

This research study is socio-cultural in naturefeduses on individuals’ beliefs and
practices related to the planning and developmiestistainable, affordable housing for
older adults. The research methods are qualitatickiding surveys, interviews, focus
groups, and analysis of secondary data. This res@ases minimal risk to all

participants involved with the research and fitdenthe Expedited Review category #7 of
Portland State University's Application GuidelifiesResearch Involving Human
Subjects.

lll. Subject Recruitment

Subject recruitment involves the identificationkefy informants for in-depth interviews
who understand aspects of the planning and deveopai sustainable, affordable
housing.
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Identifying key informants

The principal investigator (Pl) has establishedtrehships with several key informants,
including two professors from Portland State Ursitgr(PSU), the executive directors of
two Portland-based non-profit organizations, aedraent board member of the Housing
Authority of Portland (formerly a City Commissiorfer Portland and State
Representative for Oregon.) Additional key infontsahave been recommended or will
be identified during the initial interviews and seluent focus groups. In-depth
interviews will be conducted until the researchmnsiders the desired level of
information to have reached a “saturation” poi@bntact with key informants will be
made by phone (see attached phone script).

IV. Informed Consent

Informed consent will be acquired from all partanips. However, the return of the
survey to be completed by project sponsors/owrses Appendix B) will be taken as
implied consent, rather than having each sponsogowomplete an informed consent
document. All participants will be aged 18 or old&ee Appendixes A-C for informed
consent documents (including survey instrument).

V. First-Person Scenario
Interviews

“This week | received a call from Alan DeLaTorrestadent at Portland State University,
asking if I would be willing to participate in hissertation research on sustainable,
affordable housing for older adults. His intenessts in understanding the factors that
influenced the planning and development of sevasaking projects, especially the
processes associated with pre-occupancy, rathethiogae occurring after people moved
into a building. | felt that | would have some futd&knowledge to contribute, so | agreed
to participate in the research, and we set up @fonMr. DeLaTorre to come to my

office to conduct an interview.

After our initial conversation, Alan sent me an owew of the questions that he was
going to cover during our meeting, and he askedameview them and think about my
answers ahead of time. After reading the questiomsde some notes on the paper so
that | could remember my thoughts when we met. MMe DelLaTorre arrived at my
office he then reiterated the purpose of the rebeaind explained that the data would be
kept confidential and not identifiable to anyonigh@ugh he would record the
conversation for his purposes only. | then reatisigned a form that said | understood
and agreed to participate, and he gave me a cogseio for my records.

We proceeded to discuss aspects of sustainablaffandable housing for older adults.
The questions ranged from my assessment of thertdistate of the art of sustainable

363



development in Portland, to explaining how cerfaiocesses worked. Most of the
guestions flowed from one to the next, and Alant kee on track by bringing up a new
topic when he felt like it was time to move on. €all, the interview lasted a little over
an hour, which was perfect, as | had scheduledifiQtes for the meeting at his request. |
felt as though | was able to contribute some gasijht to his research, including giving
him the contact information of someone whom | tHdugould be a great person to
include in his research. When the interview wasrpoMr. DeLaTorre thanked me and
told me that my contribution to the research projeas invaluable. He also said that | call
him if I had any questions, concerns, or additiaghalights to add following this meeting.
I’'m interested to see what he finds out about #wtdrs influencing the planning and
development of housing for older adults.”

VI. Potential Risks and Safeguards

The potential risks of the study are minimal. TlWwe possible risks are: (a) emotional
upset or fatigue on the part of the participant] @) loss of privacy/confidentiality. The
P1 proposes to mitigate potential harms by attemgpid maximize convenience for
research participants and by ensuring confidetyitdi the maximum extent possible.

In order to reduce participant fatigue, intervieamsl focus groups will be held at a
location that maximizes accessibility for resegralticipants, taking into account
participants’ office locations and available tramgption options (e.g., parking, light rail,
bus, streetcar); additionally, important mater{alg)., consent forms and interview
guestions) will be distributed in a timely fashionorder to give participants ample time
to review and prepare responses at their convemiehitne allocated for interviews or
focus groups will be strictly adhered to as itmslerstood that participants are
professionals who will expect a well-prepared affidient interview, survey, or focus

group.

Regarding subject matter and the potential for @nat upset, some questions
concerning past projects may be sensitive (e $ugts pertaining to finances or
interpersonal conflicts that may have occurreditigigants will not be required to
answer any questions they would prefer not to ansimerview participants will also be
free to terminate the interview at any time, toetakbreak whenever they would like,
and/or reschedule. Focus group participants willrbe to not answer questions they
prefer not to answer, to stop their participatiomhe group at any time, and/or to take a
break if they need or want to.

To minimize loss of privacy and confidentialityetR| will not share the names of
participants with anyone, including the other reskegarticipants involved in the
research. However, focus groups interviews doteng@blems with confidentiality due
to the group setting; participants will be informatthis before participating, they will be
given name tags with their first names only, are/twill be asked to maintain the
confidentiality of what is said in the group.
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The PI will ask for permission to record, via audkgording device, the participant
interviews and focus groups. After the completideach survey, interview, or focus
group, each participant will be assigned a uniquaedalphanumeric or pseudonym) that
will be used on all study materials outside of dhiginal records to be held only by the
researcher; at no time will the individual's nangerbcorded, either by hand or on audio
record, apart from the original records of theA electronic project files with

identifiers will be password protected. Tapesismaipts, and notes will be stored in a
locked file cabinet in the PI's office at PortlaBthte University for three years.
Participants will not be identified by name in amgtten or oral reports; pseudonyms

will be used.

VII. Potential Benefits

This research is intended to identify best prastibat may be used in the development
of new housing designed to enhance the qualitifefihd independence of older adults,
as well as minimize the footprint that these prigd@ve on the environment. The
knowledge acquired from this research will prouvigsv information to support the
creation of housing and development-related pahdyortland and beyond. For
participants in the interviews, there may be nedibenefit other than knowing they are
contributing to knowledge. For those who partitgia the focus groups, there may be
the added opportunity to interact with and leaomfrother experts and professionals in
the fields planning and development of housing rahated fields.

VIll. Records and Distribution

All data will be under the control of the PI. Aditerviews and focus groups will be
recorded using an audiotape or digital voice reeord he digital data will later be
transcribed by the Pl or a trained transcriptioniste written and audio data will be
stored in a locked office and locked file cabimethe Institute on Aging; the transcribed
data and other computer records (e.g., contas) kgtl be stored on a password-
protected computer file designated for use by thenB/; the computer will be password
protected to further ensure confidentiality. Tlaadwill be kept on file for at least three
years after completion of the research, at whidhtpowill be destroyed.

Pseudonyms will be used in all publications and@néations.

IX. Additional appendices:

B.1 Key informant interview informed consent doamh

B.2 Key informant initial phone script

B.3 Key informant interview protocol

B.4 Human Subjects Research Review Committee sxteno March 5, 2013
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Appendix B.1: Key informant Interview: Informed Con sent

A Case Study of Factors Influencing the Developmerdf Sustainable, Affordable Housing
for Older Adults in Portland, Oregon

You are invited to participate in a research steolyducted by Alan DelLaTorre, a doctoral
candidate from Portland State University. The paepof this research is to understand the factors
that influence the planning and development ofanable, affordable housing for older adults.
You were selected as a possible participant instludy because you have knowledge and
experience in housing, aging, and/or sustainableldpment.

If you decide to participate, you will be askeg#oticipate in a face-to-face interview. The
researcher will ask you questions on the topidafming and/or development of housing

projects, in particular projects that are considemgstainable and affordable for older adults.

With your permission, the interview will be audecorded. The entire process should take about
an hour of your time and will be scheduled at yoomvenience.

While taking part in this study, it is possible tthrau will become upset or tired; if so, you may
stop the interview to take a break, stop it entjrel reschedule it to be completed at another
time. You may not receive any direct benefit fraking part in this study, but the study may
help to increase knowledge which may help othetherfuture.

Any information that is obtained from you in contiec with this study will be kept confidential.
That means that your name or the name of your basiwill not be used in any papers,
presentations, or publications resulting from #gtigly. An alpha-numeric code or pseudonym
will be used where necessary. No information alyoutwill be shared with your business
associates, your family, or any other person oawiation. All information will be kept
confidential.

Your participation is voluntary. You do not havetée part in this study, and whether or not you
participate will not affect your relationship wiBortland State University. You may also
withdraw from this study at any time without affiect your relationship with the university.

If you have concerns about your participation iis 8tudy or your rights as a research subject,
please contact the Human Subjects Research Revaewn@tee, Office of Research and
Sponsored Projects, 600 Unitus Bldg., PortlandeStativersity, 503-725-4288 or toll-free at 1-
877-480-4400. If you have questions about theysitisdlf, please contact Alan DeLaTorre at the
Institute on Aging, Portland State University, Pamrtl, OR, 97207, 503-725-5168,
aland@pdx.edu.

Your signature indicates that you have read aneistand the above information and agree to
take part in this study. Please understand thanyay withdraw your consent at any time
without penalty, and that, by signing, you arewaiving any legal claims, rights or remedies.
The researcher will provide you with a copy of tliiem for your own records.

Signature Date
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Appendix B.2: Key-informant interview: Initial phon e scripts

Phone script for those with knowledge of project:

Hello ipsert namg This is Alan DelLaTorre from Portland State Usnisity. I'm

calling to let you know a little more about my digstion research on sustainable and affordable
housing for older adults and to try and scheduima when we could meet up and conduct an
interview. It should take approximately one hoond &would like to have it at a place and time
that is most convenience for you.

When would be the best time to set up an appointtodialk with me? [Aow respondent time
to answey}

Do you have any questions about the project orhémytelse? [Mlow respondent time to ansvjer

I will send you a copy of the interview questiomsla copy of the informed consent form for you
review. Thank you and | look forward to speakinighwou soon.

Phone script for those identified in snowball samphg:

“Hello ihsert namg my name is Alan DeLaTorre and | recently recdiyeur name
from a participant in a research study that | amdoeting. | am a doctoral candidate at Portland
State University in the Urban Studies program. digsertation research focuses on factors that
influence the planning and development of sustdénabd affordable housing for older adults.

I am calling you because you have been identifsescemeone with unique knowledge and
experience in the field of chéose appropriate category/categories: affordable
housing, urban planning, housing development, fgitdée development, or housing for older
adultg. 1 would like to ask you to allow me to interwigrou as your contributions may be
important in completing my research. The intervheuld take approximately one hour and |
would like to have it at a place and time that @strconvenience for you.

Overall, the interview is intended for me to leabout your assessment of the state of sustainable
development in Portland, as well as how certairigssional roles contribute to housing
developments for older adults.

Would you be willing to set up an appointment & t@ith me?”

[If respondent answefyes, read the statement markégkg; if the respondent answeftao,”
skip to the statement markéub)]

(Yes 1 will send you a copy of the interview questi@ml a copy of the informed consent form
for you review. Do you have any questions aboetaitoject or anything else? l[dw
respondent time to answemhank you and | look forward to speaking withuysoon.

(No) Thank you for your time. Goodbye.
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Appendix B.3: Key-informant interview: Interview pr otocol
Opening comment:

“Hello, as you know, I'm Alan DeLaTorre. | am aaloral candidate at Portland State
University in the Urban Studies program. | am agstohg research regarding the factors that
influence sustainable and affordable housing fdeohdults.

I would like to talk with you, in particular, becseiof your expertise in chose
appropriate category/categories: affordable housindan planning, housing development,
sustainable development, or housing for older @)lulThe purpose of this interview is to
discuss, in general, the following topics: firstuy understanding of the meaning of
sustainable housing for older adults; second, #yepositions and roles of those who are
involved in the planning and development of susthlie and affordable housing for older
adults; and finally, how sustainable and afforddidasing developments for older adults can
be accomplished and improved upon in the future.

I have identified six housing development projexithin the City of Portland that are unique
and offer examples that can be learned from ansilplgsised to guide future developments.
All of the projects meet the following criteriardt, housing that was developed specifically
for older adults, in particular those aged 55 aldem second, housing developments that
were considered sustainable, green, or had elerokat®logical stewardship; and finally,
housing which is considered affordable for itsdests.

[Review informed consent fom

Do you have any questions or need any clarificabeiore we begin?” [Row respondent
time to ask questiohs

Please sign the form. | will give you a copy fowy records.Hland participant an unsigned
copy of the informed consent fgrm

Beginning of interview:
“I am going to begin recording the interview now?b
e Warm up: Sustainable housing and environments for loer adults

0 [Read the following statement and then hand theqgieaint a card with the
description of sustainable development for olderlts? “For the purpose

*2 From the City of Portland’&reen Building Policy“Sustainable development seeks to balance human
development, growth, and equity with ecologicalstedship.” From the World Health Organization’s
Global Age-Friendly Cities: A Guidé[Sustainable housing and environments for oltults] encourage
active aging by optimizing opportunities for healparticipation, and security in order to enhangality

of life as people age.”
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of this interview, | am going to use the tersustainabléinstead of ‘livable’

or ‘age-friendly’ when describing the quality ofusing and the surrounding
environments for older adults. This includes thading itself but also the
sidewalks, nearby services, parks, transportatptiois, etc. To begin this
interview, | would like to get your thoughts on taescriptions of sustainable
development, one from the City or Portland, andatier from the World
Health Organization.

Here is a card with the two descriptiohsid card to participant | will
read both descriptions and then ask you two quests a warm up to the
interview.

According to the City of PortlandGreen Building Policy‘sustainable
development seeks to balance human developmentttgrand equity with
ecological stewardship.’

According to the World Health Organizationstistainabléhousing and
environments for older adults] encourage activa@dy optimizing
opportunities for health, participation, and seiyun order to enhance quality
of life as people age.”

o |am interested in gaining an understanding of whese descriptions mean
to you. Please take a moment to review the c@rden you are ready, please
share whatever thoughts you may have regarding thescriptions.

o In general, what would you consider to be somé&efhost important
elements osustainablehousing and environments for older adults?

e Topic: The state of sustainable and affordable housg for older adults in
Portland

o0 Please respond to the following statemesitistainabledevelopment is a
buzz word that will eventually be replaced by tlestrirend in planning and
real estate development.”

o Please respond to the following statement: “a dgprakent cannot be
sustainableunless it addresses the issuafbbrdability.”

o0 Please describe, in general, any current effodsytbu feel are being made to
createsustainablehousing for older adults in Portland. Do you feeit
Portland is making any specific efforts as compaoeather cities?

o Do you feel thasustainablehousing development for older adults is being

“championed” by a particular individual, group,emtity in Portland, and if
so, by whom? Why do you feel that is occurring?
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Thinking broadly about the real estate developnmehistry — such as
developers, architects, contractors, and othetsase describe, in general,
changes in practice that are occurring in resptmser aging society.

In your opinion, what are the major differenceshia ways in which the
private, public, and non-profit sectors are conttiifig to the creation of
sustainableéhousing and environments for older adults?

How do you feel the current economic climate igetihg the development of
sustainableand/oraffordablehousing for older adults?

Please add any additional thoughts that you hayerdeng the state of
sustainableand/oraffordablehousing for older adults in Portland.

Topic: Professional roles in the housing developméprocess

0]

In your opinion, what do you feel are the most im@ot professional roles in
the planning and developmentsafstainableandaffordablehousing for older
adults and how do they contribute?

Collaborative and participatory processes sucheamyd charrettes, design
review, integrated design, etc., are being usecroommonly in building
design and development. In your opinion, how do fgel these processes
affect the development of housing for older adults?

How are consultants and/or subcontractors impottatite development of
sustainableand/oraffordablehousing for older adults?

What additional thoughts do you have regardingvireous professional
roles in the planning and development of housimgfder adults?

Topic: Future development

0]

In general, what do you see as the major barmecsdating housing
developments for older adults that atstainableandaffordable?

Are there any policies that are particular to Rowdl that limit or enable the
amount and/or quality afustainableandaffordablehousing for older adults?
Could you please describe these?

Looking forward over the next 20 years, what do g&pect to occur with
respect to the development of housing and enviromsrfer older adults?

What additional thoughts do you have regardinguh@e development of
sustainableand/oraffordablehousing for older adults?
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Appendix B.4: Human Subjects Research Review Comntée Final Extension (to
3/5/2013)

Portland State University HSRRC Memorandum
Date: February 24,2012

To: Alan DelLaTorre

From: Mary Oschwald, Chair, HSRRC 2012

Re: HSRRC renewal of approval for your project entifl&A Case Study of Factors
Influencing the Development of Sustainable, AffdigaHousing for Older Adults in Portland,
Oregon” (HSRRC Proposal #09843)

As part of the Committee's continuing review, thentdn Subjects Research Review Committee
has reviewed your above referenced project for diamge with Department of Health and
Human Services policies and regulations on thesptiotin of human subjects.

The Committee is satisfied that your provisions footecting the rights and welfare of all
subjects participating in the research are adequéater project is renewed and this approval
will expire on 3/5/13 Please note the following policies:

1. If the project continues beyond the expiration ddte investigator needs to submit
a Continuing Review Repoftrm (available in the Office of Research & Strateg
Partnerships) two months before the expiration.date

2. To add this project’s continuing review to the HSRRB meeting agenda, please
refer to the HSRRC/Institutional Review Board (IRBgeting schedule. Submit
the report, and the required number of copies,hgysubmission deadline that is
approximately two months before the project’s exfoon date. The HSRRC/IRB
needs two months to do a continuing review of thegjegt, so it is extremely
important that you meet the committee’s submisdieadline.

3. If this project finishes before the expiration dapdease contact the HSRRC
administrator so that the file can be closed ancbrds updated. It is the
investigator’'s responsibility to keep the approstdtus current. If the project’s
approval expires while the project is active, theestigator must complete new
application and submit it for a new HSRRC revielv.addition, any data collected
after the expiration date cannot be used in theared. Please don't let this
happen!

If you have questions or concerns, please contaet HSRRC in Research and Strategic
Partnerships (RSP), (503) 725-4288.

renewal of approval
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