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Housing
INTRODUCTION

Differing circumstances, needs, and preferences characterize the residents that
make up a community. These differences include financial, familial, functional,
health, cultural, racial, and social situations; and all have a major impact on an
individual's or family's quality of life. Across the country, there is a growing desire
to create communities that residents deem to be "livable." Quality of life is a
critical element in determining livability, and housing is a crucial element of quality
of life. A livable community includes housing alternatives that respond to the
critical differences among resident populations, thereby creating a need for
maximum choice in housing options.

Tables 1-4 below provide information about several major groups as an illustration
of the need for communities to: (1) be fully aware of the make-up of their
communities, (2) identify the differing characteristics, needs, and preferences
associated with their various resident groups, and (3) understand that all residents
seek and prefer housing options that appropriately respond to those differences.

Owners / Renters: The housing and Table 1
housing-related needs of families, All Householders

. . .o Proportion: Owners and Renters
caregivers, and individuals of all ages, Estimates: 2007

abilities, circumstances, and financial status Rest of
differ between owners and renters. Table 1, | Tenure | U.S. NY State | NYCity |  gtate

which includes all households (families and Owner 67 % 56 % 34 % 72 %

individuals of all ages), provides a picture of - — 33 9% 0% 6 % 28 %

how New York's owner/renter householder

. . Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %
ratio differs from the rest of the country, as | ' 00 % 00 % 0% | 100%

i i U. S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American Community
well as how housmg tenure differs between Survey; American Factfinder, Table B25007: Tenure by

New York City's five counties and the Age of Householder

counties in the rest of the State. New
York's higher proportion of renters compared to the rest of the country reflects the
State's more numerous urban centers.

Table 2
Older Population: As the number of New York State

older people increases, particularly those Ages 60 and Over

. - Number of Persons
aged 85 and older, their housing and

housing-related service needs and AgeSroup | 209 20 2025
preferences will require increasing 60 and Over 34M 4M 48M
attention by communities. The first baby 85 and Over 371,057 487,445 548,011
boomers turned age 60 in 2006, and in U.S. Census Bureau, Interim State Population Projections,
2024, the entire boomer cohort will be 2005, File 2, July 1, 2005 to 2030

aged 60 and over. Table 2 shows the projected increase in the State's older
population, and Table 3 shows the proportional shift between the elderly and non-
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elderly populations as the boomers age. The overwhelming majority of people aged
60 and over live in the community, in age-integrated single-family homes and
apartments. The Census Bureau does not measure the number of older people
living in "age-segregated senior housing" alternatives that are restricted to people
above a specified age. However, estimates from a variety of research studies
consistently indicate that only between six and ten per cent of all older people live
in all types of age-segregated housing

options; and the proportion of older people Table 3

”Ving in nursing homes has remained Age Groups as ’I\i‘lft\;vp\o(l?tzlc()nsgit'?'otal Population
constant at slightly under five per cent. Vear ADES 059 Ages 60 and Over
Across the country, including New York

State, the large majority of older people who 2000 83 % 17%

are living in conventional housing in the 2015 9% 21%
community reflects two significant factors 2025 75 % 25 %
that will have an impact on community U.S. Administration on Aging: U.S. Census Bureau,
p|anning efforts: (1) the overwhelming Interim Population Projections, 2005.

preference of this population (even throughout the frail elderly years) to age in
place in their long-time homes or apartments and to live in an age-integrated
environment, and (2) federal and state public long-term care policies that support
and promote those preferences.

People with Disabilities: The significant number of New Yorkers with one or
more disabilities will increase,

requiring communities to understand Table 4

and consider the specific needs of Persm e ties

these residents when making Number and Proportion

housing and planning decisions. 2007 ——
Overall, 14 per cent (2,533,000) of Age Total 1 or More of 5 Disabilities
New York's residents have one or Population | proportion Number
more of five disabilities: sensory, 5 and over 17,839,000 14 % 2,533,000
physical, mental, self-care, and 5-15 2,675,000 6 % 160,000
ability to go outside the home. 16 - 20 1,447,000 6.3 % 92,000
Table 4 shows that the prevalence of [, 11,305,000 2% 1,327,000
these disabilities increases with age. p— 245,000 — 390,000
While the likelihood of having one or | 722Mdover | 1165000 >3 % 614,000

more d isa b|||ty iS d ra matica | |y 2007 Disability Status Report, Rehabilitation Research and Training Center on

Disabilities and Statistics, Cornell University: American Community Survey, 2007
greater among the elderly population
(substantially higher proportion), a significantly greater number of New York's non-
elderly individuals are living with one or more disability. Like the general
population, individuals with all types of disabilities are living longer and longer lives
because of medical advances, life style changes, and other factors. While the
specific needs of people with various types of disabilities may differ from those of
the general population, their housing and care preferences are no different from
those of other community residents. These preferences are reflected in the fact
that the greater majority of individuals with disabilities are living in conventional
housing—single-family homes or multiunit apartments. These preferences,
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supported and promoted by federal and New York State public policies, have a
major impact on community planning efforts.

In the Housing section in this Resource Manual, a number of traditional housing
choices, some innovative housing models, and some successful, but under-used
alternatives are described. Some of these options are meant for a specific
population, while others are desired and beneficial for a variety of population
groups. In addition, several effective housing-related services are described, as
well as a number of housing development approaches and elements.
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING in NEW YORK STATE

Housing is the ultimate expression of choice and is essential to true integration,
independence, and self-direction. More fundamentally, housing is a basic human
need. New York State's long-time housing policy has exemplified the right of all
New Yorkers to have access to a safe, decent and affordable place to live. In
communities where affordable housing exists, families are strengthened and the
quality of life for all residents is improved, maintained, and sustained. In addition,
housing policymakers have long understood that affordable housing is also a
foundation for economic development and job creation. In communities where
affordable housing exists, businesses are healthier, neighborhoods are more
diverse, the economy is revitalized, economic security is provided, and the
environment is sustained. Nothing is more fundamental to the American dream
than a safe, affordable place to call home. Yet, as we move into the future, the
desire of many New Yorkers to access affordable housing is now a “dream deferred”
rather than a “dream achieved.”

Nationally, our state is recognized as one of the least affordable places to live.
Today, 2009, New York is in a full-blown affordable housing crisis. The future of
affordable housing for low- and moderate-income populations is in crisis mode . . .
for people living with disabilities, low-income seniors, and other households below
30 percent of the area median income, the crisis has reached epidemic proportion.
In community after community, blight and abandonment prevail and foreclosures
are skyrocketing at a phenomenal rate. State and local governments are
attempting to address the affordable housing crisis as they also face increasing
pressure to balance budgets and cut spending. What may become the bottom line
at every level of government is less funding for new affordable housing, less
funding for affordable housing targeted to households below 30 percent of the area
median income, and more discretion given to government over who gets access to
affordable housing assistance. The questions then become, "How did New York get
to this point?” “How does New York restore its pioneering legacy in affordable
housing?”

How did New York get to this point?

There is no one answer to this question. In a crisis of any sort, multiple factors
converge to contribute to the problem. State and local budget situations, federal
budget issues, and regulations that strangle the very fiber of programs that assist
low- and moderate-income households are among the many contributory factors.
The state played a role, with a capital budget for housing that has been basically
flat for 10 years; when coupled with federal affordable housing capital subsidies
that have also remained flat - the end result is disaster. Any increases that have
surfaced have almost exclusively come in the form of rental subsidies for tenants in
existing homes and for home heating and weatherization assistance. What
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happened to individuals seeking homes for the first time? In actuality, the result
has been higher costs rather than the expansion of services or programs.

At the federal level, the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is
responsible for administration and oversight of most affordable housing programs
throughout the country. Initially, national housing policy was based on the belief
that the federal government could help solve housing problems; and the efforts of
several federal agencies combined to play an expansive role in housing, including
subsidized housing through a variety of programs such as Section 8 projects,
Section 515 projects, public housing, and housing units supported by the Low
Income Tax Credit Program, as well as subsidies to private developers for low- and
moderate-income housing.

However, during the past few decades, federal housing programs were reduced,
drastically. Funding for programs that supported the poor was frozen and/or cut
and thousands of housing units were lost as government subsidies expired,
resulting in an increase in poverty and homelessness. New York’s very neediest
residents literally found themselves in dire straits. With the role of the federal
government shrinking, state and local governments were forced to shoulder more
responsibility for the availability of affordable housing.

In New York State, three major agencies - the State’s Housing Finance Agency
(HFA), the State of New York Mortgage Agency (SONYMA), and the Division of
Housing and Community Renewal (DHCR) - administer a variety of housing
programs that produce, maintain, preserve, or repair affordable housing units, as
well as provide rental and operating subsidies and assist low- and moderate-income
homebuyers. The success of their programs depends not only on state initiatives
but also on local initiatives, strong leadership, creativity, and on an active and
effective federal role.

How does New York restore its Pioneering Legacy of providing high quality,
affordable housing?

As one of its initial steps in addressing the federal government's shrinking role in
housing, New York State reviewed the separate responsibilities of its three major
housing agencies—its existing resources for affordable housing—and determined
that the efforts of these agencies would be significantly more effective if they acted
in concert, collaborating in carrying out the State's housing agenda. The State's
housing agencies can further increase their effectiveness by expanding their
collaborative efforts to include other agencies, in order to achieve greater
efficiencies and develop innovative solutions to the housing challenges we face. In
addition, the State can enhance public private partnerships to better leverage
scarce public dollars. And, the State can use New York’s programs and dollars to
promote the State’s green agenda, thereby enhancing energy efficiency and
creating healthier and more sustainable homes for our citizens.

There is no doubt that we will face challenges in our efforts to place an increasing
number of New Yorkers in suitable and affordable homes. The increase in
foreclosures will likely continue as the subprime and predatory lending crises
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unfold. A corollary may be continued tightening of credit markets for low- and
moderate-income borrowers. In addition, worldwide demand will continue to drive
the price of raw materials higher, resulting in higher construction costs.
Unfortunately, the price that investors are paying for tax credits is also declining,
increasing the need for additional government resources to build the same amount
of housing. However, despite our intense lobbying in Washington, it is uncertain
whether New York will receive any additional tax exempt bond allocation or federal
tax credits that we desperately need. Finally, it is clear that 2009 will be a
challenging year for the State Budget, as tax revenues are down significantly from
a year ago.

In the face of these challenges, state agencies remain committed to making New
York a leader among states in providing quality housing for all our citizens; and
New York is blessed to have the most innovative, experienced, and comprehensive
affordable housing network in the country, including local governments, developers,
housing advocates, lenders and investors, universities and think tanks, foundations,
and community development organizations. By expanding our relationships, both
among the state agencies and between the state agencies and the special network
across our State, there is no doubt that we can achieve great things.
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MICRO-HOMES / SMALL HOMES

Description:

The growing emphasis on environmental sustainability and energy efficiency,
coupled with volatile home prices and a declining economy, has spawned an
expanding market for living "small." Devotees have replaced the belief that "bigger
is better" with one of "less is more." Included in this movement are small, ultra-
compact houses. The development of architecturally designed "small houses"
became popular in Japan shortly after World War II in response to the availability of
loans to build houses no larger than 50 m? (approximately 538 sq. ft.). Taking the
concept of small living even further, Japan's recent "net rooms" development is
booming—creating closet-sized rooms for short-term living while job-searching,
providing Japan's underemployed with a place to stay and an address to put on a
job application.

While still a tiny portion of the housing market, in the United States the small house
and micro/tiny house movement is expanding in tandem with the increasing focus
on energy efficiency, environmental sustainability, and green building. Small
houses are typically smaller than 1,000 square feet, and micro houses are often
smaller than 200 square feet, some as small as 85 square feet.

Architectural styles of micro/small homes vary dramatically, and plans are available
from architects. Homes are both stick-built and pre-fabricated. Some micro homes
are mounted on wheels and can be easily transported to various locations, while
other small houses are permanently sited in any location where permitted by zoning
rules; for example, the back yard of another primary home, as an addition to an
existing home, on a separate lot in a residential neighborhood, in a wooded rural
area, in an urban in-fill space, etc.

SUS, a Japanese factory automation equipment maker, developed cube-like frames,
which can be arranged into stand-alone homes or used as attachments to existing
houses (952 cubic feet, at a cost of $17,000, and which can be assembled in one
day). Yamaha is selling soundproof rooms that can fit into an existing home or
added to an exterior of an existing home (1.4 meters x 1.8 meters x 2 meters high,
for $3,700. Commdesign's founder, Yasuyuki Okazaki, custom designs homes on
320 sq. ft. plots.

Benefits:
e Provides an affordable option for individuals living on a small budget— minimal
utility bills and maintenance costs; financial freedom from a large mortgage.

e Is an environmentally friendly alternative—a small structural and carbon
footprint; fewer resources for energy and water are used.
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Encourages a low-consumption lifestyle.

Can be mobile, easily moved from one location to another.

Are a viable model for emergency housing: In 1995, after the earthquake in
Kobe, Japan, 300 "temporary" micro row houses (288 sq. ft. each) were
completed in less than 90 days. Five years later, some residents did not want to
leave those homes.

Provides good temporary housing for special populations, such as work crews,
staff housing, homeless individuals, and others.

Offers young adults an affordable first step into home ownership.

Good alternative where suitable land is scarce.

Have been successfully sited in urban, suburban, and rural areas.

Easily designed to fit on odd-shaped lots (long and narrow, triangular, etc.).

Designed modules can be fit within an existing home or be attached to an
existing home.

Can be individually sited or grouped to form a complex.

Impediments or barriers to development or implementation:

For many individuals, the small size is claustrophobic. If housing several
residents in a unit, the psychological stresses of close living quarters must be
considered.

There is limited space for those individuals who accumulate "stuff."

Usefulness requires the ingenious use of space that is seen in the designs
created by the current proponents of small living.

Currently, designs do not include the universal design features necessary to
accommodate the needs of individuals with frailties or physical disabilities.

Siting may not be in compliance with local zoning or building codes.

Resource—examples:

"Halving It All," Dwell—At Home in the Modern World—David Sarti, architect,
Seattle, Washington: Sarti's 1,100 sq. ft. residence built for $227 per sq. ft.
including land. http://www.dwell.com/articles/halving-it-all.html.

Peter King, Bakersfield, VT.: teaches workshops on constructing small houses.
peterking@vermonttinyhouses.com;
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http://www.smallhousestyle.com/2008/12/01/the-king-of-small-houses-tiny-
houses-the-vermont-way/.

Resources—written and web:

Michael Freeman (August 7, 2004), Space: Japanese Design Solutions. New
York, NY: Universe Publishing. A photographic exploration of Japanese
architecture and design in size-constricted areas, exploring ingenious and
revolutionary solutions to space-compromised living. Freeman was the
photographer for Frank Lloyd Wright Masterworks, American Masterworks,
Adobe, and Angkor, and is an authority on Asian design and art.

Shay Salomon, et al. (2006), Little House on a Small Planet: Simple Homes,
Cozy Retreats, and Energy Efficient Possibilities. Guilford, CT: Lyons Press. A
guidebook, including floor plans, photographs, advice, and anecdotes.

Peter King, Vermont: Small House Style, Web magazine; (802) 933-6103.

King teaches hands-on workshops for constructing small houses. Web magazine
includes plans, builders, books, and other resources.
http://www.smallhousestyle.com/2008/12/01/the-king-of-small-houses-tiny-
houses-the-vermont-way/.

Jay Shafer, Principal, Tumbleweed Tiny House Company, PO Box 941,
Sebastopol, CA, 95473. Stick-built small houses between 90 sq. ft. and 837 sq.
ft.; workshops, plans, books, consultation.
http://www.tumbleweedhouses.com/.

Steven Kurutz (September 10, 2008), Online: TimesPeople, The New York
Times, Home and Garden, "The Next Little Thing?" In print: (September 11,
2008), The New York Times, Section F, p. 1.
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/11/garden/11tiny.htmI?ex=1378872000&en
=10f7c60b8ec81580&ei=5124&partner=permalink&exprod=permalink.

Hiroko Tashiro (March 13, 2007), "Japan: Micro-Homes in the Big City,"
Architecture Section, Business Week.
http://www.businessweek.com/globalbiz/content/mar2007/gb20070313 14590
2.htm.

Tiny House Blog: http://tinyhouseblog.com/gallery/.

Resource (free or fee-based)—technical assistance contact names:

Gregory Paul Johnson

Founder, Small House Society

Director, Resources for Life internet site
Life web site

P.O. Box 2717

Iowa City, IA 52244-2717

(319) 621-4911


http://www.smallhousestyle.com/2008/12/01/the-king-of-small-houses-tiny-houses-the-vermont-way/
http://www.smallhousestyle.com/2008/12/01/the-king-of-small-houses-tiny-houses-the-vermont-way/
http://www.smallhousestyle.com/2008/12/01/the-king-of-small-houses-tiny-houses-the-vermont-way/
http://www.smallhousestyle.com/2008/12/01/the-king-of-small-houses-tiny-houses-the-vermont-way/
http://www.tumbleweedhouses.com/
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/11/garden/11tiny.html?ex=1378872000&en=10f7c60b8ec81580&ei=5124&partner=permalink&exprod=permalink
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/11/garden/11tiny.html?ex=1378872000&en=10f7c60b8ec81580&ei=5124&partner=permalink&exprod=permalink
http://www.businessweek.com/globalbiz/content/mar2007/gb20070313_145902.htm
http://www.businessweek.com/globalbiz/content/mar2007/gb20070313_145902.htm
http://tinyhouseblog.com/gallery/
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mail@resourcesforlife.com

http://www.resourcesforlife.com

The Small House Society supports the research, development, and use of
smaller living spaces that foster sustainable living for individuals, families, and
communities worldwide. Johnson also provides full time technology support
through his company, Technology Services Resource Group.

Bray Kittel, Owner

Tiny Texas Houses

20501 East Interstate 10

Luling, Texas 78648

(830) 875-2500

Contact: http://tinytexashouses.com/contact-us/.
http://tinyhouseblog.com/category/blog.

Kittel built four houses in 2007 and ten in 2008, ranging in size from 70 sq. ft.
to almost 800 sq. ft ($20,000 - $90,000).

http://tinytexashouses.com/.
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COHOUSING

DESCRIPTION:

The primary goal of a cohousing complex is to provide the social and practical
benefits experienced in a close-knit community—to design a neighborhood where
residents all know each other and interact frequently, where children can freely and
safely run and play among the houses, and where older people who become frail
and residents who incur an impairment can rely on the informal, mutual support of
their cohousing neighbors to care and help out. The physical plan is deliberately
designed to encourage a strong sense of community and increased potential for
social contact.

Cohousing is an "intentional community"—a small (average of 26 units) planned
unit development (PUD—see PUD section in the Resource Manual) in which single
family homes, townhouses, or rental units are clustered around various community
facilities such as a community kitchen and dining room, common areas for sitting,
recreational activities, teen and children's areas, workshops, craft and meeting
rooms, guest facilities, laundry facilities, child care facilities, and, possibly, adult
day service facilities. Residents manage the community, sharing tasks, activities,
and decision-making.

Cohousing communities are designed through consensus-planning by the
individuals and families who will live there. While all residents share in the cost and
upkeep of common land areas, there is no overall shared community economy;
individual ownership units are bought and sold at market rate by the individual
household owners. Residents participate fully in a Home Owners Association (HOA)
and in the decision-making that affects the community as a whole.

The philosophical underpinnings of the cohousing concept include:
e Intergenerational resident composition;

e The privacy of full, self-sufficient private residences;

e A strong sense of community that is promoted through shared common
facilities, voluntary participation in community dining and social interactions,
and mutual assistance;

e A pedestrian-orientation (walkable design), with parking at the periphery of the
community, which frees up the residential area for walking, playing, and flower-
growing;

e Major decisions affecting the welfare of the entire community made through
community-wide discussion and consensus; and



13

I.1.d

e Environmental sensitivity, particularly for those that follow the principles of
"eco-villages," which stress energy-efficiency, environmental sustainability,
green building, and a minimum carbon footprint.

Communities may include a large communal garden, an orchard, a pond, or off-grid
power. Features present in each community reflect the unique skills, talents, and
desires of the residents.

Cohousing originated in Northern Europe in the 1980s. Development first started in
the United States in 1989, and has steadily increased in response to families'
growing concern about environmental issues and the impact of raising children in
the isolating environment of many of today's communities. The aim of cohousing
residents is to purposefully recreate the traditional neighborhood atmosphere and
strong sense of place found in small villages and seemingly lost as families have
scattered and a commuter-culture has dominated, as well as to have much greater
input into how safe, green, and healthy their immediate living environment will be.

Senior Cohousing:

Until very recently, all cohousing developments were age-integrated, with a design
emphasis on families with children. Two factors have led to the development of
new age-segregated senior cohousing communities, to the incorporation of senior
"neighborhoods" into existing developments, and to a rethinking of the design of
new age-integrated cohousing developments to accommodate the aging of existing
residents and the needs of new residents who are already older or already frail:

(1) Existing cohousing residents are aging and finding that the physical design of
their homes, common facilities, and general community layout do not accommodate
mobility impairments or other aging-related frailties, and

(2) The cohousing model responds to several major housing-related preferences of

older adults:

e A desire to have their own home and to live independently for as long as
possible;

e A desire for privacy, coupled with ample opportunity for social interaction and to
be part of an identified community;

e A desire for the perceived safety of a neighborhood where everyone knows each
other; and

e The preference to live in, or as part of, an intergenerational living environment.
Benefits:

For older adults and people with disabilities:
e A homeownership option, which is a strong preference of these populations;
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e Combines the privacy of one's own living unit with the mutual help and strong
socialization and active life style opportunities of a close-knit neighborhood
among friends;

e An age-integrated living environment;

e Cohousing homes and communities that incorporate universal design and
walkability features promote successful aging in place.

e Strong sense of safety, security, and neighborliness.

e Continued decision-making control over how and when supportive and health
services are delivered.

For the community:
e Can be successfully developed in urban, suburban, and rural areas.

e Emphasis on energy-efficiency, green building, and environmental preservation.

e Most cohousing complexes are private-pay communities, which contributes to
the wider community's tax base.

e Very positive interactions exist between co-housing communities and the wider
community.

For the developer:

e Close, very early collaboration between the future residents (buyers) and the
private developer creates a co-developer relationship— with shared
responsibility, shared liability for investment and profits, greatly diminished
homeowner lawsuits, and buyer-support in public hearings and in getting the
various approvals developers must negotiate during the planning process.

e The pre-sold feature of cohousing developments is instrumental in raising the
comfort level of bankers and other financers who may be reluctant to fund
development because of the unconventional design of cohousing communities
(for example, no attached garages, peripheral parking, community garden,
etc.).

e While the open, deliberative, up-front design process is much longer, close-out
time is very short because the homes are pre-sold.

Impediments or barriers to development or implementation:

e The initial planning and design process can be lengthy because of the
consensus-building, deliberative decision-making process used that includes all
future first-time residents. Technical assistance from developers experienced in
developing this model, articles and how-to books by experts, and professional
conferences, as well as practical guidance from proponents, have gone a long
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way to streamlining the collaborative planning, site-identification, and decision-
making design processes.

Bankers who are unfamiliar with the cohousing concept may make conventional
financing difficult to obtain because of the nontraditional design concepts
incorporated into cohousing communities.

Local zoning and land use laws on population density, building standards,
environmental protections, open space, and parking can inhibit or delay the
development process and increase the cost of a community. For example, high
density development is often prohibited in rural areas.

In some cohousing communities, a heavy emphasis on preserving the
ecosystem and minimizing the carbon footprint can lead to a vertical house
design, with two- and three-floor residences that require multiple sets of stairs
and walkways. These features can prove difficult or unmanageable for
individuals who use walkers or wheelchairs or have other mobility problems, and
do not support successful aging in place.

While a few cohousing communities include some subsidized units (using public
financing), thus far, cohousing is primarily an option for middle-class individuals
and families. Tenancy/rental laws and funding regulations governing publicly
funded housing may require modifying to successfully integrate lower-income
tenants into a cohousing community.

Resource—examples:

Eco Village at Ithaca, Ithaca, New York. A cohousing community, begun in 1992
and expanded over time, the community complex now includes two 30-home
neighborhoods, with a third neighborhood in the planning stages. Built on 174
acres of land, the community also includes six subsidized units, a barn, and a
ten-acre organic farm. One of a very few cohousing communities in the United
States that is also an "eco village"—sustainable aspects and values are a
priority, with a very strong emphasis on energy alternatives, green building
features, land preservation, a minimal ecological footprint, maximized
environmental sustainability, and hands-on education.
http://ecovillageithaca.org/evi/.

Muir Commons, 26 units, built in 1991, and modeled after cohousing
communities in Denmark. One of the two oldest cohousing communities in the
United States. 2222 Muir Woods Place, Davis, California, 95616; (530) 758-
5202; http://www.muircommons.org.

N Street Cohousing, 19 homes, begun in 1986 and gradually expanding. One of
the two oldest cohousing communities in the United States. Termed "retro-fit
cohousing," this community has all the traditional features of a cohousing
community; but it is unusual because it gradually evolved from an already-
existing suburban development—fences were taken down between 17 houses
and their backyards were integrated. By 2007, two additional houses from
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across the street were added to the community, and more will be added as they
become available. Davis, California. Contact: Kevin Wolf (530) 758-4211 or
kjwolf@dcn.davis.ca.us; http://www.nstreetcohousing.org.

Silver Sage Village, senior cohousing currently in development, 16 duplexes and
attached homes built on one acre. Yellow Pine Avenue, between 16th & 17th
Streets, Boulder, Colorado. Contact: Georgette, (303) 449-3232, ext. 203 or
georgette@whdc.com; http://www.silversagevillage.com.

Wonderland Hill Development Company, 4676 Broadway, Boulder, Colorado,
80304; (303) 449-3232—award-winning developers, including development of
several co-housing communities. http://www.whdc.com/.

Resource—written and web:

Charles Durrett (2009), Senior Cohousing: A Community Approach to
Independent Living. The Handbook. Definition and benefits of cohousing, how
senior cohousing differs from other types of senior housing, how to create a
cohousing project; descriptions of successful cohousing communities in the
United States and in foreign counties, and "frequently asked questions.”
Gabriola Island, BC, Canada: New Society Publishers.

Chris ScottHansen and Kelly ScottHansen (2004), The Cohousing Handbook:
Building a Place for Community, second edition. Covers all elements of what
goes into the creation of a cohousing project, including group processes, land
acquisition, finance and budgets, construction, development professionals,
design considerations, permits, approvals and membership. Gabriola Island, BC,
Canada: New Society Publishers.

Kathryn McCamant, Charles Durrett, and Ellen Hertzman (1993), Cohousing: A
Contemporary Approach to Housing Ourselves. Introduced the concept of
cohousing in the United States. Berkeley, CA: Ten Speed Press.
*» The third edition of this book will be published in 2011:
Kathryn McCamant and Charles Durrett (2011), Creating Cohousing: Building
Sustainable Communities. Gabriola Island, BC, Canada: New Society Press.

Diana Leafe Christian (2003), Creating a Life Together: Practical Tools to Grow
Ecovillages and Intentional Communities. A guide to launching and sustaining
successful new ecovillages and sustainable communities — and avoiding the
typical mistakes in the process. Gabriola Island, BC, Canada: New Society
Publishers.

Liz Walker (2005), Eco Village at Ithaca—Pioneering a Sustainable Culture.
Describes the development of an internationally recognized example of a
vibrant, ecologically sustainable cohousing development. Gabriola Island, BC,
Canada: New Society Publishers. (Walker is the director and co-founder of Eco
Village at Ithaca).
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e Diana Leafe Christian (2007), Finding Community: How to Join an Ecovillage or
Intentional Community. A comprehensive overview of ecovillages and
intentional communities and offers advice on how to research, visit, evaluate,
and join an intentional community. Gabriola Island, BC, Canada: New Society
Publishers.

e Communities Directory— A Comprehensive Guide to Intentional Communities
and Cooperative Living, fifth edition (2007). Descriptions of 900 intentional
communities in North America and around the world, including maps, reference
charts, and articles. Rutledge, MO: Fellowship for Intentional Community.
Sixth edition due: Fall, 2009. Also available online: http://directory.ic.org/.

e Communities: Journal of Cooperative Living. A journal published quarterly by
the Fellowship for Intentional Community. Available from Communities, 138
Twin Oaks Road, Louisa, VA, 23093. www.ic.org.

e Cohousing Association of the United States: Coho/US, #1445, 22833 Bothell-
Everett Highway, #110, Bothell, WA, 98021; 1-866-758-3942 or (314) 754-
5828; http://www.cohousing.org.

Resource (free or fee-based)—technical assistance contact names:
e Charles Durrett and Kathryn McCamant, Principals

McCamant and Durrett Architects and The Cohousing Company

241-B Commercial Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

(530) 265-9980

Also, 1810 Sixth Street

Berkeley, CA 94710

(510) 549-9980

info@cohousingco.com

http://www.cohousingco.com

e Cohousing Partners
241 Commercial Street
Nevada City, CA 95959
(530) 478-1970
info@cohousingpartners.com
http://www.cohousingpartners.com

e Chris ScottHansen and Kelly ScottHansen, Principals
Cohousing Resources, LLC
5950 Maxwelton Road
Clinton, WA 98236
(360) 321-7840
Kelly@CohousingResources.com

e Raines Cohen and Betsy Morris, PhD, Cohousing Coaches
2220 Sacramento Street


http://directory.ic.org/
http://www.ic.org/
http://www.cohousing.org/
mailto:info@cohousingco.com
http://www.cohousingco.com/
mailto:info@cohousingpartners.com
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Berkeley, CA 94702

(510) 868-1627

raines@mac.com

betsy@kali.com
http://www.AgingInCommunity.com/
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Vera Prosper, Senior Policy Analyst
New York State Office for the Aging
Albany, NY

STAYING IN THE COMMUNITY and AGING IN PLACE
(Single Family Homes and Multiunit Buildings)

Description:

The overwhelming preference of all population groups—single people, families,
elderly people, people with short-term impairments, and those with chronic
disabilities—is to live in the privacy of their own homes or apartments, and to stay
where they are (age in place). This preference is borne out in demographic data.
Out of the 299 million people in the United States, 87 per cent live alone or with
spouses, unmarried partners, their children, or their grandchildren in conventional
housing; only 10 per cent live in with other relatives and nonrelatives; and just
three per cent live in group quarters.’ In addition, the propensity to move around
is relatively low. In 2004 (prior to the 2008 economic downturn, which had a
significant dampening impact on relocation by people in the United States),
migration measures indicated that 81 per cent of people aged 1-59 (children and
working-age adults) and 93 per cent of people aged 60 and over lived in the same
house as the previous year.?

Aging in Place

The term "aging in place" arose among researchers who studied both the expressed
preferences of older people to remain living independently in their own homes (age
in place) and the negative impact of involuntary relocation on the physical and
mental health of older people. Greater understanding of the impact of "relocation
trauma," as well as the perceived financial savings of providing long-term care in
non-institutional settings, prompted policy makers and service providers to focus
increasing emphasis on environmental designs and supportive services to support
the ability of older people to continue living where they are. However, over time,
the emphasis on universal design features to create "housing for a lifetime" has
extended to all people, and the concept of "aging in place" has come to be applied
to other population groups—people of all ages, of all sizes, and with all types of
functional abilities, disabilities, and conditions.

Policy trends: In response to consumer expectations, preferences, and advocacy,
as well as to the burgeoning costs of long-term care, the direction of public policies
across the country has been to delay or avoid the use of costly institutional facilities
and to shift the delivery of health and long-term care to people's own homes,
through in-home and community-based programs and services, through home
modifications, and by incorporating universal design features in both new home
construction and housing rehabilitation. This shift was strongly promoted by the
1999 Supreme Court Decision, O/mstead v. L. C.,®> which held that people with
disabilities had a right to live in the least-restrictive appropriate environment and
integrated with the rest of the community, and that states had to take steps to
make such alternatives possible. Unnecessary institutionalization could be deemed
discrimination on the basis of disability under Title II of the Americans with
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Disabilities Act.* In addition, both the public and private sectors have placed
increasing emphasis on creating homes that are useable for a lifetime (see
Universal Design in Housing and Accessibility/Adaptability in Housing in the
Resource Manual) and creating communities that are "livable" (see Livable
Communities in the Resource Manual). Such policies, decisions, and strategies
respond to the desire of people of all ages and functional abilities to remain in their
own homes and communities for as long as possible.

Older people: Across the country, the number of older people continues to
increase, and more people are living longer lives—life expectancy has now reached
78 years. Many people assume that a significant proportion of this growing older
population lives in age-segregated "senior housing" or health care facilities. In
reality, most older people live in age-integrated housing—single family homes and
multiunit family apartment buildings. The U. S. Census Bureau does not measure
the number of people living in senior housing (purpose-built, age-segregated units).
However, reflecting the strong housing preferences of older people, researchers
have consistently reported that only between six and 12 per cent of all older people
live in all types of age-segregated senior living options.” In addition, for over 20
years, the proportion of older people living in nursing homes has remained
consistent at less than five per cent.

As the baby boomers age, a market is growing among young, healthy, financially
stable retirees (beginning at age 50) for age-segregated "active adult" communities
that provide a new lifestyle, but do not include the supportive services associated
with traditional senior housing. Despite this new trend, more than 80 per cent of
older people live in single-family homes and in age-integrated multifamily rental,
condominium, and cooperative units.® AARP's 1999 national survey’ reports that
36 percent of people aged 45 and over have lived in the same house for more than
20 years; and this trend increases with age—60 per cent of people aged 75 and
over have lived in their present home for more than 20 years. Preferences to age
in place are robust, with 71 per cent of people aged 45 and over strongly agreeing
with the survey's statement, "What I would really like to do is stay in my current
residence for as long as possible"; again, this preference grows stronger with
increasing age—92 per cent of people aged 65-74 strongly agreed with the
statement, and 95 per cent of people aged 75 and over strongly agreed.

These trends reflect a general preference of older people to live in a place that is
familiar to them and in an environment that includes people of all ages. Evidence
that this preference extends even into the frail, very elderly years is the gradual
rise in average entry age (now between 80 and 85) into supportive senior housing
facilities. For older people, the various supportive and health care facilities, and
even "independent senior housing," represent a loss of privacy, a loss of
independence and personal control over daily life, and a loss of a "sense of self"
that is intertwined with one's long-time home.

In New York, an array of in-home and community-based programs and services are
available to help older people age in place safely and successfully. Such programs
and services are provided by the State's network of 59 Area Agencies on Aging, by



Livable New York Resource Manual III.1.e
http://www.aging.ny.gov/LivableNY/ResourceManual/Index.cfm

Senior Service Centers, and by community-based public, non-profit, and for-profit
aging, health, long-term care, housing, education, and transportation providers.
For information on these programs and providers, contact your county Area Agency
on Aging (AAAs); a list of AAAs can be found at: http://www.aging.ny.gov/.

People with disabilities: Over 2.5 million of New York's population have one or
more of the five types of disabilities (sensory, physical, mental, self-care, go-
outside-the-home) that are measured by the Census Bureau. Like the rest of the
population, the preference of people with disabilities is for privacy, maximized self-
management and independence, and maximum control over their daily lives. As is
characteristic of the general population, individuals with chronic and congenital
disabilities are experiencing increasing longevity—living well into old age—and the
greater majority of these individuals live in single-family homes, age-integrated
multiunit housing, and at home with their parents.

The majority of individuals born with developmental disabilities is cared for and live
with their parents in the parents' homes and apartments; and these individuals,
too, are living longer lives. New York State has a signi