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ABSTRACT:
The rising numbers of individuals emerging intoeslddulthood may lead to

overcrowding of current facilities in the near ftduMany existing facilities do not seem
to be preferable environments for numerous oldaltedeciding where they will live out
the duration of their life. Facilities often appéamneglect two important aspects of
transitioning to a new home and aging in placeldeioadulthood: place attachment and
autonomy.

This study will examine opinions of potential remntis regarding the residential
floor plan design of senior cohousing communitieg aneans to provide older adults
with an alternative housing option in which theyynagtimally age in place. For this
study, current and potential members of a senibogsing community participated in
unstructured, individual interviews and in an oggnled focus group to gather this
information.

Data collected from participants was used in cocfjon with the seven universal
design guidelines to guide the design of four irdlial floor plans that addressed place
attachment and perceived autonomy. These flooisplare presented to participants in a
guestionnaire with a post-evaluation that deterohitve observed successes and
deficiencies of the floor plans in promoting plat&achment and perceived autonomy in

relation to aging in place.



These observed successes and deficiencies wei draparticipants’ perceived
connectedness to the residences, creating relatpmwith other members within the
community, and whether they would feel autonomoitkiwthat residence. According to
the responses of the post-evaluation questionnaineas supported that the four
individual floor plans would promote both placeaatiment and perceived autonomy.
The collected responses from the post-evaluationiged evidence that these four floor
plans could work for future senior cohousing comines whose members may opt for
universally designed residences.

Results from this study may aid older adults imiing a new alternative housing
option in senior cohousing in which they can optlynage in place. This study may
serve other researchers in the fields of interemigh, architecture, and gerontology as it
may provide answers to the gap in literature camogrthe residential preferences of

older adults.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

As a person ages, many activities in daily lifeetitought to be simple, ordinary tasks
can become burdensome and troubling to the oldét'sadhind and body. Many older adults
share the same pressing issue: trying to maintain ¢xisting residential responsibilities in the
light of fading independence (Lawton, 1977). Olddults in the United States are currently
reported to consist of 12.4 percent and this pdjmuias expected to significantly rise another 20
percent by the year 2030 as the baby boomer gémeraherges into older adulthood (Durrett,
2009). Blumenstock (2006) stated that preparatioast be made to accommodate this cohort as
they could easily over-burden existing housingdigler adults in the U.S. The baby boomer
cohort shares a common goal to redefine housinglél@r adults: finding a better alternative for
their future housing options. They are lookingdawray of life that will benefit them in their later
years by providing a supportive option to mainthieir well-being. Many new conceptions of
housing have been developed under this modernadutio aging, but older adults are
consistently looking to find new options that véllow them to maintain personal control over
their routines, autonomy, and independence (Pétailgnd, & Kellaher, 2011). For this reason,
this study will focus on aging in place, place @traent, and perceived autonomy in relation to

housing concepts for older adults.



Alternate housing for older adults has gone throexgheme modifications during each
decade since the 1960s, originally starting ouhedical-oriented institutional facilities.
Blumenstock (2006) suggested that housing fadlitie older adults focus more on hospitality
and the comfort of their residents. Many of thendes in such housing could be due in part to
higher education and expectations of the risinguain of older adults. The terhousing for
older adultswill refer to an assortment of homes such as t&skia/ing, retirement communities,
and nursing homes among others for the duratighi®imanuscript. The baby boomer generation
is now the largest cohort of older adults the UWhiBates has seen and baby boomers’ increasing

interest in how they will spend their later yearsliiving an innovative, new concept of aging.

With such a large population of older adults ie Baby boomer generation, housing
programs and facilities may become over-burdeneghgoming years as the number of older
adults needing to relocate continues to rise (Bhstack, 2006; Sugihara & Evans, 2000). Many
of these older adults might not need institutidmalsing in later years with advances in medicine
and healthy aging, but they may still require ofleasible possibilities for housing (Bronstein,
Gellis, & Kenaley, 2009). Older adults with healtinjnds and bodies will continue to age
regardless, and living in a supportive home conrdrove their well-being possibly for the
duration of their life. These advances in healtdnglwith the current and future generations’
outlook on how they want to age are the forcesnukthis newly developed idea of aging in later
life. The termaging in placehas recently been used to refer to homes thatvaitable for older
adults to relocate to so they will have a suppertieusing environment as they continue aging
(Senior Resource for Aging in Place, 2005). Fordibetext of this manuscript, aging in place
will be synonymous with this reference. Many olddults are looking for a housing option in
which they can take part through their own perschaices and resident management, and also
an environment that will help them to feel likeyheelong by maintaining social relationships

(“Elder Cohousing,” 2005; Sugihara & Evans, 20@)using options that keep older adult



residents engaged and active are thought to impifevie later years; however, many current
housing options may not provide adequate activitesesidents (Silverberg, 2010).

Many older adults in the current generation andviddals in the baby boomer cohort are
dissatisfied with existing housing for older adaltsl are actively searching for new alternatives
(“Elder Cohousing,” 2005). Older adults’ dilemmashravailable housing options are generally
perceived as losing personal control of their ch®iand daily activities, having no say in the way
the community operates, and worrying about newhimgs they may not get along with
(Silverberg, 2010). Another problem numerous olthrlts face with existing facilities is not
having the finances needed to be able to afforddiin such housing as many facilities only
target individuals with middle-to-high incomes (Peat al., 2011, Glass, 2009; Wagner et al.,

2010).

These problems with existing institutional fac@iimay possibly derive from missing
concepts such as place attachment and perceivedasmy within the housing facilityRlace
attachments regarded as a development of a personal redtip with a specific place, which
can then help to instill a sense of comfort andisgcwithin an individual (Oswald, Jopp, Rott,

& Wahl, 2010; Shenk, Kuwahara, & Zablotsky, 2002@rceived autonomgnvelops an
individual's maintained independence and self-aintwhich have been found to be important to
older adults in their later lives (Bronstein et 2D09; Peace et al., 2011). Therefore, concepts of
place attachment and perceived autonomy will beidened for housing design objectives in the
present study as they may support aging in place.

If many individuals in the older population are appy with existing housing options
and if the sheer number of baby boomers beginmimgdch older adulthood will over-burden
these existing options, current and future genamatof older adults may feel unsettled and
discontented in their later life. One new idea@using has begun to seep into the United States

from Denmark: the concept known as cohousing. Ceingucommunities, originally construed



as a multi-generational option, are usually madefupultiple families living together in a
collectively-managed neighborhood with privatelyr@g homes. These communities consist of
the residents’ homes and a centrally located commonise where residents may gather
(Silverberg, 2010). Cohousing communities thatdeeeloped for older adult residents may offer
baby boomers and the current generation an alteenats they are able to have input in the
construction and operation of the community andihg in which they will continue to live their
lives (Glass, 2009). Cohousing communities thadasegned specifically for older adults have
become known asenior cohousingommunities and will be referred to as such fig sudy
(Durrett, 2009).

This study will explain new ideas in senior conngcommunity practices and the
benefits they could provide older adults in need atw alternative for housing as they age.
Exploring new ideas in housing for older adults andlyzing the reasons why current available
options are not satisfying their needs in later fifay provide an important juncture in research
for future generations. Although senior cohousiommunities are a relatively new concept in
the United States, seminal architects have givgmfsiant consideration to the construction and
design of the overall layout of the neighborhoatmmon house, and housing units (Cohen,
2005; Durrett, 2009). Though the site plan and comimouse have been carefully developed,
individual homes in senior cohousing communitiesldde addressed more effectively in the
context of aging in place, place attachment, artdremmy. Therefore, senior cohousing
communities and the premises they may be ableotg® for these housing concepts will be
examined in detail in this study as an optimalrakéve to the variety of housing options
presently available to older adults.

This study will address older adults’ perceptiohtousing they would prefer to live in
for their later years that will address their neadd concerns. Though this study may look at
older adults’ needs and concerns, it will focudtmnbuilt environment and not on the health of
such individuals. These perceptions will be revg#heough individual interviews and a focus
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group with prospective members of a senior cohgusottmmunity. These gathered perceptions
on housing and the universal design principles balused to develop individual floor plans with
varying interior and exterior designs. These pples will be utilized as they guide “the design of
products and environments to be usable by all peoplthe greatest extent possible, without the
need for adaptation or specialized design” (Ceiateniversal Design, 2010, para. 1).
According to the Center for Universal Design (20tt® seven principles include: equitable use;
flexibility in use; simple and intuitive use; peptible information; tolerance for error; low
physical effort; and size and space for approachuae. Equitable use signifies that a design is
easily used and marketed to all people regardietten abilities. Flexibility in use is concerned
with the flexibility of the environment to accomnadd individual preferences and needs. The
principle, simple and intuitive use, ensures tleighs are easily understood by all individuals,
whereas perceptible information is concerned wignting that individual with all of the
necessary information needed to use the desigerdrate for error is used to ensure that the risk
of hazards are low from using the design inappedely, while low physical effort guarantees
that the design can be used easily with minimatgné ast, size and space for approach and use
assures that the design may be accessed and gsedless of an individual's size or mobility.
Examples of universal design in housing might cstrsf lever door handles, wider doors and
hallways, sinks and cabinetry with leg-room undathgand single-level foundations which may
be accessed by those who use wheelchairs. Usiag freciples in housing design may
accommodate any individual with a range of absitigroviding him a safe, flexible, and easily

understood environment in which to live.

Four options will be developed for this study asheesidence plan will vary in square footage in
addition to the difference in floor plan designisiill allow older adult residents to have a
choice in the residential unit they may choosev®ih, as members could have different needs

for space and/ or different design preferenceser@i§ cohousing members options for their



home selection may help to increase individuabty, the limit of four options may help keep
costs lower when a community is built at one timgtead of constructing all custom homes.
These four individual residences designed usingytheelines of universal design principles and
older adults’ perceptions of housing regardingrtheeds and concerns may offer significant

implications for aging in place in later years i |



CHAPTER Il

LITERATURE REVIEW

Agingin Place

Historically, aging in place has meant growing within one’s existing home and
staying there through some means of support, ssicar@ by family members or using
supportive devices eventually living out the enlifie course in that very home (Durrett, 2009).
Today, aging in place is taking on a variety ofaiént meanings as older adults are choosing to
revitalize the way in which they age and the hagiginwhich they choose to do so (Blumenstock,
2006; Bronstein et al., 2009). According to theiBeResource for Aging in Place (2005), aging
in place more recently refers to the housing ingtstapproach to creating housing which older
adults can relocate to begin their later stagdifeofThis is comparable to the approach senior
cohousing follows: creating a neighborhood of imdliial homes and a shared common house for
use by all residents to promote aging in placeutincappropriate housing and the establishment

of community (Cohen, 2005; Peck, 2008).

Durrett (2009) noted that if older adults took titodook into what they would prefer for
their future needs and begin organizing some kifrglam to follow as they age, they would
typically be much more likely to age successfutisough maintaining positive well-being. By

planning ahead to live in a supportive communitgieoadults may be able to relinquish the fear



of being forced to move straight out of their hoamel into an institutional setting (Abraham-
Paiss, 2005). As older adults start searching foome in which they may be able to age in
place, they might want to consider the social quali the community as it will likely affect their
future life satisfaction (Oswald et al., 2010). femt studies are exploring the relationships of
healthy aging in relation to characteristics of gibgl, mental, and social health that are relevant

in housing for older adults (Oswald et al., 2007).

If older adults consider moving into a housing ligcin maintenance for healthy aging,
the capability of forming place attachment to tlea&rhome is the first step in successfully
navigating the aging in place dilemma (Sugiharav@rs, 2000). A site that eases older adults
into their new surroundings, by establishing aa&lawetwork, preserving their independence in
daily activities, and allowing them to personalizeir space may aid in this formation of place
attachment. Through these provisions, older adodtg also achieve a higher level of well-being
(Oswald et al., 2007; Peace et al., 2011; Sugikdtgans, 2000). These provided features may
then work in conjunction, making aging in placeieafr an older adult in her chosen housing

option.

Successful aging in place for older adults reliedoth the formation of place attachment
and the design features effect on perceived autgnathin a community (Oswald et al., 2010).
In senior cohousing, creating a site plan and mgkithat allow for adaptation for varying levels
of physical ability and personal control may helgintain autonomy by presenting older adults
with an environment that is just demanding enowgkeep them engaged in their normal
activities (Oswald et al., 2010; Durrett, 2009)ni8e cohousing communities are designed to
promote aging in place as the community buildingd sesidences may be easily modified to the
older adult's needs as they age (Peck, 2008). itkeo$ residences in a senior cohousing
community is another factor in determining the lvegy for older adults to maintain their

autonomy. Larger floor plans may have a positifeatfon younger individuals while older



adults may perceive a large floor plan negativeljt amay be too much maintenance for them
(Lawton, 1977, Oswald et al., 2010). For examphag to increase mobility and through that,
autonomy is to locate parking lots to the extesides of the community as it will not only
increase social interaction among residents whey plass by one another, but also maintain
resident exercise (Durrett, 2009). These featuréisedbuilt environment can all play a part in
helping older adults retain their personal autonevitiiin a housing option such as senior

cohousing.

Features in a senior cohousing environment magiate autonomy as discussed, but
how does that help to manage aging in place suttigser an older adult? Oswald et al. (2007)
discovered that accessibility in a home is the ndaitermining factor related to healthy aging in
older adults regardless of the obstacles the hoayeaontain. These authors also reported
findings that could establish possible criteriatfog design and construction of future accessible
and useful housing options for older adults (Osvedldl., 2007). Assessing the accessibility
problems within the home is a key component inpiteeess of aging in place. Without
addressing emotional and social problems, suclom@msecting an older adult to a new housing
option and community, and also planning for futtmacernghat are related to the aging process,
the resident will never be fully satisfied in latiée (Durrett, 2009). The features of senior
cohousing that encapsulate community can aid ifiulfi#ment of these emotional and social
issues. The community planning and developmenicgaated in by all members of the
community may contribute to solving these issuesv&d et al. (2010) noted that the
relationship with the neighborhood has serious icagibns for aging older adults as it is
correlated with well-being. Independence is a atersible part of the concern centering on older
adulthood, and senior cohousing can provide thefiisrof personal choice and freedom of
routine, while still affording residents supportlh the community and within their individual

lives (Peace et al., 2011). For these reasonsyrsemiousing communities and their construction



and operation premises will be explained in détaihe upcoming section to provide the reader

with a general understanding.

Senior Cohousing

Durrett, (2009) stated that in recent decadesyifierity of the Danish population was
dissatisfied with the choice of housing optionsilabée. Therefore, cohousing was created to
provide a new housing option centered on the ideeighborhood. These cohousing
neighborhoods provided members with a social conitywhile allowing them the privacy and
autonomy of living in their own individual homesh& communities utilize a model consisting of
individual housing units centered around an openmon area and a main activity building or
common house for all residents to share (Silver00). Though cohousing communities vary,
they always share these six components: partigipatocess; deliberate neighborhood design;
extensive common facilities; complete resident ngan@ent; non-hierarchal structure; and
separate income sources (Durrett, 2009). Charlese@and Kathryn McCamant are known to
be the two initiators and seminal architects ofableousing movement brought to the United
States in 1986. In 2005, Durrett expanded his fecusclude a more specific form of cohousing

for older adults: senior cohousing (Cohen, 2005).

Senior cohousing communities have developed flasnadverarching idea as a way to
explicitly manage the needs of older adults looKorga housing option that provides social
support, independence and positive well-being thinaheir life course (Durrett, 2009). Senior
cohousing is a relatively new and unexplored aseanaalternative for older adults in the long
line of available housing options and there is maiiliterature written over this topic (Glass,
2009). More information on the subject of senioha@using and its implications can be found in
Durrett’s book,The Senior Cohousing Handbook: A Community Appréa¢hdependent Living

(2009), as it has become a current benchmark $sareh on senior cohousing.
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Senior cohousing operates in such a way that ofidents are able to continue living
productive and meaningful lives by engaging inaiigéis that keep them involved within the
community (Durrett, 2009). Through participatiortiwese activities such as clubs, games and
managing the community (which is done only by restél members), residents may decrease
the chance of developing depression through loesdir{Bronstein et al., 2009). Residents may
also form connections with other members througlugmplanning and organization (Durrett,
2009). This is a key determinant in developing alo@lationships throughout the neighborhood,
which are the defining factors creating the serismmmunity. Through the experiences of this
supportive society, it is likely that life satistem will remain intact despite the ever present

decline of resident’s health (Oswald et al., 2010).

Durrett (2009) remarked that though operation @eelopment of community are
essential to the notion of senior cohousing, thegieof the built environment plays an integral
part in establishing the socialization componert fiitther explained that bad design in a
community has been found to inhibit residents’ abiciteractions by up to five times more than
that of a well-planned community. In this study termbuilt environments to be understood
as the collection of human-made products, systantsarchitectural elements that surround an
individual in a given area (Bartuska & Young, 1999r example, the built environment of a
senior cohousing community would consist of thevilsilal homes, common house, and any

other structures located in common areas.

The site plan of a senior cohousing community [Bcily arranged with the individual
residences clustered together, surrounding an gpemnon area circling around the common
house in which residents are encouraged to interidittone another (Durrett, 2009; Silverberg,
2010). The site plan of a senior cohousing commw@h be seen in Figure 1. The common
house is typically located within the center andlose proximity to the individual residences as

it helps to promote the overall sense of communtign it becomes the central location that
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residents pass through during their daily actisi{@ugihara & Evans, 2000; Durrett, 2009; Glass,
2010). The common house design may incorporaterdeanof guest suites to provide extra
lodging for visitors or accommodation for an oresitiregiver if professional health care is ever

needed by a member of the senior cohousing comyn(iitrrett, 2009).

Yegetable
Garden

A
Covered Carports — |
and Garages

NORTH HUSBAND STREET

©@2010 MCCAMANT & DURRETT ARCHITECTS

Figure 1. Senior Cohousing Site Map [Sample]: Usgld permission.

Within the individual homes, the environment mustchpable of adjusting to various
stages of support, as privacy and personalizatemajor factors of high quality of life (Peace et
al., 2011). Homes in senior cohousing are develapednd the concepts of universal design
guidelines, though there have been no suggestmfas as to what design concepts in a floor
plan may contribute to a prolonged and optimal g@gnvironment (Durrett, 2009). Individual

residences and buildings, such as the common hmusenior cohousing communities are
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designed to appear non-institutional and moreitikiividual homes with variations in finishes
and facade design that would be seen in the typeighborhood (Durrett, 2009). This might aid
older adult residents in perceiving the commurotpe closer to that of the home they moved
away from comparatively to other existing housipgans that are available. Following this idea,
the four individual floor plans that will be dradkéor this study will be designed to appear more
aesthetic like the typical individual residencéheatthan the institutional-oriented versions that
are seen so often in other housing options forr@delts. Oswald et al. (2010) observed that the
experiences gained from the place in which oneslagwell as the accessibility of the
environment may affect the older adult’s feelinfb&onging to that place. The built
environment in the community site plan, common leoasid individual residences in senior
cohousing is significant to the way residents manceive the senior cohousing neighborhood as
a whole. Design features used within the envirortraiempt to establish the relationship
between the individual and the community. Thougiséhfeatures may be significant to an older
adult’s perception of a senior cohousing commuratigrdability must still be addressed for

interested individuals.

A large concern for many older adults is the relatests involved with moving to an
alternative form of housing, or being able to affanodifications to their current home (Glass,
2009; Peace et al., 2011; Wagner et al., 2010)orlieg to Kornblum (2005), senior cohousing
is considered to cost slightly more than other caraple, individual homes, though it may cost
less than housing such as assisted living in sostances. In the Midwest, a senior cohousing
community contains 24 one- and two-bedroom priyab@ned homes ranging in price from
$150,000 to $265,000 and in square footage fronsq®2to 1,190sq.ft. (Abrahms, 2011; XYZ,
2009: This information was procured from this comityis website and a pseudonym is used to
protect community members’ identities). Accordinghe community’s website, these prices will

not only include the individual home itself, bus@la shared ‘piece’ of the 7.5 acres the
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community sits on and the 3,800 square foot comhmarse (XYZ, 2009: This information was
procured from this community’s website and a pseydois used to protect community
members’ identities). In comparison, a local asslisiving community offers its residents choices
in rooms. According to the Director of Life Enricknt, sizes range from 340sq.ft. to 550sq.ft.
costing $2,300-$3,100 per month at a minimum fe wo special needs required. This facility
operates on a need basis, and the more needsiaduadhas with daily activities, the more fees
are added on to the base. According to Nationar@ighouse for Long Term Care Information
(n.d.), most people will need long term care s&wifor an estimated three years. Based on that
estimate, living in the aforementioned assisteithgi\community could cost between $82,800 and
$$111,600 for three years and more if an individtiayed there longer or required any specialty

services.

As most senior cohousing communities are a hougiign older adults can buy into
rather than paying non-refundable fees, some iddals may prefer owning an asset they have
some personal control over. Assisted living centarsot be evenly compared to senior
cohousing communities as they are not only basdwbasing, but also on many other services
assisted living centers frequently offer. Olderltslmust make this decision for their future
based on whether they would prefer to live in tleeirent home and wait to join an existing
housing option, or to make the decision early avest in a senior cohousing community. The
decision to invest in a new residence in a commuiki¢ senior cohousing versus renting or
paying fees as is done in many other housing optmogy result in differing levels of attachment

to the home after an older adult has moved in.

Place Attachment
The relationship created between a place and avidodl has been referred to as place
identity, sense of place, and place satisfactioorgmothers, each of them being slightly different

in their implication (Lewicka, 2009). For the coxitef this study, the termlace attachmenwill
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be used to express such a relationdPipce attachment is defined as having developed,
emotional ties to a place or location that influepersonal identity by providing comfort,
familiarity and security to the individual (Sugilaa Evans, 2000; Shenk et al., 2004; Oswald et
al., 2010). Attachment to place has been knowworm through social contact with neighbors,
duration of time spent in the home, and through oréms gained from possessions and emotional
experiences (Lewicka, 2009; Shenk et al., 2004jHaung & Evans, 2000). Similar findings

within studies have been reported to show stroplgese attachment forms in places that elicit
residential satisfaction, though social ties wegarimportant overall than were physical
features of the place (Lewicka, 2009; Hidalgo & hrdez, 2001; Sugihara & Evans, 2000).
Sugihara and Evans (2000) indicated that littleaesh has been done over the effects of design
features on place attachment, though they fourtditlvag closer to a common activity building
where unplanned social encounters happened mayacindy increased place attachment.
Lewicka’'s (2009) findings in relation to bonds witbmes, neighborhoods, and cities reported
that age, ownership, and type and size of housimang other factors could also be predictors of

place attachment.

Sugihara and Evans (2000) maintained these fisding relevant to older adults in

senior cohousing because they represent the inmoertaf place attachment and social ties in the
successful relocation of an older adult to thistgp housing. Place attachment and social ties
may be essential to an older adult during the gdridheir life when they choose to move out of
their existing residence into housing such as sewbousing. Social contact has been found to
directly and indirectly affect physical and meritahlth, as it encourages integration into the new
home through emotional support (Sugihara & Eva@80? Keeping memorable possessions can
aid older adults during such a move as they sertelp maintain stable meanings of self-identity

for individuals though their life is changing (Slegt al., 2004). Having these possessions in their
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new homes may then act as an emotional suppootder adults while they adjust to their new

space and community.

Shenk et al. (2004) found that familiarity witlarresidence may play an important role
in the development of place attachment as it casipty lead to creating order within the home
for the older adult. Living in a place may leadiagividual to employ specific routines and
rituals within that space as he becomes accustoongerforming activities on a daily basis and
begins to feel comfortable within the area. As thdividual personalizes the space, it may
become representative of that individual’s idendisyunconscious routine and preference for the
place begin to overlap (Shenk et al., 2004; Lewi@®9). Overall, these findings are

representative of the effects an environment mag loa an individual's behavior.

Place attachment has also been aligned with dehei@ies on aging as researchers
study to explain the environment’s effect on bebavin relevance to this study, the Lifecourse
perspective and the Continuity Theory of Aging noéfer further insight into how concepts from
senior cohousing communities may be able to imppd&ee attachment in their older adult
residents. In the Lifecourse perspective, an indial’'s character may be shaped throughout
one’s life stages, such as young-adult througheretent-age, based on past experiences and
social and cultural environment (Elder, JohnsorGr&snoe, 2003; Hutchison, 2010). This
theoretical approach views the transitions and gésithat occur in that individual's character as
aging processes which take place in each life ftdgechison, 2010; Shenk et al., 2004). During
these life stages, individuals may undertake nuagesocial roles, which can then be associated
with familiar environments. The Lifecourse perspectorrelates a person’s attachment to a
home or possessions to the various roles that pensy have played at some point in life, such
as wife and mother, which can serve as guided stufgpahe duration of that person’s life

(Shenk et al., 2004). This aspect of the theoogidral to the idea of keeping important
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possessions that may provide emotional supposdriailder adult who has moved out of an

existing home and into housing, such as seniorwsihg.

According to Atchley (1989), the Continuity ThearfyAging subscribes to a similar
approach where individuals are assumed to chardjadapt as needed for normal aging and
continuation through life (Nimrod & Kleiber, 200G ontinuity theory suggests that maintaining
internal and external emotional and psychologibakacteristics is significant to well-being in
middle and later life as individuals make theseptida choices (Atchley, 1989). “Internal
continuity” is generally connected with the innetfgprocesses such as self-esteem and identity,
where as “external continuity” relates to findingmafort in the physical and social environment
(Atchley, 1989; Nimrod & Keliber, 2007; Parker, B)9The various social roles and life stages
that are discussed here previously can also belated with the Continuity theory as older
adults consistently show continuity in their hapabilities, relationships, and environments over
time (Atchley, 1989; Parker, 1995). Alongside plattechment, the need to maintain continuity
with an environment may be another leading factavtiy many older adults are reluctant to

relocate in their later years (Atchley, 1989).

Following the guidelines of the continuity theooyder adults may not feel comfortable
relocating to a new home at first, though they wiill have the capability to adapt to the new
environment. Specific concepts related to placchthent and the Lifecourse perspective, that
can be implemented into the design and operati@nhafusing option such as senior cohousing
could make the adaptation process easier on oftldisaAllowing residents to personalize their
individual homes as they see fit with memorablespesions is one example of such concepts.
Housing options which utilize these concepts magitile to expect an increase in their residents’
satisfaction with their new homes; and therefori¢h the housing environment itself. As these
two theories indicate in their constructs, the theriivironment may be a major component in the

process of place attachment formation for oldeitadu

17



Many characteristics of the built environmentémi®r cohousing could play an
important role in establishing place attachmentil®Mhhas been found that smaller distances
between residences and the common house may ie@eeisl interaction, outdoor spaces such
as gardening areas may attribute to it as wellifwg & Evans, 2000). Factors such as
personalization of the home, using the naturalrenment, maintaining community appearance,
and establishing neighborhood relationships haveeain found to be positive predictors of place
attachment (Lewicka, 2009; Peace et al., 2011)io6enhousing communities assert downsizing
by utilizing smaller living spaces in individual imn@s which may reduce challenging maintenance
and maneuverability around the home which can ipegjtaffect an older adult's environment
(Oswald et al., 2010). Each of these factors &edlito be found in a senior cohousing
community and they may all be relative to incregslade attachment; however, they may be

relative to perceived autonomy as well.

Autonomy and Older Adults

Andresen, Runge, Hoff, & Puggaard (2009), arguatlittdependence, along with
culture, religion, and personal control all inflaera person’s autonomy. The formation of place
attachment to a new home is the major step in bagyra relationship with the new residence,
though the maintenance of an older adult’s indepeod may grant her the ability to stay in the
space longer and with a higher quality of well-lgeilm a cross-national study, participants who
thought of their homes as meaningful due to physscaial, or emotional reasons were found to
be more independent in their daily activities, &ettith environmental control, and less likely to
develop depressive symptoms (Oswald et al, 200¥.Hbme in which one lives establishes the
types of activities an older adult may be abledwoanplish (Wagner, Shubair, & Michalos,
2010). Maintaining autonomy through independenake@ersonal control of one’s activities,
choices, and life is a common concern among agopgliations when faced with the fact of

growing older (Bronstein et al., 2009; Peace e&l11). Older adults worry about these issues as
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they fear having to face the choice of deciding twhay will do when they are no longer able to
live by themselves (Bronstein et al., 2009; Peaed. £2011). Many older adults share similar
opinions that after they are no longer able to #ilane in their home, choosing to live in a
housing option for older adults would be bettentleaving the responsibility up to their children.
Others still fear giving up personal control ofitteocial lives, eating habits, and daily routiaas
they believe moving to many of the current housiptjons will force them to give all of these

abilities up (Peace et al. 2011).

These fears older adults face may be very impbttetineir well-being and maintained
independence in their future. The competence @&ragm, or their physical and mental health,
strength, and self-esteem, will allow that persomtanage personal control of their interaction
with the environment in a positive way. Lawton (Ip@lso examined how lower competence,
due to low levels of environmental stimulation, rmagult negatively in poor physical health,
sensory losses in older age, and the developmenenfal health issues. Durret (2009) has
viewed humans as social beings in the light thagmitihhey experience change, they will want to
reconnect at a different level. By maintaining sty in later life, older adults may be able to
preserve their health and well-being, learning #uihg positively may allow them to age in

place successfully.

Well-being can be maintained in two specific arefahe human psyche: confidence and
health. By preserving their autonomy, older aduigs/ expect to keep their self-confidence at a
higher level than if they were to decrease theudtition they received from the environment
(Lawton, 1977). Choosing to live in a housing optibat may assist with instrumental activities
of daily living (IADL) for older adults instead dfaving the residents do the activities on their
own could cause residents to lose those abiliidster years (Lawton, 1977; Oswald et al.,
2007). IADLs can consist of shopping, talking oa ghone, cooking, housework, and using

transportation among other activities (Oswald £t24110). Health is also positively impacted
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through retaining autonomy if an older adult condis to interact socially, keeping isolation and
alienation to a minimum by staying involved witkefids (Durrett, 2009; Sugihara & Evans,
2000). Programs that engage older adults’ hobbidsrdaerests or keep them regularly active
have been found to improve health conditions amhelelay some health problems in later life
(Russ, 2009; Silverberg, 2010). Keeping up withrtaetivities of daily living (ADL) such as
eating, dressing, walking, showering, and so farthalso found to be important to health
(Bronstein et al., 2009; Oswald et al., 2010). ©&fults who live within a community have been

found to have healthier lifestyles than those wbmat (Cohen, 2005).

In senior cohousing, many features are in placeake sure that residents have the
ability to continue living autonomously to bendfieir confidence and health during their later
years of life (Lawton, 1977; Durrett, 2009). Astethpreviously, senior cohousing communities
offer social interaction, engagement in activitesd independence, all found to be related to
improving health. Durrett (2009) stated that restdevho participate in these social interactions
and activities may maintain a high level of confide by providing their own productive input
into the neighborhood. The mutually supportive camity environment establishes co-care
between residents. This has been reported to makebars of the community feel healthier by
ensuring that everyone is taken care of. This i@e may be caused by individuals focusing
more on their neighbors’ health issues insteachtyf on their own. Building design in the
common house and individual residences is congliluict be adaptable and accessible for all
members of the community so that everyone is abmtribute and reach a higher level of well-
being (Durrett, 2009; Oswald et al., 2007). Senaitousing communities will only invest in paid
services if members think it necessary and thisetenourage residents to keep up with their own

chores as well as maintenance for the entire prppeawton, 1977).

These ideas embody the goal of this study’s dedijectives, as it aims to develop

options for senior cohousing community residencigls the hope of offering older adults a place
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to age in place successfully for the duration efrthives. Creating housing options that promote
concepts of place attachment and perceived automaayybe an essential element to what older
adults are missing in current housing facilitiesoristein et al. (2009) remarked that this has
become a growing interest for the older populaéisthey have begun to examine what features
of existing housing options may not be working esded and which aspects of community may
be important to expand upon for future design arittling. As the baby boomer cohort and
current older adults search through the availglges of housing options, they will likely decide

on the option that best supports later Wifell-being, maintained independence and personal

control of their future years.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHOD

For this study, the researcher submitted an apjgitto the Institutional Review Board
(IRB) for an approval on the protocol for threessess with potential members of a senior
cohousing community: individual interviews, a fogrsup, and a questionnaire over the
proposed floor plan designs. Once the IRB apprbadibeen obtained, the researcher contacted
these members through email and by phone. Pot@atititipants were presented with a flyer at
first contact that explained the present studythedsessions that would be offered if they chose
to participate. Older adults who were interestegairticipating were given a cover letter of
informed consent, which further explained detaflthe session or sessions they chose to
participate in. Upon further interest, older adwire given an informed consent form to read
and sign after they fully comprehended what thaitipipation could entail. The researcher
drafted two individual informed consent cover lettand informed consent forms addressing the
interviews and questionnaire and the focus groupcarestionnaire. Participants were only
included in the questionnaire if they participaitethe interviews, focus group, or botlhe
interviews were held either in the participant’'srtes or another location of their choosing. The
focus group was in a public meeting room. The doesaire took place at the senior cohousing
members’ newly renovated common house as it waly easessible to all participating

members.
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Participants of the Study

The researcher recruited a purposive sample ofdelr adults, from the ages of 55 to 85,
living within a rural community in the Midwest. @He 11 participants, 10 completed individual
interviews, 4 participated in the focus group, &ntlere involved in the questionnaire. These
individuals are associated with a local group dfoladults in the process of organizing a senior
cohousing community for themselves within the toliembers within this group who were
currently living in their single-family residencaad who had never lived within any form of
housing for older adults were selected out of ploigulation to be included in the interviews,
focus group, and evaluation. Due to their membgrglithin such a group, these older adults are
considered to have working knowledge and understgraf how senior cohousing communities
operate. This group of older adults was approaéheithe study by the researcher through their
advertised website containing phone numbers andsofanany of the individual members. The
researcher contacted members by emailing or calieq with the contents of the advertisement

flyer explaining the three research sessions.

Interviews

Older adults who agreed to participate in the Bestsion for this study were asked to
complete a survey of demographics and to takeipantividual, informal interviews that were
audio recorded. These interviews were schedulegidagt the researcher and each participant for
a specific time and place. The interviews examithedopinions of these potential residents
regarding residential floor plan design of senmn@using communities to formulate questions
that were later used in the focus group. The ig@nguestions were used to help expand on the
perceptions the participants had of various featofeesidential design such as space
requirements, using universal design within the ésnfloor plan arrangement, and how they

believed plan arrangement could work within a seaadhousing community. A script was used
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with each participant during the interviews to gslestions such as: “What made you want to
move into this senior cohousing community? Howyd feel about downsizing? Would you be
interested in having a front porch for social eragagnt with your neighbors?” Each interview

lasted no longer than one hour.

The survey used for this study collected demogdcapdf the participants involved so that
they could be compared with current and futureistidxamining the populations in various
senior cohousing communities. This aided in theegadization of overall sample results for
future, individual studies as most studies exangrsi@nior cohousing communities may have a
very small and selective group of participants. €ioas in the survey consisted of information
regarding age, gender, marital status, level otation, occupation, years spent in current home,

income, and ethnicity.

Focus Group Study

Sample members who agreed to participate in thengiesession for this study were
contacted by the researcher who proposed the @gedjtime and place where the focus group
took place. During this meeting, participants weffered refreshments, given an informed
consent form, and asked to participate in the deapddcs survey if they had not already done so
in an individual interview. This meeting lasted eppmately one hour. Participants were also
invited to join in a future third session regardthgir evaluation of the study’s floor plan

propositions after the focus group findings hadnbaealyzed.

Following the survey of demographics, these oldéividuals were asked to participate
in the audio recorded focus group held with the gbaollecting older adults’ opinions and
perceptions on residential design regarding spfatidtioning, aging in place, lighting, and the
home exterior. These questions concerning theniaps and perceptions were based on the

themes that emerged from the individual intervigwihe first session of this study’s research.

24



These areas were determined to be representativeatfthis sample of older adults was looking
for in terms of residence design in a senior coimgusommunity. Questions regarding residential
design were aimed at the participants’ preferefmethe design of the homes in these
communities. These four areas were chosen forgayidiscussion as responses were expected
to be relevant to the two proposed design objesifehis study: promoting place attachment
and contributing to perceived autonomy as theycafiging in place. Altogether, there were eight
open-ended questions in the script for participtmtiiscuss freely with the researcher during the
focus group. The four topics each had two main tipres and various prompts were used within
each topic to gain further insight from participanthe focus group meeting lasted an
approximate hour and one half. The primary purmdsesing a focus group over these areas of
community housing was to listen and document thiegpions of older adults choosing to live in
a senior cohousing community and to aid in the tstdading what they are looking for as far as
needs and concerns within that type of housing.

Questions related to these four topics regardisglential features pertained to the
exterior and interior design of individual homeattbould be used in a senior cohousing
community. For example such features as front-fapiorches, entry ways, floor plan layouts,
and universal design and accessibility could bdempnted within the home. The topic of spatial
functioning was used to gather opinions on whiaaaparticipants felt were important and not
important in a residence. An example of a questitated to spatial functioning was “Do you
think anything may not be necessary in your curheme for your future living?” Participants
were asked questions regarding aging in placetteragnderstand what expectations they had for
features in a new residence that would benefit timelater years. One of the questions
concerning aging in place was “What do you thirg llome should provide for accessibility and
mobility problems?” An example from the lightingoio included “What would you look for in
artificial and natural lighting in a new resident@&fe final topic, the home exterior, was aimed
at gathering perceptions of what participants eo&ing for from their porches and patios in the
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senior cohousing community. Questions in this topgarded the expectations participants had
for these areas. These questions assessed thsarolder adults’ opinions to gain perspective
on how their perceptions of senior cohousing wieid tb residential design in order to promote
place attachment and contribute to autonomy i sars. Understanding the perceptions of this
sample of future senior cohousing residents aideddsearcher in shaping the conceptual floor

plan designs that were drafted for this project.

Data Coding and Analysis

Audio recordings from the individual interviews n@dranscribed by the researcher and
used to formulate the questions that guided thesfgroup in the second research session.
Transcribed data from these interviews was reviewsdalg grounded theory. Grounded theory

according to Walker & Myrick (2006) can be undeost@s such:

To code, data are broken down, compared, and taeegin a category. Similar data are
placed in similar categories, and different datatgs new categories. Coding is an
iterative, inductive, yet reductive process thgamizes data, from which the researcher

can then construct themes, essences, descripgiodsheories (pp. 549).

Using grounded theory and the computer softwaréV reoccurring themes of participant’s
perceptions and opinions over residence desigarimscohousing were identified from the
interviews. In the NVIVO software, data was org&diznto categories which could then show
how many times each category was referenced bicipanits and how many of the participants
mentioned something correlated to each categoswiig these references, the themes were
ranked in order of which were mentioned the mogpdnyicipants. Questions regarding these
themes were developed to ask participants in thesfgroup. Recordings from the focus group
were analyzed according to the amount and lengtimef various topics were discussed to

identify key points that were common among samplgigipants. These key points regarding the
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older adults’ perceptions on spatial functioningjng in place, lighting, and the home exterior
were merged with the reoccurring themes that drose the individual interviews. The merged
list of themes and key points was ranked in impartsaccording to the number of references
made by participants. This list was then matchedd thie universal design guidelines within a
matrix. This allowed the found themes and key moiatbe visually represented against the seven
universal design principles showing what componehtgying and design were correlated,
integrated, or not applicable to one another. Figslibased on this matrix were synthesized with
housing concepts in the design of the floor planesipced for this study. Using these concepts,
four floor plan options were drafted; each witlgktly varying exterior and interior floor plans.
The drafted plans incorporated architectural dessibat supported universal design guidelines,
though they were presumed not to appear institatimnnature. Great care was taken to express
the individuality of the four different plans sattresidents could continue to perceive
themselves as independent individuals. These foar plans employed features of these
concepts with the ultimate goal of satisfying botlthe two proposed design objectives within
this study: place attachment and perceived autonésigtated previously, four plans were
designed to offer residents a variety of floor gland square footage while maintaining lower

costs compared to building only custom homes.

Questionnaire

Once the floor plans for the study were complepedticipants who were involved in the
individual interviews and/ or focus group were aygmhed again for the third session of this
study, the questionnaire which contained a posisatian of the four individual housing options.
The questionnaire was held at the participants’lyegnovated common house on the senior
cohousing site that was under construction atithe. tFollowing the informed consent, the
researcher gave an informal presentation to thicipemts so that they could question the

researcher and understand each floor plan optitiretéullest extent. The presentation consisted
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of each of the four floor plans, elevations of kitehen cabinets, and four various perspectives of
a master bathroom, a master bedroom, a full viealafing, dining, and kitchen area, and one of
the front porches. The elevations and perspectirge used to aid participants in picturing a
three-dimensional image of these spaces withitfidoe plans. Following the presentation on
each of the four plans, sample members were askitidut post-evaluation questionnaires
which would be used to determine the conclusiothisfstudy. The questionnaires examined the
participants perceived attachment and independertbe floor plans using questions concerning
adaptation, comfort, individuality, ease of mokiliind maintenance. A few of the questions used
in the evaluation consisted of: “Do you feel asuthio these floor plans would provide a
supportive home in which to age independently?"iHouch work do you think these floor

plans would be to keep up with in terms of cleardnd maintenance?” and “If you lived in one

of these floor plans, do you feel as though theseds would be easy to personalize and provide
enough space for your memorable possessions?’eVidiaation questionnaires were used to
assess the four floor plans regarding whether bthay were able to accomplish designs that
were perceived to meet the two design objectivehisfstudy: promoting place attachment and
perceived autonomy. The floor plans’ observed ss&ees based on the participants’ beliefs that
they would feel a greater connection to the newdndmother members, and the community, and
whether the participants believed they would feeterautonomous within that interior
environment. The answers from the evaluation qoeséires were examined as a group to
ascertain the participants’ observed success dfabeplans and whether or not the floor plans
met the two design objectives of this study. Ag/dive participants took the post-evaluation
guestionnaires and their responses were genenadigreement, the results of the questionnaires

were analyzed by comparing and contrasting pagidsg) answers to each question.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The three research sessions culminated in the ati@iuof the research project. The first
two sessions included in this study, the interviewd focus group, produced individual sets of
results that were used as building blocks to afdimulating questions that would be asked in
the following sessiong’hemeshat emerged from the individual interviews wesedito produce
guestions for the focus group that were more dataihd specific for housing design for a senior
cohousing community. The questions in the focusigifteshed out detailed responses from
participants which were later identified leesy pointghe participants agreed upon regarding
residential housing design. For the remainder isfstudy,themeswill be used to signify results
from the interviews anlley pointswill be used to signify results from the focusgpoThe
merger of the found themes and key points was withth a matrix to cross reference universal
design principles for the development of the fawtividual floor plans. The results from the final
session, the questionnaire, determined the obsen@mbss and deficiencies of the floor plan
designs in promoting place attachment and perceiueshomy. The following sections explain
in detail the results from the three individualssess, the development of the floor plans, and the

integration of findings regarding place attachnaamd perceived autonomy.
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Interviews

During the transcription process of the individiniérviews with participants, 13
reoccurring themes were recognized. The 13 therses recognized as: Housing Concerns;
Planning for the Future; Downsizing; Social EngagetTaking Personal Belongings; Home
Arrangement; Privacy; Storage; Universal DesignmeQGar Nature; Pet Concerns; Natural Light;
Energy Efficiency. Within these individual themesme themes were very specific while others
wound up being broad. This was due in part to theumt of references made by participants
concerning each theme category. If the numberfefeaces was small, the theme stayed
specific, whereas if there were multiple referentasle in a category, the theme grew more
broad. The broad themes contained various piecetasmation that were deemed similar and
grouped together in the same category. It is ingmdiio note that this was necessary as the
amount of data collected could have otherwise tedih too many themes that may have skewed
the remainder of the study. Of these 13 themesf tie themes were related to residential
design for senior cohousing communities and wdereaced by participants in varying degrees.
The themes, Housing Concerns and Planning for aiher€&, though relevant to the literature were
not considered pertinent to the design of the fldans for senior cohousing communities. These
two themes will be discussed immediately followthg 11 themes concerning residential design.
These 11 themes will be discussed in the follovgamagraphs in order of themes found most

commonly to the themes found the least commonly.

The theme identified #8ome Arrangememwas referenced the most by all of the
participants involved in the interviews. This thewes identified as such because it referred to
the participants’ opinions and perceptions regardlie arrangement of floor plans, the various
rooms to be included in the floor plans, and hosvitidividual homes would be arranged on the
site plan of a senior cohousing community. Therageanent of floor plans generally dealt with

the participants’ opinions of whether an open flplam would be more pleasing to them versus a
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closed floor plan. The participants expressedttiet preferred an open space in the living,
dining, and kitchen areas as all of the floor plasild be much smaller in square footage than
their homes they were living in at the time. An ofleor plan would help to make the new floor
plans seem larger. They also indicated that udigtgeh ceilings in an open floor plan would be
another way to increase the feeling of spaciousweh@ the floor plans. The following remarks

represent these results:

| just think open floor plan is the way to go. Ism@all space, if you divide it even more
by closing areas off, it just reduces the overpdce. | very much favor an open floor

plan... in fact that's what lead our designing was ¢ineat room concept where you've
got all the visual space you have that is availabid you can have it all at once when
you're in the living space and the only divisiomesg is the bedroom space where you

might need it.

| think that the slanted ceiling that is fairly thigvill give a feeling of more space than is

actually there.

| like that aspect cause when you're cooking itterto be able to talk with people |

think.

When the participants discussed the various robmgwould prefer within the different floor
plans some of them spoke of including an extrarbath, extra bedroom, or both. Their
reasoning behind wanting these extra rooms vagpemding on the uses they had in mind for
the rooms. Some of the participants wanted extilardams for visitors and guests who might
stay the night as they didn't want to worry abouatking guests feel uncomfortable about using
their private bathroom or taking the time to cléagir ‘mess’. Participants had many specific

ideas regarding a second bedroom that consisteavirig an extra workspace, having a place for
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guests to stay the night, and having a room whwexe ¢ould have their computer desk or

television out of sight of their main living roofarticipants indicated the following ideas:

It seems strange for a single person to say | mageé more than one bathroom but, if

you expect company | think that's really a necgssit

Another thing | have to have is more than one kmahr. If | have company | would have
probably one guest at a time that might stay owgrnil don’t want them to feel that in
the middle of the night they have to traipse throogy bedroom to get to the master
bathroom...so they may be sleeping on an air maftbegsat least they will have a little

bathroom right there and that was important to mehoosing the size of house.

I've gone with one of the larger units and my secbedroom is going to be my TV room,
my office, and my guestroom altogether. That'st@ig@urpose to have in one small

space.

I've got so many bookmarks of ideas where | can this room into a multi-purpose

room.

Participants also discussed how they believedrtiieidual homes in a senior cohousing
community should be oriented on the site. Manyigaénts believed that the individual homes
needed to face one another to ensure that commatatiyonships would naturally flourish
through daily communication. Some participants ndwa that they did not think the homes
should face the common house as they would maay/ldee one another in there on a regular
basis. Participants also expressed their opinionsteether the homes should be individually
built or built together in groups such as duple@sme remarked that building the homes in
groups could result in savings in construction ewst others had come to believe that this was
preferable to building separate houses that woane targer lawns that would require more
maintenance. Participants made these comments:
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| had a condo, and | was connected to one othet that was fine. And then I've lived in
apartments, and that seemed fine too. | think tiratfact that we're connected in fours
and then across the sidewalk in fours... | think thiitpromote the idea that we're all
about and that's community. Whereas in individuahles you just don't get that as

much.

I think that facing the other houses is importagéia to the concept. It kind of forces us,
but in a good way, to really pay attention to eather. And a lot of us have been living
by ourselves for a long time in a neighborhood wehggople just put up their garage
door, put their car in, and go in their house. 8ist.. facing each other is going to create

a new habit in us, and that’s good.

The idea of having smaller, independent housegés hut not to have to do yard work
because we're in that fourplex design | think isaglvantage for me. I'll have a small
yard that | can just do shrubs and things like tifidtdon’t want to do the weedeater on
some lawn and those kinds of things, and in angeddent home where the yard was all

around, | think it'd be a lot more outside work.

Downsizingwas the second most referenced theme as all gfattieipants in the

interviews commented heavily on this topic. Theaidé downsizing was concerned with

participants’ opinions and perceptions of movintp ia home that would be much smaller in

square footage than the homes they were livingiimg this study. Participants discussed many

areas involved with the idea of downsizing sucheasicing their personal belongings, passing

belongings on to their children, and preparingdibtheir homes. When speaking about reducing

their personal belongings, many participants reedhtkat it was time for them to do this, and

that they were enjoying the process. Participalsts mentioned that though many items were

33



trivial and easy to discard, as they continuedughothe process and went through items with

more sentimental value, decisions became much hddgicipants indicated the following:

Uh, it was time. We had a lot of stuff that we dideed, and we’ve gotten rid of all the
easy things and now we’re going through some ofttimgys that are hard... trying to

figure out what'’s going to fit in the new house.

Oh, I know it's exactly what | need to do and Ihaa friends who had to move quickly
and they had to downsize or... they just had to beethand other people decided what

they were keeping.

There’s always mixed feelings with it. Everythingttyou handle that you have to make a
decision about are we going to take it with us? Weegoing to get rid of it? How are we
going to get rid of it? It paws up the feelingsttixe have about things and we happen to
live in a house where virtually everything thatisthese walls has a personal attachment
to a person and event, almost nothing was justambgcause we thought it would go
well with the rest of the stuff we have. Downsizéngpomething that's important to do,

I'm more than willing to do it, and we've startealdo it and we have a lot of work to do.

Participants often spoke of leaving the belongithgy could not take to their new home with
their children during their downsizing process. ¥ fedt that seeing meaningful belongings go to
their children would be a better alternative taiggtrid of the items, but participants also
mentioned that their children often did not wannsnaf their belongings or did not hold the
same regard for their various cherished items.vAdéthe participants also mentioned that they
wanted to downsize while they were still able tosddnstead of leaving the burden to their

children. The following comments were concernedliese beliefs:

Part of it is not hard at all, there are things tHadefinitely know will be going with us,
but the things that are not going to fit into owwhome and what we may have left over
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that our daughters do not want or cannot accommedatheir homes... that will be the

hard par.

[Wq decided that with all of our daughters living frdn®00 to 1,500 or more miles

away that we should probably downsize while weelues were able to do that.

Participants explained that the need to sell tinéividual homes was a driving factor in pushing
them to begin their downsizing process. Some ppaints said that it was easier to start working
through their belongings when they realized theuldmeed to sell their house before they
would be able to move into the completed seniopasig community. These comments were

related to this matter:

When someone came and knocked on my door and reilllyl want to buy your house, it
was like a total shift in my head, and | got exaiéddout that. That helped with the
downsizing because | knew in order to get out fumaler that house | had to get my stuff

out of there.

While I've been getting ready for my painter, lulgbt I'm moving these out of his way
but I really don't need it here or later... and isjufeels so good and I'm so excited... |
think oh I'm going to have so much less to cleaud, lathink | can get all of my future

square footage cleaned each week, and that wildbewarding instead of putting the

dirt pile up.

The theme recognized 8scial Engagementas also mentioned by each of the
participants in the interviews. This theme regandadicipants’ perceived opinions and
perceptions over visitation on the front porchethefindividual homes and the building of
community relationships with other senior cohousimgmbers. Participants noted that having
front porches that faced other members’ front pesghst across common sidewalks in the
community would be an easy way to start informahownication on a consistent basis. They
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believed that the proximity of the front porcheswebbenefit the building of their friendships
with other members as it would be easy to see wdsaut and milling around or walking up to

the common house. Participants made the followorgroents regarding these beliefs:

The communication pathways kind of meet out theageoin our visibility and so, even
though we’re not directly across from somebody pfeare going to be going by quite a
bit, and you know that keeps us connected. Weloack®n other people and they can

check on us.

When | go out on the front porch, | know those peall. And we're going to be close
enough together you're going to be talking acrdesftont porch anyways, might as well

come over and sit down and have a cup of coffdemat..

I think it will be a way to sit out and talk to thewithout having to call and say are you
busy? Can I talk with you? It's a more informal wafybeginning conversation and

staying all night over there.

The more | worked with the group and became agfaitte group the more readily |
gave into the idea about sharing a building withetpeople and living in that close of

proximity. | would never have thought | wantedive wall to wall with somebody else.

| think designing in such a way that you createushsontact is very helpful... And you
can design it so it's hard to make contact or yan design it so it's easy, and cohousing
with that porch on the front is a design that eneges me to go out and bump into

somebody else.

All of the participating members in the intervieasgpressed beliefs or commented about
specific possessions they believed would be impottatake with them to their new homes and

so the them@&aking Personal Belonginggas identified. Many of the participants elaborated
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the particular possessions they wanted to taketivtim and some spoke of possessions they
wanted to take, but that they would not be abl&enerally, the personal belongings participants
discussed in the interviews were memorable to thehad sentimental value, or they were
functional items that they would need on an eveyyahsis. The following statements support

these findings:

We’'ve got a lot of artwork that we identify withdamonestly we’re not going to hang it
all. | suppose we could rotate it... we might havdddhat, but yeah | guess other than a
few pieces of furniture and artwork... the futord dine things that are functional and they

fit.

| think it sounds kind of like keeping your identithe things that support this is what |
am or this is one of the things I'm involved withsomething that you wrote... things like

that. Some of those | think will be fun for meatwki back on and remember.

Well there are certain pieces of furniture, there hooks, and there are photographs.

Those kinds of items are necessarily going to beethaand a lot of our plants...

So I'm really thinking what kind of furniture is aher, very versatile, serves dual

purposes, and then also if it's very cleanable...

Privacywas yet another theme that was identified as & eiacussed by all participants
in the interviews. Participating members spokenaf inain areas of privacy in a senior cohousing
community: privacy within the homes, and the pmrviaack patio spaces on the individual homes.
Remarks regarding this theme were geared towargatiipating members’ senior cohousing
community that was under construction at the tifninis study. Their group had already
discussed the community’s terms of privacy outsidehomes and all members were to respect
one another’s privacy when they were on their iatios. Some participant’s added that they
planned to landscape around their back patiosissydo create a vegetative screen so that it

37



would seem more private as well. Participant'séatid that privacy in the homes would be

easily attainable. These comments reinforce thesgts:

The whole concept is that the front porch is natrymivate space, if you're out there;
you're open to the public. And if you're on youickaatio, the implied policy is that
that’s your private space and people know that dowl't bother you if you're on your

back.

Il be the closest unit to the parking, but | tkiit will be okay. We have a good

landscaping plan, and I'm not going to lay out ibi&ini anyway... no need for privacy.

The thing that makes it work for me is that | krl@a&n go inside and close my door and

I can have all of the privacy | want. And | can@gside on my back area and have all of
the privacy | want. That's the balance, I’'m notded to only come and go through my
front door. If I don’t want to, if | want to go oand take a walk down by the creek, | can

go out my back door and nobody knows where | am.

I'm not so concerned about that and there will bene kind of border or shrubbery that
will kind of block the common house from my badttyBit be able to see it from my
front porch, but | don’t think I'll get the sendeat everyone driving in and parking in the

guest parking or something like that is going tdrbeading my privacy.

The last reoccurring theme that was discussedl loy the interview participants was
recognized ablniversal DesignThough many of the participants were unawardisf t
professional term, they spoke of features in regidedesign that are associated with universal
design principles. Participants’ opinions and peticas of this topic were geared toward various
problematic situations and needs that they haddirexperienced or believed they would
experience in their future. These situations agebis included modifying their current homes,
experiencing a personal disabling ailment or waigla friend or family member develop one,
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and thinking about their own or other community nbens’ future needs. Participants believed
that they would benefit by using particular resiirfeatures, such as those of universal design,
and would be less likely to suffer from these gitues or needs. Participants who had modified
their current homes had done so to incorporatendyfanember’s needs and they spoke of the
modifications that were easy to accomplish andhbdifications that would have been
complicated and expensive which they had triedadkvaround. These remarks express how

these participants dealt with modifying their homes

| put in double doors so you could get from onemdo the bedroom area and | made
ramps from the kitchen... so it was easy to modifly thut there were parts of the house
that couldn’t be modified without major things,ls@as very much aware of all of the
needs and the kinds of things you have to havetawlild not detract from the usual

living space.

The fact that everything is one level... my fathexdiin this house for a few months and
we had ramps everywhere because of that, becausgegdo where you trip over

something and you can fall at nothing so that featuhink is excellent...

Participants who had experienced a personal disabijury or ailment or who had watched a
friend or family member go through it spoke of desieatures that would have been beneficial
during that time. They also believed specific desgptures could be beneficial to everyone in all
residences in the occurrence that they ever hdddbwith an injury or disability that could

affect mobility. Design features mentioned by thpadicipants included grab bars, roll-in

showers, and wide doorways. The subsequent statexgressed these beliefs:

What we call grab bars, we call them balance batwse ought to be in everybody'’s...
when | broke my leg... it's not a roll-in showerjuist has a little lip... and my daughter

broke her leg in gymnastics when she was little h&teto either have somebody there to

39



help or that would have been very handy for anytaidyny age. Those ought to be

standard and wider doorways...

Many of the participants’ comments on this topiadeveimed at planning for future needs that
could be developed later in life by themselvestbencommunity members. Participants
mentioned design features that could aid a disahbididual in maneuvering around the home
as this was a need many were concerned with regpagjing. Participants also indicated that
including such design features in a residence readse for preparing the home to support

oneself as one aged. Participants indicated lfmning:

Well | guess given the fact that it's a senior amding and that any one of us could
possibly end up in that condition, it would be riiedave a place where you didn’'t have

to move. It makes sense.

| think the grab bars are already going to be ier and that bothers me a little bit, just
because when | was a child | went to a nursing hantkit scared me and... | don't

know why, but anyways to me it looks a little tingtonal, so I'm hoping to do something
to camouflage in some way until | need it... | meaa af our members broke her ankle

and she’s confined to a wheelchair for 6 weeks’'s@ood. | mean that can happen.

All the hallways are wide, | think that's wonder&uld even if you just have a walker as
opposed to a wheelchair you still need more roonabse typically you're going to have
trouble going straight. | can see myself sort obllong down the hall a little bit from

side to side, so | like that.
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I think universal design is just smart design. #ximizes your flexibility and how you use
the space. Maximizing the opportunity for differpatsons to be in the space so | can
have any kind of company | want to have and theespan be as supportive of them as it

is of me.

The theme recognized @sire for Naturewas discussed by the majority of the interview
participants. This theme was identified as paréinifs opinions regarding having vistas from the
individual residences, having enough outdoor spaemjoy and relax in, and having space for
gardening as a hobby. Several of the participantischthat they enjoyed having a nice view of
the outdoors from the interior and exterior of tHe@imes and that this was something they might
miss from their current residence. Participante alentioned that having an outdoor space as a
getaway in which they could relax and enjoy wasmaportant decision in their choice of home in
the senior cohousing community that was being liaiiltheir group. These opinions were

reiterated in the following comments:

I want enough space that | can have a comfortabéerand a little end table and some

planters and things like that on the back porch.

In selecting my home, the vista from the back parat more importance than the vista

from the front porch.

Yeah and that’s just my solitary nature cominglmetause | picked a home that has a
very nice view on the property where | could sitloeback porch and enjoy the view,
read a book, and have some solitary time... inviteezme to share it with me if | want

to, but you know that was very important to me.. viee.
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| spend a great deal of time looking out these wiv&land we’re going to have very nice
windows where we’re going and I think we're luckpegh to have chosen a house that
has stuff to look at, but that’s it. Certainly tix@rd, seeing the yard, being in the yard will

be the major thing that will be a change.

Having plenty of space outside to continue gardgaimd housing potted plants was another
concern many of the participants voiced regardarg ¢or nature. They wanted space in which
they could transfer many of the plants they alrezaty or space that they could plan for new
plants to grow in. These participants enjoyed tgkiare of their plants and gardening as a hobby

and a way to spend time outside. Participants rtfegléollowing remarks:

I'm hoping | can take this long thing here and plants all on it and that might be it,
other than maybe hanging baskets on the front pdrbings like that, but yeah I'll miss

my indoor plants.

| plan to use it for warm plants. | enjoy plantddagxpect to, depending on how the
lighting turns out, | think there will be a fair aant of morning such, so | look forward

to the challenge of choosing the plants that'll iwtrere.

They showed spots where there would be littleyifland but lots of green things, and
flowers, and shrubs, and all that so that will liedkof fun. And once that gets
established then maybe then I think it's even remrgting to spend time outside on that

back patio.

The theme recognized Bsergy Efficiencyvas not one of the leading themes from the
interview session as only about half of the pgrtaits issued comments relating to this topic. The
participants showed concern for conserving endrgyigh the design of the individual homes in
the community they were building and through tiddrassed some affordability issues as well.
Participants shared these comments:
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| really would have preferred a freestanding horeeduse | am into windows and light,
well they considered that, but I think the enerfficiency... cause I'm into being as

green as possible, and that’s the other thing gtacted me to this community.

When | started out thinking about cohousing | weeirgg little individual cottages in my
head, as we worked through the process, energyeceetson was one, and affordability

was the other factor that caused me to say thatzyc..

So as the idea of sharing more of it grew on mieegnt from individual house to the idea
of well maybe duplexes and then it was built thptexes would fit better here and then
the final outcome was kind of why don’t we builou@dings just alike and it was an
affordability factor. It brought the cost down, aitdreated more cost savings and
energy efficiency so | didn’t start out thinkingitiway... that was a product of

community.

The theme recognized Aatural Lightwas not a very common theme as only a few of
the participants discussed this topic in the ingawrg. Though this theme did not frequently occur,
it was still considered relevant to the floor ptesign that would come later in this study and the
participants who mentioned this topic did so withguestioning or prompts in the interviews.
The participants who mentioned this topic merelteddo the researcher that they enjoyed
natural lighting within their home and would like lhave it in their future home as well. The

following comment concerned this topic:

You will notice that we keep our windows open. 0fétd. mostly don’t put the shades

down, so openness is fine... now in my bedroomikdatlIso that | can make it dark.

The theme recognized 8foragealso did not frequently occur within the intervigviout
this topic was also deemed relevant to the upcorfhiiog plan design. Participants who
mentioned this topic made a point to bring it uphese was nothing in the interview script
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regarding it. Participants spoke briefly of therate spaces that would be provided within their

new community and indicated the following:

The storage is excellent for the size. Those dasetach of the bedrooms are double
depth. In the back are shelves from bottom toragiland then hanging in front so there’s

a lot of storage there.

There is a certain amount of storage space anthktthat's where some of the people

are going to find it difficult.

It's got to be a home and home can’t be that elémgtyou own is out in view.

The last of the 11 themd3et Concernswas only mentioned a few times by participants,
and so it was not necessarily reoccurring. Howedber participants that discussed this topic
pointed out that it had been debated in their grymotential members of the senior cohousing
community that was under construction. These ppaits’ felt that this topic was important to
consider as it concerned their options over whey thould do with their pets that enjoyed being
outside when it came time to move into the senmtwocising community. The following

comment was made regarding this issue:

If | get a new cat | will have to train him to theash and decide whether I'll let him go
outside, and if so then | will be outside with Hietause | don't want him to get tangled

up in the leash... but we don’t want to have anyuofpets run free you know...

The theme recognized Bousing Concernsias the first of the two themes that were not
considered pertinent to the design of the floonglahough it was supportive of the literature. In
this theme, a few of the participants voiced consehey had for their own senior cohousing
community that was being built and they advised tivese matters could be important to look

into for a future community. These concerns weaeigded in two areas: the number of homes
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chosen for the community and the age of membems pakticipants who were uncomfortable
with the amount of homes chosen to be on the ptypat this way due to marketing problems
and the arrangement of the site plan for their canity. Participants mentioned that if there
wouldn’t have been as many individual homes builtle property, the group might have had an
easier time getting the homes sold to other mendretghey may also had been able to save a

few more trees on the grounds. The following stat&sinote their concerns:

We sold the first ten so quickly, we thought olrevgbing to sell them all, and now

we’'re still having to market to sell the rest oéith.

If we’d had 16 units for instance then we couldéngpaced them to save more trees and
had them virtually all sold by now. So, all of thisetrospect there are other questions

that... for a future project | would raise.

The participant who mentioned the age of the mesbeted a small concern with their
particular senior cohousing community. The pardiaipcommented that though the age for the
community was 55 and older, their community seetodzk assembling members who were
generally quite a few years older than 55 at tkisoal. The participant issued the following

comment:

I think that this community is tending a little b much to people who are my age and
older, but that's just who has decided to come hmope we’re going to have more people

who are 55 or closer to 55 than | am. It just rensaio be seen.

In the theme that was identified R&nning for the Futurgall of the interview
participants discussed their concerns and opimegarding this topic. As this theme revolved
around preparation for aging, participants disadiskeir reasons for planning ahead, scenarios
that made them want to plan ahead, and a few ofrémesons for choosing a senior cohousing
community. Many of the participants believed theg time had come for them to decide on a

45



housing option for their older adulthood as thegt haen thinking about what might happen if
they were to have an accident. Several participaetgtioned that their family lived far away, or
that they were unsure who would take care of tHesarmething were to happen. Other
participants wanted to plan ahead based on unpieagants that had occurred with their older
friends or family members. Participants also memdthow they believed a senior cohousing
community could meet their needs for their upconiinigre and the benefits they believed they

would gain by moving to one. These remarks expanthese concerns and opinions:

We realize that although we’re perfectly able tket@are of our house and our yard now,
early looking around and making a decision whilewere able to make good

connections in another community were important.

| can't take care of my yard any longer and a Ibtlongs | can’t do or I'd rather be
doing something else, and so this seemed a goauhditl like living here... This
community fits my concept of what | want to ddimnext stage of my life... | was getting

close to needing to make a decision of what to do.

I mean she made the decision that we should dpahisyeah... given the experience she
had with her parents it just made sense. And asSwengot more house than we need,

more yard than | want to mess with, and we’re gatigird of the year.

| don’t have any family anywhere nearby. My remagrfiamily is all in Washington
State, so living in a cohousing community was aéinactive to me... so that | had other
people close by in my age group and wouldn’t blaied as an old lady in the

neighborhood.
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It was trouble for me to take care of this housdemMhwas traveling and now when I'm
going to a smaller house with a lot of people amuifeel safer with a lot of people
around. It's more convenient and easy, and mineiagyto be very small so | hope that

leaves me with few chores to do.

The first 11 resulting themes that emerged fromintbevidual interviews in the first research
session of this study were scrutinized by the metea and used to develop questions that would
be used for the second research session, the gooug. These questions were organized into
four areas regarding residential design: spatitioning, aging in place, lighting, and the home
exterior. Spatial functioning was a conjunctureéhaf themes, Downsizing, Home Arrangement,
and Storage. Aging in place consisted of the thefaggng Personal Belongings and Universal
Design. Lighting was related to Natural Light anteEyy Efficiency, and the home exterior was
concerned with Social Engagement, Privacy, Card&lfdure, and Pet Concerfihese four areas
were chosen to gain further understanding of thieggzating members’ opinions and perceptions
of specific design features within residences Waild be designed for a senior cohousing

community.

Focus Group

Upon analysis of the focus group, 10 key pointseweentified from the four
participating members in this meeting. These poise chosen from the conversation according
to the amount of time each subject was discusseeka participants and the researcher and on
the agreement between all members regarding ebgecturhe 10 key points were identified as:
Great Room Concept; Accessible Storage Space;tPfRetreat; Easy Upkeep; Barrier Free
Environment; Lighting in the Home; Windows and Vephtice; Front Porch; Patio; and

Construction Options. It is important to note ttreg key point, Front Porch, was concerned with
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the front of the individual residences, and the peint, Patio, was used to notate the back of the

residences. These key points will be discussedithally within the subsequent paragraphs.

The key point identified aGreat Room Conceptas associated with participants’
perceptions and opinions on the design of the puaséas within a residence, such as the living
room, dining room, and kitchen. Participants magi@ments over why they thought it was more
important that these rooms be open to one andtherdlosed off from one another. Participants
agreed that it was pleasant to be able to coniooemunication with guests or other family
members even though they might be in differentsacéahe home. Participants also mentioned
that having one large space was more efficient tleaing multiple rooms with extra furniture

pieces that they didn’t use. These remarks wereemad

And | think having the kitchen open to a biggeraaisevery helpful to not being
separated from the entertainment folks. | thougftie¢ntly when | had a young family, |
wanted a kitchen | could close the door on becatiseught I'd be lucky to get food on

the table for guests or family...

In our current situation if you have guests oved gou're in the kitchen and the guests
are out there you don’t communicate, whereas ineaigroom you will, and that's

important.

I had three sitting rooms, you know 12 chairs... bddin’t need three places. | mean |
sat in one place in the day, and one place in tlenimg, and one place when | was

working, but | don’t need that.

The key pointAccessible Storage Spas@s also identified in the focus group as
participants discussed this topic thoroughly. Bardints gave varying opinions on what they
thought about having storage spaces in a residemtealso on the amount they believed they
needed or did not need at different times. Ondqpaaint pointed out that the type of storage
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space was important as they grew older and manegvaround the home became more difficult.
Storage space that was accessible even when oltemmlonger get around very well was the

main concern. The participants shared these remarks

| don't need nearly as many storage spaces asd tsd don’t want an attic that collects
stuff that | then have to sort through and dustWffien | was moving out of my house
and into my temporary apartment, | totally forgoétattic and thought | was through.
And then | went up there and thought oh my gosthjtaimok another day and a half...

and most of it went directly to the trash. Why wasp there?

| think storage is essential for organization wiyem have family and you've got all
those different ages and different interests amdckills go through this and they grow out
of that... well one of the grandkids might need thidkeep it. Then when you get
through that its why in the world? What you neethatage we are is accessible storage.
Not storage in the basement, not storage in the, dttit storage where | can get to the
things | need without taking a physical risk ofrdpsomething silly like crawl up on a

ladder when | shouldn't.

Privacy was mentioned in the focus group as ppatitts discussed the key point that was
identified asPrivate RetreatParticipants agreed that their individual resaewould be their
safe place to retreat to for personal time in assewhousing community. Though they liked the
concept of having a welcoming community right odesihe front door, a place to be alone at was

important to them as well. The following commenpgorts this opinion:

I think that my expectation of my new house, thigliibg part, is that it will actually be
the private place that | need, and | could arguthwmyself all day am | an introvert or an

extrovert, but | really need my private space... awychome in senior cohousing will be my
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private space... though | know that after about aaay a half | get kind of morose and | need to

get out and be around people... | start to be halftgm

The key pointEasy Upkeemvas an important subject among participants asstan
element they were greatly looking forward to thatnd be associated with their new homes in
their senior cohousing community. Participants weoking forward to downsizing to a smaller
residence that required less time and energy tp &®an and maintained. Participants’ spoke of
tasks that they no longer wanted to bother with hiaal to be done around their homes they were
living in at the time. Such tasks involved yard eef, pool maintenance, and the continued

cleaning of rooms that went unused in their horResticipants specified the following:

| think what | want in a house now... is | want a$mthat | can keep with a minimal
amount of time and not a house that keeps me. BB&d square feet and if | kept that
thing clean like it like it clean it took way toaioh of my time...constantly, and now I've
been in my apartment for... it'll be 2 years by ihgetl move and | am amazed at the

time | have freed up to do cohousing stuff.

It does take a little longer to accomplish the tadiat we used to do much more

expeditiously probably...

It felt totally different to me when my husband atige and when he wasn't. | mean
when you're just doing everything and just doingatause it needs to be done and not
because you're building something together... saridlate that over to this community.
We'll be doing this to do it, to create somethiogdurselves. Now that makes a whole
bunch of difference to me than just you need te ¢dig yard because you need to edge
the yard... and every year that | did do the yarduld spend a Saturday and do the
whole way around the pool, and then | could do¢hi@urths, and then one-fourth and

now I'm just really happy if | have to pick weedsabout this much space.
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All of the participants in the focus group agre@dwanting a residence that would be
supportive of their needs, so the key pd@atrier Free Environmenivas recognized. Participants
expressed their perceptions and opinions on wiadtifes they believed were important in a
residence that would be beneficial to any indivicheeding support. They noted that having a
barrier free environment in the home was imporénparticipants never wanted to worry about
what areas they might not be able to use anymdheyfwere ever to have an accident or illness
that impaired them. Participants also mentionetféeiures such as higher toilet heights, grab
bars, and roll in showers were not only benefiaghem as they aged, but that they would be to

all ages. The following remarks were made:

| guess I'm not looking for a moving sidewalk ttekkes me along. What I'm concerned
about is an environment that doesn’t have barrterkeep me from access to anything
about my home. | don’t want to then well whenlldald break my hip | can no longer

get to that, so it's more a removal of barriersntessisting with the activity | think.

I think one of the things that's been made mordentito me as we have made barrier
free environments and thought about this and redest it, is the fact that, that ought to
be incorporated in every home no matter what thee ag'he height of the toilet, the bars
in the shower, you know whenever we stay in a mobeh that has all of those things,
it's for everyone... and | broke my leg, | needed ithany shower. | had a practically
barrier free shower, but there was no stabilizirag n that shower so it was evident to

me that everybody needed those things in their home

A couple things that | have noticed... the idealad&bce bars, | find | put my hand on
the bedpost more often, | touch door frames mdenaind on this last trip one of the

motels | thought had an exceptionally low stool.d anoticed that.
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Lighting in the Homeavas another key point the participants in the $ogtoup highly
agreed upon and discussed fervently. All partidip&iad a preference for natural lighting within
the home and shared their opinions on why it wamitant. One participant mentioned that
natural lighting was greatly needed for aging iidlinals as people need more light to see as they
age. It was also believed that natural lightingsoet create as much glare as artificial lighting
and that it was another way for senior cohousinghber's to be environmentally friendly.

Though there was a staggering preference for rdiging participants noted that sufficient
artificial lighting was needed for evening use dadk, cloudy days. The following statements

supported these opinions:

If | never have to turn a light on in the day nfe kvill just nearly be complete.

As we age, and this is scientific fact, we're gdimgeed more light. It doesn’t mean it
can't be natural, and so if you get all of the maldight you can possibly have... that's
the best light. And you don'’t have the glare issare all that other that comes with the
artificial light. I think artificial light needs tde available in abundance for evening use

and dark, cloudy days, but natural light comestfirs

The key pointWindows and Wallspaceas only discussed for a brief time during the
focus group; however, this topic was thought teigaificant to developing the four floor plans
later in this study. When participants were askekldy would prefer to have larger windows
within a home versus having more wallspace to dispiieir memorable possessions, they
responded that they wanted to have both options.garticipant made a pointed comment on
how their personal senior cohousing community wasdhing the issue and she believed it was a

wonderful solution to the problem. This comment wasle:

One of the things that our architect did in theigesvas he put the windows in the great

room in the two larger units up high enough tha way above any display space that
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you would want to use and furniture arrangementy@sve got a whole wall in the great

room that you could just do magnificent thingshia great room with display.

While discussing what participants wanted forekeerior spaces of their home, the key
point Front Porchwas established as all participants spoke of theynuses they envisioned for
the space in their future senior cohousing commuRiarticipants voiced their own ideas they
had for their front porches, but they also menttbather members’ ideas as well. Uses for the
space included a wide variety of things such ainisspontaneously with neighbors, having an
extra space to enjoy meals, housing potted plantscreating an extension of the home for

storage or covered parking for bikes or scooteagidfpants indicated the following:

Lots of perching and talking... just able to spontarsty be with people.

We have these wrap-around porches and they are, gy are really large. | was

thinking about having shelving for plants and ttrige that.

With her respiratory problem | can just see herhen little scooter coming down that
walkway, wheeling up on that porch, and parking $woter. It's a covered parking
place for the scooter; it can be outside, availdioleher whenever she’s ready to go.

She’ll whip down off of there and beat me to thmmwmn house.

She changes shoes at the door, so her garage, wheris now, has a shelf on it and all
of her shoes are in the garage. So she’s goingit@ iittle cabinet out on the porch and
it will be her shoe cabinet with a door on it. Irtk porches are going to be a very

natural, unforced, collecting and visiting place.

We used to like to eat breakfast and dinner outsidepatio and it's been inconvenient
enough and weather-wise not very good that we hiagene that very often, but | can

see having a little table on both front and backches to do that.
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After discussing perceived uses for the front partthe individual homes, participants
also commented on what they were looking for framlhack of their house space and the key
point Patio was recognized. This topic dealt with further Elparticipants had for the exterior of
their homes. These ideas generally concerned havirsgea for pets to be kept outside and
needing an outdoor space to which members coulelateb and relax. It was important to some
participants to have an outside area to keep patsmould be moving with them to the
community. They noted that the space would nedxbtable to contain the pets as they did not
want them traveling freely through the communityd ghat this could be accomplished by having
a screened-in area on the patio that could ser@kpduposes for them. The following remarks

were made:

Once | see a design of the screened in back pidrcbuld be a place where we can take

our cat that wants to be outside all of the time.

Several of the members have expressed an intarbaving a screened back space...

mosquitos... we've also thought about doing some=sirg on the common house.

I moved from my house to an apartment and | abslgiulid not realize how just

intensely important outdoor space was to me. Yowltis a lovely apartment, pool, golf
course, but I'm downstairs and | have a chair onlittiz cement... underneath the metal
stairs... it's disgusting.... Crickets everywhere aadrts of ants... but it's so important

for me to have outside so that’s front and back lgndt cannot wait to have it.

The last key point recognized in the focus grdtgnstruction Optionswvas only
discussed briefly and dealt with the specific sabfd having the option for built-ins within a
new residence. The ternwilt-ins referred to any types of built in cabinetry orlshegy that were
an attached part of the home. While this topic wexy specific, the researcher decided that it was
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important to consider in the development of the fitmor plans as participants all had strong

opinions on the matter. They issued these comments:

| always think that... at one point in my life, buls were wonderful. | didn’t have to go
out and get another piece of furniture and, our$®presently has bureaus in two of the
bedrooms, but now... it cuts down on your flexibiktie’re in small spaces so we don'’t

have that much space to put our furniture so ittessup in my mind.

I think in the house that | had, we had built-in®ohe room but we added that room and
designed the built-ins the way we wanted themthgs fine line between somebody
deciding that | want my whatever over here anddimays going to want it over here

and me deciding where | want it, so | like to havétle bit more control.

That's such a personal thing, and | think that\fére going to put them in my house
they'd probably be fine there forever because drget my furniture like | really like it, |
don't feel the need to change it around. | haverfds who if they don't get to change the

arrangement in their living room, they’re very ups®o it's just very personal.

These 10 key points that were identified in theuogroup gave the researcher further
knowledge of what participants wanted in these feas of residential design: spatial
functioning, aging in place, lighting, and the hoexterior. The results from the focus group
were used to reinforce what the researcher hag¢ddiom participants in the individual
interviews and aid in the development of the fawividual floor plans. The results of the
interviews and focus group overlapped in many atleasgh they also had very specific findings.
In order to be used together to guide the desigheofloor plans along with the seven principles
of universal design, it was decided that the resafiboth sessions be merged before compared to
the principles. Where reoccurring themes from titerviews and key points from the focus

group overlappedppicswere combined to represent them. The themes angdiats that were
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specific to their correlated session were then adol¢his merged list of topics. The 12 topics that
were decided for the merged list were: Social Ergasnt/ Community Relationships;
Downsizing; Universal Design/ Barrier Free Enviramt) Wallspace for Memorable
Possessions; Private Retreat and Outdoor Spacetlowinto View Outside; Preference for
Natural Light; Accessible Storage; Energy EfficignScreened Area for Pets; and Construction
Options. The merged themes and key points wereethinkthe matrix in order of the topics most
commonly referenced by participants. The list @i¢e can be seen in the matrix alongside the
seven principles of universal design in Figure lZisTnatrix allowed the found themes and key
points to be visually represented against the jpies of universal design so that it could be
noted what components of aging and design wereleted, integrated, or not applicable to one
another. Components that were considered corretettrdeen the merged topics and universal
design principles were considered to already aasourith one another in the built environment.
An example of this would be that the topic UnivéiBasign/ Barrier Free Environment would be
correlated with all of the universal design priregas they had the same agenda. Components
that considered the merged topics and design pitexio be integrated would need to have a
specific design solution created to ensure that tia topic and the design principle were
incorporated in the design of the floor plans. @rample of an integrated component solution
was that the floor plans would be smaller in s@@torporate the Downsizing topic, but the
arrangement of the floor plans would need to flextb a resident to utilize the principle Flexible
in use. These three components are represented mdtrix key. Once the matrix was completed
and the components were decided for each crossenefed point, it was then used to guide the

design process of the four individual floor plamyeloped for this study.
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Figure 2. Matrix of Merged Topics with the SevemPiples of Universal Design.

Floor Plan Design

To begin the design process of the four individleadr plans, the matrix was studied to
cultivate ideas for various designs that could mrewsolutions for all of the crossreferenced
points that were marked as integrated. Crossrafetepoints that were marked correlated were
done so as the merged theme and key point anethesponding universal design princple were
determined to already coincide with each other.cAdissreferenced points that were considered
not applicable were thrown out and not used irdigggn process. A few examples of design
solutions chosen for integrated components included

1.Social Engagement/ Community Relationships aediBle in Use- creating a front porch that

57



was large enough to incorporate visitng and exiees that may be used by the resident for
keeping potted plants or whatever purpose theyfgaw

2. Energy Efficientcy and Low Physical Effort- piding skylights and solar tubes within the
individual homes would be an easy way for residemtsave on lighting costs.

3. Wallspace for Memorable Possessions and Flexilllise- Incorporating multiple large areas
on walls on which residents could display theirggssions in a variety of ways.

Many of the crossreferenced points with integrat@thponents shared design solutions as the
crossreferenced points sometimes shared similalsndevo examples of crossreferenced points
with correlated components included:

1. Universal Design/ Barrier Free Environment aqditable Use- the built in features of the
floor plans would be easy to use by any indivicummatter their abilities. Some features
incorporated were using easy-to-turn lever doodheminstead door knobs, making all doorways
36 inches wide, and keeping the entire floor plaoree level.

2. Accessible Storage and Low Physical Effort- gieisig closets and cabinets that were easy to
reach into no matter the ability of the resident.

By studying the matrix and the individual crossrefeed points and developing ideas for design
solutions to all of the correlated and integratechponents, the design process was started and

the development of the floor plans began.

In the first stages of developing the floor plaheg, researcher decided on an approximate
square footage for each of the four plans. AccgrdnDurrett (2009), the average square footage
of individual senior cohousing residences genemaligraged 800 or 900 square feet; therefore the
square footage of the developed floor plans wasdasound these numbers. Rooms and spaces
each of the four plans would contain were alsodztat this point. The two smaller floor plans,
later recognized as Plan A and Plan B were sel@othdve only one bedroom while the two

larger floor plans, Plan C and Plan D were setetiehave two. Upon deciding approximate
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square footage and the rooms that would be incatedy the researcher created multiple bubble
diagrams for each of the four floor plansbébble diagrantontains circles that represent all the
main rooms that will be used in a floor plan inghbly estimated sizes. By creating these bubble
diagrams, the researcher was able to visualizésdegdory arrangement for each plan that could
work with the generated design solutions from tlarix. The four bubble diagrams that were

chosen to develop into the four final floor plarsid&s are shown in Figure 3.

K\tchen
' Bedmnm
Dlmng

lemg ) y Living
Room Room

G.
A Bedroom

Front Porch

—y

Front Porch Front Porch

i

Front Porch

Figure 3. Bubble Diagrams that are the Closest ésgmtation of the Four Individual Finalized

Floor Plan Designs.

From the rough arrangement of the circles, thebbleuiagrams were developed further
to where the circles representing the rooms waredd into shapes the closely represented the
size and shapes of the finalized rooms. At the dam® it was decided where extra storage
spaces would be located within the arrangemeneaks floor plan began to take shape, spaces
were designed and redesigned to best suit the heetie space while incorporating the design

solutions from the matrix. In Figure 4, the fourdiized floor plans are shown.
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PLAN A PLAN B PLAN C PLAND

Figure 4. Final Floor Plan Designs of the Four wdlial Floor Plans. These floor plans were

used in the post-evaluation presentation.

As the four plans were finalized, they becametfified as Plan A, Plan B, Plan C, and
Plan D ranging in size from 760 to 1,800 squaré ¥ath A being the smallest and D being the
largest. As can be seen, the four plans have sianitangements in the large living space
containing the kitchen, dining room, and living nedbut they each have individual designs in the
private spaces such as the bedrooms and bathrdteshange in each floor plan would allow
residents to choose from four individual planstfair own specific needs in a residence. It is
important to note that these four floor plans asemeant to serve future senior cohousing
communities as plans that need no changes befeyetle built. Each of these plans is a
guideline for future senior cohousing members tklover and discuss as a group if they decide
they are interested in following universal desigidglines in their residences during the
participatory process and deliberate neighborh@sibth components of creating their
community. These four individual plans were usethanfinal research session of this study, the
guestionnaire. Along with each of floor plans, foendered furniture plans (Figure 5), two
elevations of the kitchen (Figure 6), and four pecdives of areas within the plans (Figure 7)

were shown to participants. The four perspectimekided Plan C’'s master bedroom, Plan D’s
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master bath, a full view of Plan D’s great roonliiing the living room, dining room, and
kitchen, and Plan C's front porch. The renderedifure plans, elevations, and perspectives were
used to help participants visualize what the figlans would look like as a finished building.

After the presentation of the floor plans and readelrawings participants were given the post-

evaluation questionnaires to fill out.

PLAN A PLAN B

Figure 5. Rendered Floor Plan Drawings Used irPthst-Evaluation Presentation.

Kitchen Refrigerator Wall Kitchen Sink Wall
Elevation Elevation

Figure 6. Kitchen Elevation Drawings Used in tlestPEvaluation Presentation
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Plan C Front Porch Perspective I Plan D Master Bathroom Perspective

Figure 7. Perspective Drawings Used in the PositEtion Presentation.

Questionnaire

The post-evaluation questionnaire was comprisekbafuestions that would
determine the observed successes and deficierfdies fooor plan designs in promoting
place attachment and perceived autonomy. Thesedvbeudletermined through the
participating members’ answers in the questionsai@iestion numbers two, three, four,
nine, ten, eleven, twelve, and thirteen were useghther participant’'s perceptions and

opinions concerning place attachment to the pl&sestion numbers one, five, six,
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seven, eight, twelve, fourteen, and fifteen wemrdus gather participant’'s perceptions
and opinions concerning their perceived autonontiiiwithe floor plans. Again, the floor
plans’ observed successes and deficiencies weeel loasparticipants’ perceived
connectedness to at least one of the residenesgjng relationships with other members
within the community, and whether they would fe@rsmautonomous within that
residence. To determine the results of the podtsatian questionnaires, the answers
from the five participating members to each of ibequestions were compared and

contrasted.

Question one regarded participants’ opinions oettwr or not they believed the
floor plans would provide a supportive home in whic age independently. All of the
participants were in agreement to this questionaarsivered that they believed the floor

plans would provide such a home. Participants atdut the following:

All aspects of aging have been taken into constaera

Universal design makes it possible to “age-in-gfac

If they are designed on the site to promote intioac.. not if they stand alone or

have garages.

The second question dealt with how the desigh@fitont porches would affect
resident relations among those living in these psed homes. Participants noted that
because the porches were a large size, they woaitdfore feel inviting to neighbors and
provide a nice place for visiting and socializinghnother members. The following

remarks were made:
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Space for casual conversation... Easy to make coiftaitting where people pass

by.

Good porches and are nice size and feel like &pag of the living space.

They look attractive with enough space for soziag.

The third question contained two parts. The faestt had participants rank how
attached they perceived they would feel, suppoiag ever chose to live in one, to each
of the four floor plans on a scale of 1-10 with dr@ng not attached and ten being very
attached. The second part of the question askedyfpreferred one floor plan over
another and if they did to explain their respomsehe first part, participants showed
widely varying opinions on which of the four floplans they believed they could and
could not feel attached. Plan A was ranked by frarticipants as a 4, 8, 5, and 9,
averaging a 6.5 on the scale. Plan B was rankdduryparticipants as a 5, 2, 4, and 5,
averaging a 4. Plan C was marked as the prefefaaday one participant, and was
ranked by the other four participants as a 7, ané,9, averaging a 7.5. Plan D was
ranked by four participants as a 8, 5, 9, and 8raying a 7.5. Over all, Plan B was the
least favorite among participants and Plans C amef2 equally ranked. Each of the
participants’ rankings varied due to their prefeenf a particular floor plan which was
discussed in the second part of the question.dijzatit’'s preferences ranged mostly
according to their opinions on needing an extrad®&u or an extra bathroom. Some
stated that having just a small lavatory might b&dy than having a full second
bathroom if they chose to have another bath aTh#.following statements were

documented:
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| prefer 2 bedrooms, but would not want to have fadbathrooms- perhaps a

lavatory, but | prefer having that space to livef mse just occasionally.

Plan A because | don't see the need for 2 bathrodims second bathroom seems

to chop up the space into odd corners.

Didn’t care for the second large bathroom in B- sp&ould be better used as a

small study etc.

In question four, participants were asked if thadi/the floor plans offered a
comfortable and secure living environment. All lo¢ tparticipants responded in the post-
evaluation questionnaires that yes they believeditor plans did provide such an
environment. Some of the participants further exygld why they felt this way and issued

the following comments:

All one level.

Adequate space for day to day living.

Again, the needs of seniors have been taken agrtsideration in the design.

Question five inquired how well participants thaugn older individual could
move around in the floor plans even if that indiatideveloped a disability in later life.
Participants all stated that they felt the floard would be easy to maneuver around in
no matter the physical abilities of the person. Toiithe participants noted that the
entrances to the bathrooms in Plans C and D hag sinas that could be an area that
would be hard to get around in. Participants madddllowing comments on this

guestion:
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Ample consideration has been given to ADA requirgsi@ a creative way.

People should be able to meet daily needs evengnattually diminishing skills

of a physical nature.

Seems like lots of thought has gone into acceggilithink they would be easy

to get in and around- except going around intorthester bathrooms in C and D.

In question six, participants were asked if tHeyught the floor plans would offer
an older individual with mobility constraints (suak using a wheelchair or walker) a
barrier free and easily accessed environment. &ti@pants stated that they thought the
floor plans would provide for such an environmemigl two of them offered their

opinions on the matter. They issued the followiegparks:

Yes, but A seems like it would be easier.

Yes, though there could be a few adjustmentseaterfewer turns.

Question seven concerned maintenance and cletr@mgyoposed floor plans and
participants were asked how much work they believedld be required for the up keep
of the homes. Participants could circle one offdtlewing: a lot of work; some work,
about what you spend now; some work, but less ybarspend now; and not very much
work. The majority of the participants stated ttiegt floor plans would require some
work, but less than the amount of time they spentkeep in their current homes. Two
participants made extra comments on this questicupport their answers. They

indicated the following:
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A lot depends on the materials used in construcfitve openness of the plan

should make them easy to maintain.

Depends on floor materials... probably becausesitraller(referring to some

work, but less than currently working)

Question eight presented participants with aolistniversal design qualities that
had been incorporated within the floor plans antdigipants were asked which qualities
they believed would benefit the lifestyle of anragresident. The list of universal design
gualities included: using levers on doors instefakhobs; providing knee space under
sinks; building grab bars into the design; rolshowers with no lip; all doorways are
36inches; five foot diameter for turnaround in lvatim; floor plan all one level; pocket
doors utilized; nine inch toe kick on cabinets; antlets moved up to 18inches. From the
given list, the majority of participants agreedtthk of the qualities could provide
benefits to an aging resident. Universal desighitiggthat were not checked by every
participant included: providing knee space undeksinine inch toe kick on cabinets;
five foot diameter for turnaround in bathroom, andlets moved up to 18inches.
Notations were also made that future members npigdfer to have the five foot
turnaround in only one bathroom if the residencae & and that pocket doors could be

difficult to open for arthritic hands.

Question nine dealt with whether or not particigdelt as though the homes
would be easy to personalize and provide enougtesioa their memorable possessions.

Four of the participants believed that the flo@ans could accommodate their needs and
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one patrticipant replied with a ‘maybe’. The papants made comments to support their

opinions and some of them included the following:

Good deal of wall space permits keeping of fantigtps on display which is

important for the elderly.

Maybe, some walls in B, C, and D would be awkwardske.

There are enough blank walls in all rooms.

Absolutely- don’t want too much room to encouragerhuch “stuff’.

Question ten concerned participants opinions ckggrtheir views from the
windows and porches from these homes would affectdésident’'s community
involvement. All of the participants offered comneethat greatly differed in sharing
their perceptions on this topic. These commentsidezl being able to see neighbors
was important and the large windows in the pubties of the floor plans would allow

residents to look out from their homes. Participanade these remarks:

The large windows on the public side are an asset.

Seeing neighbors is huge- critical. Hopefully sgeencourages people to come
out of their homes. That is something outside #wgth of the home that is

important.

The porches would provide a lot of involvement.ré&lage big windows from the

living rooms.
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In question eleven, participants were asked tk the appearance of the
individual plans on a scale of 1-10 with one logkthe most institutional and ten looking
the most residential. Plan A was ranked by paditipas a 1, 7, 3, 7, and 8, averaging a
5.2 on the scale. Plan B was ranked as a 10,R,ahd 6, averaging 6.8. Plan C was
ranked by participants as a 10, 10, 9, 9, andé&raging a 9. Plan D was ranked as a 10,
10, 9, 10, and 6, averaging a 9 as well. Accordlinpe individual participant’s rankings,
it appeared that each participant had differenfigpeeces, proving that the floor plans
met each of the participant’s needs at some lavelddition, when the rankings were
averaged it was observed that as the size andsspeateded in the floor plan grew

larger, the floor plan appeared more residentiglaidicipants.

Question twelve also contained another 10 poialesasking participants how
willing they would be to move into one of the flguans. One was ranked as not willing
and ten was ranked as extremely willing. Plan A vea&ed by participants as a 6, 8, 5,
1, and 8, averaging a 5.6. Plan B had rankingsiticaided a 4, 5, 4, 8, and 10, averaging
a 6.2. Plan C was ranked by participants as a,11),8, and 10, averaging an 8.6. Plan
D’s rankings included a 10, 3, 10, 10, and 10, \aithaverage of 8.6 as well. According
to the overall rankings, the participants in thetpevaluation appeared to be more willing
to move into the two larger floor plans than intarf® A and B. In the individual rankings
however, it can be noted that at least one of #rggypants would have preferred to live
in one of the smaller floor plans comparativelyeMillingness of the participants to
move into the different sizes of floor plans mayéaeen merely based on what their

plans were for living in their future residence.
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In question thirteen, a 10 point scale was usdtht@ participants rank how
likely they believed they could adapt to livingane or more of the individual floor plans
with one being not at all and ten being extremedyl WParticipants ranked Plan Aas a 1,
10, 9, 6, and 9, averaging a 7 on the scale. Plaa$ranked as a 1, 10, 5, 4, and 10,
with an average of 6. Plan C’s rankings includddal0, 5, 10, and 10, averaging a 9.
Plan D was ranked by participants as a 10, 1005aid 10, also averaging a 9. Overall,
participants appeared to prefer the two largergptaut of the four and they liked Plan B
the least. In this question one of the participaatked Plan A the highest and two others
ranked it as equal or near equal to the other plams can be assumed to mean that for
adaptability, these participants believed that thewld either prefer this residence over
the other three or that they would be able to attaplan A as well as they could adapt to

Plans C and D.

In question fourteen, participants were askedaf believed they would have an
easier time living in one of the four floor plarsthey aged compared to living in their
current residences. The majority of the participassponded that these floor plans
would be easier to live in than their current resices and offered various statements
supporting their reasoning. A reason offered bypaeticipants included the floor plans
having built-in mobility arrangements while theurgent homes did not. Other reasons
participants believed living in the floor plans vidibe easier concerned being able to
easily socialize in a senior cohousing community baving an outdoor space of their
own. The remaining participant responded with ‘@dally’, explaining that except for
three steps included in the current residencehdlise would present no problems for

aging. Participants responded with the followinghoeents:
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Definitely- current home has open, easy to moveesaut bathrooms not ADA

and doors would not be wide enough for a wheelchair

Yes, | am currently living in an upstairs apartmeiith no consideration of

universal design!

Yes- current residence (apartment) does not havgdlod light and especially

does not have access to outside space i.e. frahbacok porch.

Question fifteen inquired how participants felcamplishing everyday activities
in these floor plans such as doing laundry, cogkamgl cleaning the house would
compare to doing those activities in their curtemtnes. Responses from participants
varied according to the current house they weiadiin and the expectations they had
about cleaning that home and cleaning one of thegoposed floor plans. The majority
of participants stated that these floor plans wdnddrery easy to accomplish everyday
activities because of their open design and smsdjeare footage. One participant noted
that the kitchen in the floor plans would need aodnmore shelf space in cabinetry. The

following comments expressed these opinions:

Laundry idea is great- cleaning house is alway$allenge, but this very open

space will be easy to work around with vacuum anahop.

My current residence is very easy to live in and lsave that expectation and

these homes would live up to that expectation.

In my old house- | would have (could have) spent mvare time to do cleaning

etc. ...In my apartment (950sq.ft.) | find myself\#rerated from cleaning etc.
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... Takes about 15 minutes to vacuum, dust, do flootfad and similar to what

| would expect in these plans.

According to the responses of the post-evaluajigstionnaires, the participant’s
observed success of the floor plans supportedtieabur individual floor plans would
meet the design objectives of this study: promogilage attachment and perceived
autonomy. The fifteen questions in the questiornaiere split evenly to be directed
toward determining the perceived agreeability dhimace attachment and perceived
autonomy. Question numbers two, three, four, e, eleven, twelve, and thirteen were
used to gather participant’s perceptions and opgaoncerning place attachment to the
plans. Question numbers one, five, six, seventgeigielve, fourteen, and fifteen were
used to gather participant’s perceptions and opsi@ncerning their perceived
autonomy within the floor plans. Participant’s respes to these questions showed that
they believed these floor plans would provide afostable, residential environment in a
senior cohousing community. They believed that ttmyld easily age in place, keep up
with housing maintenance and daily activities, badsurrounded with supportive

neighbors throughout the rest of their lives.

The collected responses from the post-evaluati@stiqunnaire provided evidence
that these four floor plans could work for futuen®r cohousing communities whose
members may opt for universally designed residenidas manner in which participants
answered questions regarding these four floor plattss study also reflects on how
these floor plans would be used only to guide ritnesidence designs for senior
cohousing communities. Participants who observeditor plan designs noted in their

responses many of the design features they likddrese they did not. When
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participants noted that they did not prefer a palér area in the floor plans, they often
made comments offering their own solutions or idéas could be changed within the
plans. For instance, Plan B was the least prefgi@damong all participants and their
reasoning behind this was their dislike of the &k@throom. The participants all agreed
that the guest bathroom was too large and thabk tip too much square footage due to
the universal design guidelines requiring a fivetfdiameter area for wheelchairs to turn
around. Some of the participants noted that theylavprefer to only have one bathroom
in their residence that met universal design statsdanhile other participants did not see
the need for an extra bathroom would have prefdtredpace for another use. Another
issue the participants noted with some of the fldans was also associated with
bathrooms. They mentioned that some of the pladduras that they believed would
present a problem when they were trying to enteataroom and they merely suggested
removing a wall that had been constructed for thewacy. Examples of the participants’
reactions to spaces in the floor plans that thedlirevolved around the open floor plan
design in the living spaces and the built-in laynchbinet that was open and adjoined
with all master bathrooms. Participants gave vari@asons, such as ease of maintenance
and communication, for preferring the open floa@rpbf the living, dining, and kitchen
areas. Participants liked the built-in laundry o&bias it was designed as a convenience
element that would eliminate the need for thematiwycheavy laundry baskets across the

home.

Reactions from these participants were thoughe¢poasent how future senior
cohousing community members could use these pkgsidelines to develop their own

individual homes. This would be decided by futuotemtial members during their
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participatory process and deliberate neighborhasigth phases in the development of
their own senior cohousing community. In the codilg section, these results are
discussed alongside the four literature topicsensed in this study to examine how they

support, refute, or fill gaps in the existing la&ure on this subject.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

In order to discuss the four literature topics egxed for this study in a comprehensive
manner, they will be discussed in their correspogdirder in this study’s literature review:
Aging in Place, Senior Cohousing, Place Attachmamd, Autonomy and Older Adults. Within
each topic the results from the first two resea@s$sions, the individual interviews and the focus
group, are examined alongside the published litegads they relate. Results from the post-
evaluation questionnaires will then be discussembifjunction with the reviewed literature in a
final summation of this study. Limitations of tlggidy and future implications for research will

conclude this manuscript.

Agingin Place

Cohen (2005) and Peck (2008) both discussed poogifor aging in place that were
integral to how a senior cohousing community oexgbroviding residents with a neighborhood
of individual homes and a shared common housecthdd aid in the development of
community. Two of the emerging themes from theringav sessions in this research study were
considered to be supportive of these findings. thkenesHome ArrangemerdandSocial
Engagementwere relevant to these findings as participaigsugsed how arranging the
individual homes in close proximity to face one o could greatly influence their socializing
in the community. Older adults who decide to plaaa for their future livin@rrangements
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were also believed to be able to age more sucdlgsisftheir homes as they were likely to not
worry as much as individuals who had not plannear(&t, 2009; Abraham-Paiss, 2005).
Lawton (1977) and Oswald et al. (2010) noted thderoadults who moved into a smaller
residence may prefer the size to that of a larggidence as having less square footage would
require less maintenance from them. The thdttening for the Futuresupported these
conclusions as participants’ comments in the ingsvs explained the reasons they were choosing
to move from their current homes and starting sm@arly for their later years. Many
participants’ reasons included wanting to take cétbeir future instead of leaving it for their
children to deal with, and others had witnesseshfis or family members become isolated and
dealt with an accident or disability alone. A keyimg from the focus grouggasy Upkeepwvas

also believed to support these beliefs as partitipaften mentioned that they were looking
forward to moving into a smaller space that woelguire less of their time for maintenance and

cleaning.

Oswald et al. (2010) noted that for older adudtbe successful at aging in place in a new
residence, they would need to develop an attachtoghat residence and continue to feel
independent. The them&scial EngagememtndUniversal Desigrwere believed to reassert this
inference as participants believed that stayingafig@ctive in a community was crucial for their
health as was living in an environment that wagsujpve of their physical needs. The key point,
Barrier Free Environmentwas also considered relevant as it was notedtieatnvironment
participants wished to live in not only neededupmort them, but should never interfere with
their activities. The buildings and homes in segi@nousing communities are generally designed
to meet these criteria as accessibility is largmiyortant for the healthy aging of older adults
(Peck, 2008; Oswald et al., 2007). The thedmyersal Designwas also regarded to support
these findings as well as the key poBd#yrier Free Environmentas they both concerned

creating supportive environments that would be ¢asyse by individuals with varying abilities.
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Another key pointAccessible Storage Spaees relevant to this belief as it was important to
participants to be able to fully use their homethmyears to come no matter their physical

abilities.

Durrett (2009) remarked that older adults whogated to a new housing option would
never feel fully satisfied in their later life uskethey developed an attachment to their new home
and community and were able to plan for their feitconcerns. Four of the themes that emerged
from the interviews sustained this idea and thejuiled:Social Engagement, Taking Personal
Belongings, PrivacyandPlanning for the FutureThese themes were supportive as participants’
believed that living in a community would keep thsatially active and provide them with a
home in which they could personalize and retreat ey believed that choosing to move into a
senior cohousing community while they were stilleao take care of themselves would be
beneficial to their health and independence irrtlager years. Senior cohousing communities can
provide older adults benefits that improve thettdpendence such as providing them with a
supportive community in which they can remain as/a@s they choose as they age (Peace et al.,
2011). The themegjome Arrangement, Social EngagementPrivacywere all believed to
back this finding as well. Participants noted thhen individual homes in senior cohousing
communities are oriented in the correct ways ibenages residents to actively engage one
another while still providing them their own prieadpaces. The key poirivate Retreat
reinforced participants’ beliefs that having indival homes was greatly significant in senior

cohousing communities.

Senior Cohousing

Senior cohousing community residents not only feasy access to other community
members for social engagement, but are encouradeel $ocial by the planned activities,

maintenance, and design of the community itselfreesing the likelihood that they ever feel
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lonely (Durrett, 2009; Bronstein et al., 2009). Tthemes that emerged from the interviews,
Social EngagemerindCare for Naturewere supportive of these findings as was the keytp
Front Porch Participants commented on how the community ggied to create planned and
unplanned social gatherings, increasing membermhuoanity interaction. Some participants also
mentioned that they enjoyed gardening and werenpigron keeping potted plants on their front
porches in the community. This kind of hobby coditdw even introverted individuals out of

their homes to be engaged by others and invitedhter activities.

Peace et al. (2011) remarked that having a pravatiepersonalized space were factors in
having a high quality life in older adulthood araitke individual home environments needed to
adjust to various stages of support for an agisglemt. The theme@rivacy andUniversal
Designwere observed to reinforce this idea as parti¢goarplained their needs for a private
home in which they could be alone and still fedbaomous by having supportive design
features. Three key points were also thought refieteathis literature and they included:
Accessible Storage Space, Private RetraadBarrier Free EnvironmeniThese key points also
reasserted that having a private space was signtfithough the space must continue meeting the

needs of the older adult resident and allow théeviddal to live independently.

Affordability is often a concern for older adulth@n they begin looking into alternative
housing options or feel the need to modify theistixg home to provide for physical disabilities
(Glass, 2009; Peace et al., 2011). The theme thatged from the interviews that dealt with cost
concerns was indicated Baergy EfficiencyThough concerns over affording alternative hogisin
for older adults were not voiced more than a feme8 by participants, some participants’ spoke
openly of how the senior cohousing community theyenpart of was utilizing methods for

energy efficiency to help them cut down on buildargl utility costs within the individual homes.
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Place Attachment

According to Sugihara and Evans (2000), Shenk ¢2@04) and Oswald et al. (2010),
individuals develop place attachment through ematidies that have been influenced by feelings
of comfort, familiarity, and security. Individuafgve also been known to form attachment to
their homes or possessions as they view them @sredf self-identity or a reminder of a role
they played in their life (Shenk et al., 2004). ®ostudies have shown that attachment to
possessions may be connected with memories orierpes that are linked to those possessions
(Lewicka, 2009; Sugihara & Evans, 2000). Participan this study remarked that they were
currently downsizing their possessions and thabi an emotional process to choose what
memorable belongings they would take with themwahith belongings they would leave
behind. Participants also mentioned that havingjaate display space in their new homes was
important to them so that they could display thesgssions they chose to take with them and
personalize their new homes. Due to this reasotiiregthemeslaking Personal Belongingsd
Downsizing were considered supportive of this literaturavas the key poin\Vindows and

Wallspace

The formation of place attachment has also baenglly correlated with social contact
among neighbors where relationships were estalbliahd homes were believed to be
satisfactory to residents (Lewicka, 2009; Hildadgblernandez, 2001; Sugihara & Evans, 2000).
Sugihara and Evans (2000) found that frequentlywoty, unplanned socializing increased place
attachment and could affect physical and mentdtiheencouraging a resident’s transition into a
new home. The them@&ocial EngagemerndHome Arrangememere found to be valid to this
literature. Participants believed that socializimghe community was extremely important to
their health and participation in community actadt They also noted that the arrangement of the
individual residences could increase the amousboifalizing that occurred. Participants stated

that having a large front porch that had room fient to lounge and use for hobbies was likely to
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encourage interaction among residents as well. S@rteecipants noted that by having a great
room design in the interior of the home, commumacatvith guests would be easier while
entertaining. These results recognized that thepkayts,Front PorchandGreat Room Concept

were additionally relative to the literature.

Other positive predictors of place attachment Hzaen found to include personalizing
the home, using the natural environment, maintgitine appearance of the community, and
establishing neighborhood relationships (Lewicl3Q2 Peace et al., 2011). These findings were
associated with three of the themes that emergexd tine interviewsSocial Engagement, Home
ArrangementandCare for Nature The key pointFront Porch was considered related to this
literature as well. As mentioned earlier, particifzabelieved communication among residents to
be significant and encouraged by the design ottmemunity site plan. They noted that using the
front porch for visiting, relaxing, and hobbies Bus keeping potted plants were easy ways to

establish informal communication.

Oswald et al. (2010) discussed how attachmeniplace could be established by using
smaller individual homes which could reduce thedearof maintenance for older adults while
allowing them to effortlessly maneuver around. Temes that were considered to be linked
with these beliefs wer@ownsizingandUniversal DesignParticipants explained that downsizing
was important for them to do before moving intartmew homes and that it often felt relieving
to be rid of their excess belongings they no lomgsded. They also remarked that they wanted
their new homes to be supportive of their needb@gaged and easy to maintain. Therefore, the
key points Accessible Storage Space, Easy Upkarg@Barrier Free Environmenivere
additionally regarded to support this literaturartieipants believed that a supportive home
would provide them with easy access to everythiey tvould need for their daily activities no

matter their physical abilities. They also mentibtieat they were looking forward to having
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more spare time as they hoped to spend less teaaiolg and keeping up with their future homes

in the community.

Autonomy and Older Adults

If older adults are able to easily keep up witkitthomes and their daily activities are
supported by the design of the home, then theymalt likely continue to feel independent as
they age. Independence, along with culture, religamd having personal control have all been
found to impact an individual’'s perceived autonopdresen et al., 2009). Two themes are
considered to support this assumptiBrivacy andUniversal Desigrwere described by
participants to regard their needs for having aqeal space that would sustain them and their
abilities to complete their everyday tasks. The feints,Private RetreaandBarrier Free
Environmentwere also believed to represent these needsharefaore were considered to

reinforce this assumption as well.

Maintaining independence has been found to berarmmm concern among older adults
as they often worry about keeping control of tlaeitivities and personal choices as they grow
older (Bronstein et al., 2009; Peace et al., 20I4¢. themePlanning for the Futurewas
determined to uphold this conclusion as many optrgicipants discussed their reasons for
planning ahead for their later years. Participamsitioned that they wanted to make the choices
for their future while they were able to do so dmat they did not want to leave hard decisions
for their children to make. They also did not wamhave to worry about what would happen to

them if they were to suddenly have an accidenevehlbp a disability or iliness.

Health has been found to be positively impacteditgnomy when older adults continue
to socialize, stay active, and remain engagedein tiobbies in interests (Durrett, 2009; Sugihara
& Evans, 2000; Russ, 2009; Silverberg, 2010). Heene Social Engagementeinforced these

findings as did the key poirEront Porch as participants thought that socializing and hga
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space to socialize informally was essential fordbeelopment of community between senior
cohousing members. Bronstein et al. (2009) and @setaal. (2010) noted that older adults’
health benefited when they continued to engagkedim daily activities and maintained their
autonomy. The themélniversal Designand the key point#ccessible Storage Space, Easy
UpkeepandBarrier Free Environmentyere all found to be pertinent with this conclusam

they all regarded the participants preferencea foome that would support them as they aged.

Older adults’ health has also been observed teflidrom them living within
communities as they often have healthier lifestybesticipate in more activities and socializing,
and maintain a high level of confidence (Cohen,2@urrett, 2009). The them8pcial
Engagementsupports these findings as participants belig¢hatithey would be more active in a
senior cohousing community as they would be motéalgave their homes if they could readily
see and interact with other members. These featimésire built into the design of senior
cohousing communities are believed to influencelesds’ health and confidence as their
autonomy is maintained (Lawton, 1977; Durrett, 200iversal Desigrwas a theme that was
deemed relevant to this conclusion as were theokeys,Accessible Storage Space, Easy
UpkeepandBarrier Free Environmen(This theme and these key points were consideyed a
participants’ discussions revolving around themltdeih such features that are found in senior
cohousing communities. Participants commented enthey believed a supportive environment
that contained universal design features was baakfo people of all ages and would be an aid
to them. They also noted that having a home thaildvoe accessible and easy to maintain for
years to come was very important as it could atloem more spare time and the ability to

manage by themselves a lot longer.
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Summary and I mplications

As the findings from the interviews and focus grandicated, participants in this study
believed that senior cohousing communities couleraflder adults a newly developed and
optimal alternative for housing as they age. Thisly sought to explore the individual homes in
senior cohousing communities and how they coultstaskler adults to age in place. To further
determine how this could be achieved, the promatigslace attachment and perceived
autonomy were selected as design objectives fersthidy. The four individual floor plans
developed for this study were based on the interaied focus group research session responses
and the universal design principles. In the thiskarch session, the post-evaluation
guestionnaires were used to determine the floorsplabserved success and whether or not the
floor plans met the two design objectives. The ole success of the floor plans was based on
participant’s perceptions that they would feel maugonomous and connected to the floor plans,
and through them they would also feel connectedleéaommunity and the other members.
Based on the responses that were obtained fromusgtionnaires, the four individual floor plans
were all found to meet the two design objectived aare believed to be able to promote place
attachment and perceived autonomy for an agingeasi This assessment was generated by
comparing and contrasting the individual answersaich question in the post-evaluation
guestionnaire. Their supportive responses to tlestqpns that were geared toward place
attachment and autonomy decided the final evalnatidhe floor plans. By advocating place
attachment and perceived autonomy, participantg\e that there would be no problems that

would hinder aging in place in any of the four flgmtans that were developed.

There were several limitations with this studye®ample used was small as it only
contained eleven participants from one senior ceimgucommunity. These participants were all
living around the Midwestern town the community vieaslt in, so the results of this study are not

generalizable to the larger population of olderltsdas it was only a case study of one site.
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Another limitation with the sample was the wide agege between the 11 participants, as they
were anywhere between 55 to 85 years of age. Seoimmusing communities were considered to
be a relatively new development in the United Statethe time of this study and there were only
five completed communities in various regions awbtire country. As these communities were a
new development, they were also a new subjecefearch, and therefore, very little prior
research or literature for this study to be basedauld be found. Another limitation in this study
was that the results from post-evaluation reseseskion were only considering four individual
floor plans. It is important to note that had pust-evaluation session contained more than the
four individual floor plans, the final conclusiontthis study may have varied considerably. The
last considerable limitation to point out is théuat limitation of independence in older adulthood
which is not addressed in this study. Recent rebdaas indicated that while independence is
important to well-being, “social inclusive indepemge” recognizes the need for socialization

and the interdependence of older adults on oteifiiant individuals (Plath, 2008).

Many of the limitations in this study were alsasimlered relevant for future implications
in this research. As senior cohousing was a newldpment at the time of this study, the
findings may be beneficial to other projects argkegchers who are beginning to look into this
idea as a new alternative for housing for oldeldtadDue to the lack of research on this topic, the
literature presented and the findings from thigipalar project may be able to begin to fill the
gaps and open new doors for older adults lookingtdich an alternative for their housing. This
study could be further explored in several ways data collected from the individual interviews
and focus group could be further studied. An exanbithis would be to use the data supporting
the theme, Planning for the Future, in order tagtuealth in this group of participants and in
other more homogenous samples since health ohtlidduals was not analyzed in this study.
By utilizing the four individual floor plans andgsenting them to other senior cohousing

members around the nation, researchers could begmmpile generalizable results on this
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subject. Other senior cohousing members from varcmmmunities could also partake in
interviews and focus groups to further understéwedconcepts older adults are looking for in
alternative housing options. It would additionddly beneficial to use interviews and focus groups
with senior cohousing members that have been livirtgeir existing communities. In this way,
senior cohousing communities could be examinedsee whether or not they are meeting

members’ expectations and if they are supportiegctirrent literature.

In addition to the benefits this study could ¢lfodbm research concerned with housing
choices for older adults, the public and professio@alms could profit from these findings as
well. This study could be used to further enlightéster adults and the general public to a hew
alternative for housing in later life. As more isdkvn about senior cohousing communities and
the literature begins to expand, more older adultde reached that may find this alternative to
their liking. The floor plans developed for thisidy were accepted by participants’ who believed
that they could be used in the creation of futem@& cohousing communities. If these floor
plans were used as guidelines for the beginninasiaé individual homes, they could save future
members precious time in the development of tr@imraunities. Using these floor plans could
also educate potential new members on the suppwmensal design features could bring to their

new residences and their lives as aging older s.dult

85



REFERENCES

Abraham-Paiss, N. (2005). Current cohousers coneml@ options for the years ahead.
Communities127, 36-37. Retrieved from the ProQuest database.

Abrahms, S. (2011, January 31). Elder cohousingew option for retirement- or sooner!
Retrieved from http://www.aarp.org/home-garden/inog/enfo-01-
2011/elder_cohousing.html

Andresen, M., Runge, U., Hoff, M., & Puggaard, 2009). Perceived Autonomy and Activity
Choices Among Physically Disabled Older People imgihg Home Settings: A
Randomized TrialJournal of Aging and Heal{t21(8), 1133-1158. Retrieved from the
Sage Journals Online database.

Atchley, R.C. (1989). A continuity theory of normading.The Gerontologist, 42), 183-190.
Retrieved from http://gerontologist.oxfordjournalg

Bartuska, T., & Young, G. (1994). The built envineent definition and scop&he built
environment: A creative inquiry into design andrpiang (pp. 3-14). Menlo Park, CA:
Crisp Publications, Inc.

Blumenstock, C. (2006). Baby boomers are reinvgriting-term careNursing Homes: Long

Term Care Managemeriy(11), 22-24. Retrieved from the EBSCOHost database.

86



Bronstein, L., Gellis, Z. D., & Kenaley, B. L. (28D A neighborhood naturally occurring
retierment community: Views from providers and desits.Journal of Applied
Gerontology 30(1), 104-112. Retrieved from the Sage Journalsrerdatabase.

Center for Universal Design. (201@he principles of universal desigRetrieved from
http://www.ncsu.edu/project/design-projects/uditeesfior-universal-design/the-
principles-of-universal-design/

Cohen, R. (2005). The next phase: Senior cohouSiagimunities127, 33-39. Retrieved from
the ProQuest database.

Durrett, C. (2009)The senior cohousing handbook: a community appréaahdependent living
(2nd Ed.). Gabriola Island, BC: New Society Pulsish

Elder cohousing provides new housing option fonfdatomers to ‘age in community'; Next elder
cohousing workshop offered June 23-26, 2005 in @=ICO. (2005, May 27PR
Newswire United Business MedRetrieved from http://www.prnewswire.com/news-
releases/elder-cohousing-provides-new-housing-ogto-baby-boomers-to-age-in-
community-54534932.html

Elder, G.H., Jr., Johnson, M.K., & Crosnoe, R. @00 he emergence and development of life
course theory. In J.T. Mortimer, & M.J. Shanahadgl;Handbook of the life course
(pp. 3-19). Retrieved from the SpringerLink databas

Glass, A. P. (2009). Aging in a community of mutsapport: The emergence of an elder
intentional cohousing community in the United Séaleurnal of Housing for the
Elderly, 23(4), 283-303. Retrieved from the Taylor & Francisli®e database.

Hidalgo, M. C., & Hernandez, B. (2001). Place dttaent: Conceptual and empirical questions.
Journal of Environmental Psycholo@d1(3), 273-281. Retrieved from the Science
Direct database.

Hutchison, E.D. (2010). A life course perspectdanensions of human behavior: The changing
life course(4™ ed., pp. 3-38). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publicatidnc.

87



Kornblum, J. (2005, January 23). Senior ‘co-housimgns doorsThe Times UniorRetrieved
from the LexisNexis database.

Lawton, M. P. (1977). An ecological theory of agiqgplied to elderly housingournal of
Architectural Education31(1), 8-10. Retrieved from the JSTOR database.
Lewicka, M. (2009). What makes neighborhood diffiiefieom home and city? Effects of place
scale on place attachmedournal of Environmental Psycholgd80(1), 35-51.

Retrieved from the Science Direct database.

National Clearinghouse for Long Term Care Informati(n.d.).Planning for long term care.
Retrieved from http://www.longtermcare.gov/LTC/MaBite/Planning/Index.aspx

Nimrod, G., & Kleiber, D.A. (2007). Reconsiderinigamge and continuity in later life: Toward
an innovation theory of successful agitrgernational Journal of Aging and Human
Development, 68), 1-22.

Oswald, F., Wahl, H., Schilling, O., Nygren, C.nga, A., Sixsmith, A., et al. (2007).
Relationships between housing and healthy agimgiin old ageThe Gerontologist
47(1), 96-107. Retrieved from the Oxford Universitess database.

Oswald, F., Jopp, D., Rott, C., & Wahl, H. (201I8)aging in place a resource for or risk to life
satisfactionhe Gerontologist51(2), 238-250. Retrieved from the Oxford University
Press database.

Parker, R.G. (1995). Reminiscence: A continuityotigdramework.The Gerontologist, 38),
515-525. Retrieved from the ProQuest database.

Peace, S., Holland, C., & Kellaher, L. (2011). i@ptrecognition’ in later life: Variations on
ageing in placeAgeing & Society31(5), 734-757. Retrieved from the Cambridge
University Press database.

Peck, R. L. (2008). The cohousing alternatNarsing Homes: Long Term Care Management
57(1), 12-14. Retrieved from the EBSCOHost database.

Plath, D. (2008). Independence in old age: Theertmsocial exclusionBritish Journal of

88



Social Work, 381359-1369. doi:10.1093/bjsw/bcm045
Russ, R. (2009). Emotional wellness needs: Oldeltath rural communitieslournal of Family
and Consumer Sciencd91(4), 33-37. Retrieved from the ProQuest database.
Senior Resource for Aging in Place. (20053ing in place Retrieved from

http://www.seniorresource.com/ageinpl.htm

Shenk, D., Kuwahara, K., & Zablotsky, D. (2004)dé&i women's attachments to their home and
possessiongdournal of Aging Studie48(2), 157-169. Retrieved from the Science
Direct database.

Silverberg, K. (2010, October 1). 'Cohousing' adjpisons for a diverse aging population.
Herald-Tribune p. A.8. Retrieved from the Factiva database.

Sugihara, S., & Evans, G. W. (2000). Place attafirand social support at continuing care
retirement communitie€nvironment and Behavip82(3), 400-409. Retrieved from the
Sage Journals Online database.

Wagner, S. L., Shubair, M. M., & Michalos, A. CO@). Surveying older adults' opinions on
housing: Recommendations for poli§ocial Indicators ResearcB9(3), 405-412.
Retrieved from the SpringerLink database.

Walker, D., & Myrick, F. (2006). Grounded theoryn &xploration of process and procedure.
Qualitative Health Research, (@, 547-559. Retrieved from Sage Journals Online

database.

89



APPENDICES

90



APPENDIX A

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB)

91



Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Monday, March 19, 2012

IRB Application No HE1216

Proposal Title: Senior Cohousing: An Optimal Alternative for Aging in Place
Reviewed and Expedited

Processed as:

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved Protocol Expires: 3/18/2013

Principal

Investigator(s):

Jessica Kramp Melinda Lyon

1503 N. Hartford 431 HES

Stillwater, OK 74075 Stillwater, OK 74078

The IRB application referenced above has been approved. It is the judgment of the reviewers that the
rights and welfare of individuals who may be asked to participate in this study will be respected, and that
the research will be conducted in a manner consistent with the IRB requirements as outlined in section 45
CFR 46.

The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the |RB approvat
stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during the study.

As Principal Investigator, it is your responsibility to do the following:

1. Conduct this study exactly as it has been approved. Any modifications to the research protocol
must be submitted with the appropriate signatures for IRB approval.

2. Submit a request for continuation if the study extends beyond the approval period of one calendar
year. This continuation must receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue.

3. Report any adverse events to the IRB Chair promptly. Adverse events are those which are
unanticipated and impact the subjects during the course of this research; and

4. Notify the IRB office in writing when your research project is complete.

Please note that approved protocols are subject to monitoring by the IRB and that the IRB office has the
authority to inspect research records associated with this protocol at any time. If you have questions

about the IRB procedures or need any assistance from the Board, please contact Beth McTernan in 219
Cordell North (phone: 405-744-5700, beth.mcternan@okstate.edu).

Sincerely,

M A Koo
Shelia Kennison, Chair
Institutional Review Board
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SURVEY OF DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

What is your age?
65-74 years 85 oeld
75-84 years

. What is your gender?
Male Female

. What is your current marital status?
Single, never married Married
Widowed vddced

What was the highest degree you ever completed?
High School Diploma
Associate’s Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Master's Degree
Doctorate Degree
Other, please specify:

. What is your occupation?

If retired, what was your occupation?

How long have you resided in your current home?

. What is your current household income?

Under $10,000 0,349,000
$10,000- $19,000 $5D,804,000
$20,000- $29,000 $715,809,000
$30,000- $39,000 Waoaiber not say

What is your ethnicity?
African-American
Asian
Caucasian
Hispanic
Native American
Would rather not say
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10.

11.

INTERVIEW SCRIPT

What made you want to move into the Oakcreek conity2in

How do you feel about downsizing?

How do you think having a front porch would affgour social engagement with your
neighbors?

What personal belongings do you consider impottabting with you to the Oakcreek
community?

What living spaces would you hope to still havgaour new home that you would miss
from your old home?

What do you think about having free standing, ifdiial homes versus multiple resident
units in senior cohousing?

What are your views on having a front porch thaetashared common facilities and
grounds in senior cohousing?

Do you feel as though a front facing porch woulovle enough privacy? If not,
explain.

What are your views on having private back pordbesdividual homes?

What are your opinions on living in an open flotarpversus living in a closed floor
plan?

What are your thoughts on universal or ADA designyour new residence? Have you

heard of these design guidelines?
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FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS

Space

1. What spaces or rooms do you feel are importaatresidence?

2. Do you think anything may not be necessary imymrrent home for your future living?
Prompts:

e Storage Space
o Display Space
e Built-Ins

Agingin Place
1. What are you expecting from your new home asgaaging in place?
2. What do you think the home should provide faressibility and mobility problems?
Prompts:
e Specialized Design- Cabinet Heights
e Adaptable Design
e Shower/Tub
e Aesthetics

Lighting
1. What would you look for in artificial and natufighting in a new residence?

2. What do you feel would serve better purpose:emandows with views to the outside or
greater wallspace?
Prompts:

¢ Adjustable/ Layered Lighting
e Ceiling Height
o Energy Conservation

Home Exterior

1. Let’s talk about expectations for the front fs.

2. What uses are you wanting from a private batlopa
Prompts:

e Screens
e Variation in Plans
¢ Plantings
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FLOOR PLAN POST-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Do you feel as though these floor plans would pte\a supportive home in which to
age independently? Circle one:Yes No

Please explain your answer:

How do you think the design of the front porchesuldaffect resident relations among

those living in these homes?

On a scale of 1-10 with 1 beingtrattached and 10 beingery attached, how attached
do you think you could become to one or more o$éhftoor plans if you ever chose to
live in one?

Plan A Plan B Plan C Plan D

Do you prefer one floor plan over another, if so/@h

Do you feel as though these floor plans offer afcotable and secure living
environment?

Please explain your answer:

How well do you think an older individual could gabund in these floor plans even if
they developed a disability as they aged?
Do you think these floor plans would offer an ol@wetividual with mobility constraints

(such as using a wheelchair or a walker) a bainéerand easily accessed environment?
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7. How much work do you think these floor plans wolbiédto keep up with in terms of
cleaning and maintenance?

Circle one:

A lot of work. Some work, about what you spend now.
Somework, but lessthat you spend now. Not very much work.

8. Which, if any, of the following universal designajities of these homes would benefit
the lifestyle of an aging resident?

Check all that apply:

D Using levers on doors instead of knobs D Providing knee space under sinks

D Building grab bars into the design D Roll-in showers with no lip

D All doorways are 36” D 5’ diameter for turnaround in bathroo
D Floor plan all 1 level D Pocket doors utilized

D 9” toe kick on cabinets D Outlets moved up to 18"

D Other:

9. If you lived in one of these floor plans, do yoelfas though these homes would be easy
to personalize and provide enough space for younanagble possessions?

Please explain your answer:

10. How do you think the views from the windows andgbas from these homes would

affect the resident’s community involvement?
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11. Looking at the four floor plans, on a scale of 1viith 1 looking themost institutional
and 10 looking thenost residential, rank each floor plan’s appearance.

Plan A Plan B Plan C Plan D

12. On a scale of 1-10 with 1 beimgt willing and 10extremely willing, how willing
would you be to move in to one or more of theserfldans?

Plan A Plan B Plan C Plan D

13. On a scale of 1-10 with one beingt at all and 10 beingxtremely well, how likely do
you think you could adapt to living in one or mofehese floor plans?

Plan A Plan B Plan C Plan D

14. Do you believe you would have an easier time liiimgne of these floor plans as you
age compared to your current residence?

Please explain your answer:

15. How do you feel accomplishing everyday activitiastsas doing laundry, cooking, and

cleaning the house, etc. would compare to doingetaativities in your current

residence?
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