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Executive Summary 

Background 

This project, funded through a $25,000 U.S. EPA Smart Growth and Aging grant, was to 
research and recommend ways that local jurisdictions can change zoning and other 
codes to allow development patterns that embrace smart-growth techniques and 
promote a healthy environment for older adults. Specifically, this study examined the 
regulatory barriers to senior-friendly development in the Denver region. 

Zoning codes are often cited as an impediment to innovative and environmentally 
beneficial development patterns. More flexible zoning codes enable development 
patterns that improve air and water quality by reducing the consumption of natural 
land, the need to drive, and water pollutants. A senior-healthy environment can be 
achieved when smart-growth development techniques are well represented in local 
regulatory codes. 

Housing choices for seniors is another aspect of this research. Given the rapid growth in 
the age 60 and over population in the Denver region, communities will be faced with 
more requests for senior-oriented community developments and other housing options 
like “granny flats” and elder co-housing.   

National Research Center (NRC) was selected by DRCOG to assist with the project. 
NRC and DRCOG pursued a three-pronged approach, which included: 

 Research and synthesis of information about local communities (case studies) in 
the U.S. that have adjusted land use regulatory codes to better meet the needs of 
seniors;  

 Facilitation and documentation of a discussion session with members of the 
Denver Metro Home Builders Association (HBA) who related their experiences 
with older adult housing and active living communities; and   

 Facilitation and documentation of a public sector focus group session held with 
staff members, planning commissioners, and elected officials to: a) ascertain their 
knowledge of senior-healthy issues and approaches; and b) gain greater insight 
into the politics/culture that may exist that create impediments to implementing 
innovative development approaches that would be make communities more 
senior-healthy. 

Senior-friendly Development and Smart Growth 

DRCOG’s Metro Vision 2030 Plan (the Plan) outlines the fundamental aspects of senior-
friendly development. The central goal identified in the Plan is to “create senior-
friendly communities by promoting development patterns and urban design features 
that meet the needs of older adults.” The ideal senior-friendly community provides easy 
connections to neighbors, recreation, public transit, healthy food and health care. Many 
of these characteristics are consistent with Smart Growth principles. 
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Smart Growth is a philosophy of urban planning that encourages developers to plan 
communities around people rather than cars. While Smart Growth is not specifically 
focused on seniors, its design principles can lead to more senior-friendly development. 
This is accomplished by creating spaces where it is easy to walk, bike or use public 
transit or where narrow streets are built on a grid pattern with safe pedestrian crossings 
and walkways. A more senior-friendly community should also contain a range of 
housing types that can help seniors transition from a single-family housing unit to a 
multi-family housing unit but remain living in their chosen neighborhood. 

However, barriers to Smart Growth and senior-friendly development exist in many 
communities. For instance, zoning and subdivision controls may limit the type of 
houses that can be built, or they may not recognize assisted living senior housing as an 
allowable land use. Also, street design criteria can make pedestrian access difficult. 
Likewise, road impact fee assessments may not account for fewer commuters among 
the retired population. 

Case Studies 

NRC reviewed the available literature and conducted internet research on specific land 
use and zoning regulations related to active adult and older adult community 
development in Colorado and across the United States. Additional information was 
sought related to Smart Growth and its applicability to older adult housing. 

Recent literature has cited the merits of “universal design,” a design philosophy that 
promotes the use of products, spaces or features by individuals with or without a 
disability. Within the housing market, a goal of universal design is to increase and 
prolong the independence and comfort of individuals within their homes. In 2002, the 
City of Fort Collins, Colorado, adopted “Practical Housing for All” (PHA) standards, 
which encourage the voluntary incorporation of universal design concepts in new home 
construction. 

“Visitability” is a concept related to universal design stipulating that all housing be 
accessible to people with disabilities; that those with disabilities can easily visit homes 
of others who are not disabled. Basic requirements for visitability include a no-step 
entry, doorways of at least 32 inches wide and at least a half-bath on the first floor. In 
2005, the City of Arvada, Colorado passed a visitability ordinance. 

Another strategy used by communities to retain older adults in a community involves 
participation in a home sharing program. While home sharing programs offer the 
economic and social support many older adults need, often local zoning codes will need 
to be adjusted to accommodate such programs. Specifically, many municipalities limit 
the number of unrelated individuals that can live in a residence. 

Co-housing, or cooperative housing, is a form of community living where residents live 
in their private homes and share common areas or buildings such as playgrounds, open 
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space and a common house. In recent years the concept of cooperative housing has been 
applied to the 55-plus age group (often termed “elder cohousing”). Cooperative 
housing can benefit seniors by controlling costs, allowing seniors to maintain equity in 
their homes and providing a supportive environment in which to age. 

Older adults (as well as any home owner) can also seek financial and social support 
through the addition of an accessory dwelling unit (ADU). ADUs are independent 
living quarters that are located either within a single-family home or on its lot.  

Older adults who may be more financially independent may choose to live in an active 
adult or age-targeted community. Active adult communities explicitly restrict who can 
live there based on age, while age-targeted communities do not explicitly restrict by 
age, but tend to attract older buyers due to housing design and/or amenities. 

Growing in popularity are continuing care retirement communities (CCRC) or life care 
communities. These retirement communities are designed to allow the senior to “age in 
community” by offering a “continuum of care.” 

Developer Discussion Group Session 

The senior-healthy development experiences of the developers and builders who 
participated in the discussion group varied. While some had not yet built a community 
targeted to older adults, others had over 20 years experience building in this market 
segment. Many had built communities (not necessarily limited to older adults) in the 
Denver metro area, as well as in other parts of the country including Arizona and 
Illinois. The types of communities varied from multi-family high-rises to mixed-use, 
age-qualified independent living and rental communities.  

While these communities may look like “traditional” communities, the characteristics 
that attract older adults and Baby Boomers can be in conflict with local ordinances. 
Regulations related to street widths and design criteria set forth by public works 
departments and fire departments that present barriers to active adult development 
were frequently encountered by the participants.  

The developers also believed there was a lack of awareness about active adult 
communities on the part of Denver-area elected and appointed officials and staff. Many 
participants believed that if jurisdictions were more aware of the requirements of active 
adult communities, staff might be more likely to be proponents of local code revisions. 
The developers agreed that they need to take an active role in educating municipal 
officials about the needs of older adults and the types of communities in which they 
wish to live.  They requested that DRCOG assist with this effort. 
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Public Sector Focus Group Session 

The participants in the public sector focus group session (elected officials, planning 
directors, public works directors, city engineers, building and fire code officials, and 
community development agency staff, among others) represented a range of 
jurisdictions and expertise. They stressed the importance of visitability and universal 
design when creating senior-friendly housing, and noted the visitability ordinance 
adopted on 9/19/05 by the City of Arvada.  They suggested a set of design standards 
be developed that would highlight not just senior-friendly housing, but healthy 
communities overall. 

The participants agreed with the developers that there was a need for more education, 
but believed it was the general public and elected officials who would benefit most. 
They noted that United States culture focuses on perpetuating youth, and that the 
public needs to become more sensitive and accepting of its own aging population and 
more aware of older adult needs.  

Participants felt that DRCOG could play a key role in helping to formulate a region-
wide solution to the housing and community design issues facing older adults. Through 
its Area Agency on Aging, DRCOG has the wherewithal to collect and distribute 
important data related to older adults and healthy communities. 

Dissemination of Preliminary Findings 

During the course of the grant period, DRCOG staff made five presentations of the EPA 
grant-funded project's preliminary findings to both local and national audiences: 

Local Government Audience 
 At a DRCOG-sponsored workshop at the DRCOG Offices in Denver, CO, August 

11, 2006. The presentation was entitled “Senior-healthy Regulatory Guidelines.” 
 At an “Active Living for the Aging: How the Built Environment Can Help” 

forum at Tri-County Health in Greenwood Village, CO, August 29, 2006, 
sponsored by the Active Community Environment (ACE) Task Force of the 
Colorado Physical Activity and Nutrition (COPAN) Program.  The presentation 
was entitled "Regional Planning for Senior-friendly Development." 

 At a DRCOG-sponsored Planning Commissioners Workshop at the University of 
Denver, Sturm College of Law, Denver, CO, March 10, 2007. The session 
presentation was entitled "Senior-friendly Development Regulatory Barriers: 
EPA-funded Study Findings." 

National Audience 
 At the 2006 Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations (AMPO) Annual 

Conference in Fort Lauderdale, October 31 - November 3, 2006.  The session 
presentation was entitled "Regional Planning for Senior-friendly Development: 
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Making the Land Use, Transportation, and Public Health/Safety Connection" 
(given as a part of the "Serving Every Population" session).  

 With EPA Senior Advisor – Aging Initiative, Kathy Sykes, at the March 2007 
Joint meeting of the American Society on Aging - National Council on the Aging 
in Chicago. The session presentation was entitled “Smart Growth and Aging in 
Community: Does it Matter?” 

Environmental Results 

While DRCOG staff has presented the preliminary findings of the EPA-funded project 
in five different venues, we have yet to fully implement specific actions to monitor and 
report the public/environmental health results in terms of the number of local 
government development code and design guideline amendments.   

When local governments implement Smart Growth policies, many positive 
public/environmental outcomes occur. The American Planning Association Planning 
Advisory Service Report No. 539/540  entitled "Integrating Planning and Public Health: 
Tools and Strategies to Create Healthy Places" cites "five strategic points of intervention 
and collaboration between planning and public health," one of which is 
"implementation tools" (Morris (editor), 2006). The tools noted for creating health places 
include "smart code reforms of zoning and subdivision regulations" and "mobility, 
transportation, and traffic circulation reforms." The specific barriers to both of these 
reform movements and recommendations for removing these barriers have been 
identified in this report.  

In the coming months, DRCOG staff will use the findings of this report to help local 
jurisdictions in the Denver region to: 

 Become more aware of the relationship of the built environment to 
public/environmental health. 

 Adopt changes to their development codes and design criteria.   

Research Findings 

As a result of the case study research and the two group sessions, the following general 
findings were noted: 

 In addition to zoning codes administered by planning departments, the codes 
and design criteria applied by public works, water and fire departments also 
offer regulatory challenges; 

 Public-sector departments must work together to overcome regulatory and 
process challenges, including keeping codes and ordinances up-to-date with 
changing demographics; 

 Developers must educate local officials and staff on the unique requirements of 
active adult communities and older adult housing; 

 Increase the public’s awareness of older adult housing options, including the 
unique requirements of active adult communities; and 
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 All participant groups would like DRCOG to have a continued presence in this 
arena. 

Future Action Steps 

Based on the findings noted above, DRCOG staff has identified the following future 
action steps: 

 Further explore the effectiveness of ordinances and zoning codes in the Denver 
Metro Area related to senior-healthy development; 

 Hold a joint discussion group meeting with members of the developer/home 
builder/real estate community and public sector representatives to discuss 
action steps that could benefit both groups;  

 Develop a glossary of terms to provide a “common language” related to senior-
healthy development;   

 Formulate a comprehensive outreach program to raise awareness of the future 
demographic shift in the senior population and how DRCOG members in the 
region can make their communities more senior-friendly/healthy; and 

 Develop a local government self-assessment tool that determines whether local 
comprehensive plan elements (land use, community design, transportation, 
parks and recreation, community facilities, housing, health and social services, 
etc.) include appropriate healthy aging policies and design guidance. 
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Creating Senior-healthy Communities 
Background 
The Area Agency on Aging (AAA)1 of the Denver Regional Council of Governments 
(DRCOG) contracted with National Research Center, Inc. (NRC) to assist staff with 
research, facilitation and progress measures for the creation of senior-friendly 
guidelines in the Denver region. Funding for this project was received by DRCOG from 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.E.P.A.).  The first component 
of the project involved the research and synthesis of information about local 
communities in the U.S. that have adjusted land use regulatory codes to meet better the 
needs of older adults. The second component involved the facilitation of a local 
developer/builder discussion group on how regulatory requirements may act as 
impediments to developing senior-oriented communities. 2The third component was to 
develop a process to be used by DRCOG staff that tracks local regulatory code 
adjustments to meet senior needs. The final component included a focus group held 
with city staff and elected/appointed officials. This Public Sector focus group session 
was designed to gain the perspective of staff and elected/appointed officials of the 
cities and towns in the region currently addressing senior housing issues. 

Methods 

Limitations 

Much of the available materials related to active adult housing exist as marketing 
pieces; little research has been conducted on land use issues related specifically to older 
adults. Most of the literature on Smart Growth is not aimed specifically at older adults, 
rather it stresses how, by using Smart Growth principles, a community can enhance its 
livability for residents of all ages. While livability for all ages is critical, there are 
undoubtedly special needs unique to older adults that must be addressed. Some of 
those special needs have been identified in the Smart Growth Network publication, 
Getting to Smart Growth II: 100 More Policies for Implementation (2003) (see next page). 
Also, we acknowledge that the U.S. E.P.A. has become increasingly involved in the 
specialized arena of Smart Growth & Aging. So it is likely that additional information 
on this topic will be available from the EPA in the coming years. 

                                         
1 The DRCOG Area Agency on Aging is the designated AAA for eight of the nine counties in the 
DRCOG region. Boulder County has an aging services division independent of DRCOG’s AAA. Their 
strategic plan Creating Vibrant Communities In Which We All Age Well can be found at 
www.co.boulder.co.us/cs/ag/clc.htm 
2 This process has been outlined in the document, Senior-friendly Regulatory Guidelines: Tracking 
Forms and is not included in this report. 
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Make places walkable for aging populations in response to new 
demographics and special needs. 

The aging of the U.S. population—by 2030, one in five adults will be over the age of 65—
underscores the importance of creating walkable communities with older adults in mind. 
Incorporating specialized community design strategies, such as changes in streetscape 
design, and pursing long-term options related to housing, transportation, and land use 
can support walkability among senior citizens, enabling them to remain independent, to 
foster better health, and to actively participate in community life. 

Attention to small design and functional details can significantly improve seniors’ 
mobility on foot. For example, repairing uneven sidewalks can reduce the risk of falls. 
Providing sheltered benches at regular intervals (and at 90-degree angles to minimize 
twisting and turning) can provide resting and meeting places. Traffic engineering 
strategies—such as extending the duration of crossing signals and reducing crossing 
distances at intersections through traffic calming measures (e.g., “bulb-outs,” refuge 
islands, and other techniques)—can make it easier and safer for older adults to cross 
streets. Moreover, since vision and contrast perception become impaired with age, 
communities should provide sufficient lighting and easy-to-read signage and minimize 
abrupt grade changes or steep inclines. 

On a larger scale, close attention to the needs of the aging in local regulations and as part 
of the development review process can also help to create walkable environments for older 
people. For instance, revising zoning codes to allow for accessory apartments, “elder 
cottages,” and shared housing can create new opportunities for older adults to live within 
walking distance of family, friends, and basic services. In addition, localities should 
carefully consider the location and design of new facilities, such as retirement and 
assisted-living communities, to ensure that new developments are designed to provide 
walkable connections to nearby neighborhoods and services and provide infrastructure for 
walking on site.(Getting to Smart Growth II: 100 More Policies for Implementation, 
2003)  

The case studies and examples included in this report reflect the few documented 
incidences of how some communities specifically are addressing the housing needs of 
their aging populations. It is not intended to be a definitive resource exploring the 
various housing options available to older adults, rather, this section of the report 
identifies communities addressing their senior housing needs through various housing 
options and the land use regulations associated with these options. 

Additionally, the terms “older adult” and “senior” are used interchangeably, with the 
former being used more frequently. 
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Case Studies 

NRC reviewed the available literature and conducted internet research on specific land 
use and zoning regulations related to active adult and older adult community 
development across the United States. Additional information was sought related to 
Smart Growth and its applicability to older adult housing. Additionally, an NRC staff 
member attended the New Partners in Smart Growth conference held in Denver, 
Colorado in January 2006. 

Developer Discussion Group Session 

DRCOG and NRC worked with the Home Builders Association of Metro Denver (HBA) 
to convene and facilitate a discussion group session composed of HBA members 
developing 3older adult housing and active adult living communities in the Denver 
Metro Area to identify the regulatory issues related to active adult development. 
Working through the HBA and members of its Active Living Council (ALC) and 
Government Affairs Committee (GAC), NRC facilitated a discussion comprised of 16 
participants representing 14 organizations. Three members of the HBA were present for 
the discussion, as well as three DRCOG staff and two NRC staff. A list of participating 
organizations can be found in Appendix A: Detailed Developer Group Session 
Transcript. Participants for the session were recruited by HBA staff from its 
membership directory.  

The discussion group session was held on March 28, 2006, and hosted at the HBA 
facility in Denver, Colorado. The session began at 8:30 AM and lasted approximately 
two hours. The discussion was facilitated by a senior member of NRC’s staff who was 
accompanied by a scribe (also an NRC staff member) to document the discussion. An 
audio recording of the session was made to verify and clarify the session’s proceedings. 
A list of potential questions to be asked was developed by NRC, and distributed to the 
participants prior to the session. This list can be found in Appendix A: Detailed 
Developer Group Session Transcript. 

Public Sector Focus Group Session 

NRC worked with DRCOG to convene and facilitate a focus group session composed of 
city staff, elected officials, Area Agencies on Aging (AAA) representatives and others to 
identify the regulatory issues related to active adult development. DRCOG staff 
recruited participants in the region with a wide range of responsibilities. Participants 
included local government planners, engineers, a fire marshal and a city councilman, as 
well as, health departments and other committees and task forces. NRC facilitated a 
discussion comprised of 16 participants representing 13 cities, towns and organizations. 
Five DRCOG staff were present for the discussion, as well as two NRC staff. A list of 

                                         
3 Participants were involved not only in developing “active adult” communities, but also in a variety 
of developments that are marketed to middle aged and older adults of various health statuses. 
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participating organizations can be found in Appendix B: Public Sector Focus Group 
Session Transcript and Break-out Group Notes. 

The focus group session was held on October 31, 2006, and hosted at DRCOG’s offices 
in Denver, Colorado. The session began at 10:30 AM and lasted approximately three 
hours. The discussion was facilitated by a senior member of NRC’s staff who was 
accompanied by a scribe (also an NRC staff member) to document the discussion. An 
audio recording of the session was made to verify and clarify the session’s proceedings 
(a transcript of the focus group session can be found in Appendix B: Public Sector Focus 
Group Session Transcript and Break-out Group Notes). The focus group session 
consisted of a series of breakout sessions in which participants discussed various 
planning scenarios and other topics. The materials used for these breakout sessions can 
be found in Appendix D: Public Sector Focus Group Session Materials. The notes taken 
by the NRC scribe and the breakout group scribes have been combined and are 
presented in Appendix B: Public Sector Focus Group Session Transcript and Break-out 
Group Notes. 

Terminology 

In this report, “senior-friendly” and “senior-healthy” are terms used interchangeably to 
describe practices, policies and procedures that meet the needs of aging adults. 
Communities described as “senior-oriented” are those that cater to older adults in a 
number of ways including the physical design of the home, the surrounding 
environment and services offered. 
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Case Studies 

Senior-friendly Development and Smart Growth 

DRCOG’s Metro Vision 2030 Plan (adopted January 19, 2005) outlines the fundamental 
aspects of senior- friendly development. The central goal is to create healthy 
communities with a diversity of housing types to accommodate people of all ages. The 
ideal community encourages connections to neighbors, recreation, public transit, 
healthy food and necessary services such as health care. Specifically DRCOG’s Metro 
Vision 2030 Plan identifies the following features as ideal for senior-friendly 
development.  

Features of Senior-friendly Development (DRCOG’s Metro Vision 2030 Plan) 

Diverse housing types - Single family 
- Apartments 

- Assisted living 
- Own or rent 

Located near - Social services 
- Public facilities 

- Commercial areas 

Grid based development 
patterns 

- Shorter blocks 
- More route options 

- Easier to navigate  

Easy pedestrian 
connections 

- Good sidewalks 
- Narrowed street crossings 

- Trail systems 

Access to alternative 
transportation 

- Transit 
- Bus shelters 

- On-street bike lanes 
- Pedestrian connections 

Accessible parks 

- Avoid abrupt elevation 
changes 

- Hard surface pathways 
- Street furniture 

- Commodes 
- Easily identifiable signs and 

equipment 

Practical building design 

- Consider physical and cognitive impairments 
- Incorporate a variety of textures, colors and distinctive 

architectural features to differentiate buildings and improve 
navigation within buildings 

- Accessibility requirements  
- Hallway width 
- Hand railings 
- Hazard free walking surfaces 
- Minimal use of steps 
- Larger elevators 

These goals are shared by proponents of Smart Growth. Smart Growth is a philosophy 
of urban planning that tries to plan communities around people rather than cars. While 
Smart Growth is not specifically focused on seniors, its design principles can lead to 
senior-friendly development. The following diagram illustrates the connection between 
senior-friendly development and Smart Growth.  
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Range of Housing Choices

Mixed Land Uses  

Compact Building Design  (higher densities)

Walkable Neighborhoods 

Distinctive Communities

Alternate Transportation Choices 

In-fill development

Preserve Open Space and  Critical Environmental Areas 

Community and Stakeholder Collaboration

Development Decisions
Predictable, Fair and

Cost Effective

Senior Housing Needs

Smart Growth 
Principles

Parks
Street furniture

Hard surface pathways

Easily identifiable signs
and equipment

Commodes

Active living
Shorter blocks

Grid based communities 
(cognitive ease)

Wider, continuous, 
well-maintained sidewalks

Safe street crossings

Narrower streets

Healthy living
Access to:

fresh fruits/vegetables

health care services

recreational centers

Universal design
No-step entry on accessible route

First floor 
kitchen, bathroom and bedroom

Reachable plugs and switches

Accessible washrooms

Maneuvering space

Reduce isolation
Access to:

Social services
Commercial areas

Public facilities
Senior centers

Housing options
Accessible/adaptable

detached homes

Accessory dwelling units

Congregate housing

 

Smart Growth promotes healthy communities by creating spaces where it is easy to 
walk, bike or use public transit; where it is easy to choose to exercise because parks and 
recreation activities, food stores and restaurants are nearby and easy to access; where 
streetscapes are inviting and narrow streets are built on a grid pattern with safe 
pedestrian crossings and walkways; where homes are built closer to the front property 
line with garages in the back; where parking requirements are reduced, and access to 
walking routes and transit are emphasized. Each community also contains a range of 
housing types from single family units possibly with accessory dwelling units to higher 
density multi-family units such as town homes, apartments, or assisted living 
complexes. This mix can help seniors transition from a single-family dwelling but 
remain living in their neighborhood.   

Universal design standards are another set of design principles that seek to help 
communities meet the growing need for senior housing, and fit well with smart growth 
principles. Universal design standards are building principles that seek to create 
dwellings that can meet the needs of people of all ages and of all ability levels. This 
allows one person to remain in the same home from youth through aging or allows a 
home to transition easily from young residents to seniors. If enough homes were built 
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with these principles, housing would be able to transition easily as neighborhood 
demographics change. Universal design standards specify that the kitchen, one 
bathroom and one room that could function as a bedroom are on the first floor; halls, 
doorways and bathrooms are wide enough to provide maneuvering space for 
wheelchairs or walkers; there is a no-step entry into the home; and that plugs (placed 
higher than traditionally) and light switches (placed lower than traditionally) are at an 
easily reachable level. 

Known Barriers to Smart Growth/Senior Housing 

Euclidean zoning4 is one of the most common systems of land-use regulation used 
across the nation. It was conceived from a need to separate residential homes from the 
dangers of industrial processes, but has become a hindrance in that it prescribes strict 
separation of all uses. Under Euclidean zoning, land parcels are typically classified as 
residential, commercial or industrial. Mixing uses, especially residential with 
commercial, creates more integrated and walkable communities, but is often not 
possible under the strict application of Euclidean zoning. 

Smart Growth principles recognize that commercial and residential uses can be 
compatible, and indeed essential to reduce our dependence on cars, and our need to 
add roads and lanes to mitigate traffic. Density, parking, and street width requirements 
can be a hindrance to building mixed-use communities. Some potential barriers are 
outlined in the chart below.  

Potential Barriers to Smart Growth/Senior-friendly Development 
Zoning and 
subdivision controls 
may limit the type of 
houses that can be 
built 

- Restrictions on land zoned and available for multi-family and 
manufactured housing 

- Minimum housing size, lot size, or yard size requirements 
- Prohibitions on accessory dwelling units (detached, garage or 

basement apartments) 
Zoning ordinances 
may not recognize 
assisted living 
residences as an 
allowable land use  

- If assisted living residences are considered commercial, they 
may not be allowed in residential areas.  

                                         
4 There are a number of different systems for establishing zoning regulations, including performance 
zoning, incentive zoning and form-based zoning, but these are not discussed within this report. 
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Potential Barriers to Smart Growth/Senior-friendly Development 

Excessive parking 
requirements (parking 
per unit, restrictions 
on shared parking) 
puts priority on cars 
before pedestrians or 
bicyclists 

- The emphasis on cars in development means more space has 
to be devoted to parking which potentially: 
- adds to costs 
- reduces housing density 
- takes space from parks, trails, and community 

landscapes.  
- Requirements are based on projected cars per unit, which are 

often higher than is needed, but especially with seniors where 
there are fewer residents per unit, and fewer car owners per 
resident.  

- At higher levels of assisted living, seniors have even fewer, or 
no, cars. Parking is still needed for caregivers and visitors. 

- Smart Growth policies would ascribe a maximum number of 
parking spaces instead of minimums 

Potential Code/Design 
Criteria Barrier 

Commentary Related to Smart Growth/Senior-friendly 
Development 

Street design codes 
can make pedestrian 
access difficult 

- Design standards often prescribe wide roads and fewer/larger 
intersections designed for cars, not pedestrians.  

- Wider streets take room that can be used for back lanes 
(alleys) 

- Back lanes are needed to remove garages from front streets. 
- Wide streets with fewer intersections make walking more 

difficult, allowing fewer alternate routes than a small block 
grid based design.  

- Narrower streets with inviting streetscapes and safe 
crossings mitigate speeding and create a more walkable 
community. 

Road building 
requirements (or 
impact fees) don’t 
account for fewer 
commuters among 
the retired population 

- Senior developments tend to have fewer drivers and drivers 
who do not drive during rush hour, so have less of an impact 
on traffic, and should have lower mitigation requirements.  

- Impact fees, if any, should be applied to transit 
improvements. 

Traditional setbacks 
and lot sizes can 
make for more 
isolated living 

- Minimum setback requirements with large lot sizes prescribe 
streets where homes are isolated from the streetscape, and 
create large blocks  

- Changing to maximum setbacks creates a more dynamic 
streetscape.  
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Potential Barriers to Smart Growth/Senior-friendly Development 
Building codes often 
do not encourage 
developments that 
accommodate older 
residents 

- Building codes may not support the wider halls and doors 
needed (such as 5Practical Housing for all Standards) 

- Building codes may make retrofitting old homes and buildings 
too costly, thus preventing potential 
revitalization/rehabilitation projects.  

Water and sewer 
requirements do not 
account for lower 
usage by older adults 
and those without 
children in the home 

- Seniors have smaller household sizes and so they use less 
services per household 

Development 
processing and 
permitting drive up 
the cost of housing 

- Increased time and effort required to obtain approval 
increases cost of carrying the land 

- Overlapping reviews by different agencies can cause 
development review delays 

- Fee structures (e.g., fees for building, electrical, plumbing, 
heating, etc.) increase the cost of senior housing 

The ICMA, in its publication Active Living for Older Adults: Management Strategies for 
Healthy and Livable Communities, encourages communities to incorporate aging and 
active living concerns into all planning decisions – community development, public 
works, transportation, housing, human services, and parks and recreation. They suggest 
mapping current situations and future trends so communities are aware of the location 
of the highest concentrations of seniors who need : 

 Retirement communities 
 Health care facilities 
 Parks and recreation facilities 
 Stores, restaurants, etc 
 Senior centers 
 Sidewalk and trail networks (walkable communities) 
 Public transportation 
 Potential development parcels 

Housing Accessibility and Visitability 

The Fair Housing Amendments Act (FHAA or the Act) was passed by Congress in 1988 
and prohibited housing discrimination based on disability. Within the Act were several 
specifications related to the accessibility of multi-family housing. These included 
specifications related to the accessibility of the entrance, common areas, kitchen, 

                                         
5 Project P.H.A., Practical Housing for All, is an effort by the City of Fort Collins (Colorado) 
Commission on Disability subcommittee to educate home builders and their consumers on simple 
ways to build practical homes for residents of all abilities and encourage builders and designers to 
offer P.H.A. features in floor plans presented to new-home buyers. For additional information go to 
http://www.ci.fort-collins.co.us/pha/?departments 
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bathroom and electrical switches and outlets. While the FHAA provided specifications 
for multi-family construction, specifications for single-family residences were omitted. 
As accessibility requirements were not defined for single-family homes, aging home 
owners were faced with few options if they desired to remain in their existing homes 
(according to a study of U.S. residents age 45 and older, over 80% of respondents 
expressed a desire to stay in their current residence for as long as possible) (American 
Association for Retired Persons (AARP), 2000).  

Aging adults can choose to make minor or major modifications to their homes to 
prolong their occupancy in them. Minor modifications may include installing night 
lights, installing no-skid strips in bathtubs to prevent slipping and replacing knobs on 
doors and faucets with levered ones. Major modifications may include adding hand 
rails to both sides of staircases, widening doorways or installing a ramp or stair lift. 
Most homeowners may make these home modifications as long as they obtain the 
proper permits. 

Many of the abovementioned modifications fall under the broad concept of “universal 
design;” a design philosophy that promotes the use of products, spaces or features by 
individuals with or without a disability. Within the housing market, a goal of universal 
design is to increase and prolong the independence and comfort of individuals within 
their homes. The City of Fort Collins, Colorado recognized the importance of universal 
design features, and in 2002 passed “Practical Housing for All” (PHA) program. The 
program includes standards that encourage the voluntary incorporation of universal 
design concepts in new home construction; provides for homebuilder and homebuyer 
awareness programs; and offers additional incentives including prioritized 
development review and permit process considerations. The program also offers 
certification and recognition awards to builders who voluntarily construct homes that 
fit the PHA standards. The program applies to projects not subject to other federal, state 
or local regulations regarding housing accessibility (City of Fort Collins, 2005). 

“Visitability” is a concept related to universal design stipulating that all housing be 
accessible to people with disabilities; that those with disabilities can easily visit their 
peers without disabilities in their homes. Basic requirements for visitability include a 
no-step entry, doorways of at least 32 inches in width and at least a half-bath on the first 
floor. Other accessible features such as a roll-in shower, reinforced bathroom walls or 
an accessible kitchen are not requirements for visitability (Casselman, 2004; Concrete 
Change Inc., 2003a, 2003b). Atlanta, Georgia was the first community to mandate 
visitability for city-funded housing developments in 1992. Housing built using 
government funds must have a no-step entry, wide doorways, levered handles, 
reinforced bathroom walls and accessible environment controls. Toledo, Ohio adopted a 
similar ordinance in 2005. San Antonio, Texas’s visitability ordinance (2002) was 
enacted recognizing the role of universal design in retaining seniors in their 
homes(Concrete Change Inc., 2003a). The visitability advocacy organization, Concrete 
Change, lists several other cities and states passing visitability laws including, Austin, 
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Texas; Pima County, Arizona; Iowa City, Iowa; Bolingbrook, Illinois; and the states of 
Vermont and Kansas.  The City of Arvada in Colorado and within the DRCOG region 
also passed a visitability ordinance6. 

Home Sharing 

In addition to retro-fitting or modifying their homes, aging adults can participate in a 
home sharing program. Shared housing programs generally fall into one of two 
categories. The first, match-up programs, involve matching a home owner with 
someone seeking to rent. The home-seeker may pay rent or provide assistance or 
services to the home owner in exchange for a reduction in rent. The second type of 
home sharing program, shared living residences, involves a number of individuals 
(usually unrelated) living cooperatively. These individuals generally have private 
rooms, but share the common areas such as the kitchen and living room, as well as the 
shared running of the household (National Shared Housing Resource Center, 2006).  

While home sharing programs offer the economic and social support many older adults 
need, often local zoning codes may need to be adjusted to accommodate home sharing 
programs. Specifically, many municipalities limit the number of unrelated individuals 
that can live in a residence. Harvest House, a home sharing program in Syosset, New 
York, brought a lawsuit against the town that went to the State Supreme Court. Harvest 
House won this lawsuit that forced the city of Syosset to change its zoning ordinance to 
allow more than two unrelated individuals to live together (Howe, 2001). As a result, 
Harvest House runs three homes with up to eight older adults living in each through its 
home sharing program (Harvest House, 2006). Kensington-Wheaton, Maryland allows 
group residences for up to eight elderly people in any residential zone; for 9 to 14 
people, they are a special exception use (Kensington-Wheaton Maryland, 1989). 

Elder Cohousing and Cooperative Housing 

Cohousing, or cooperative housing, is a form of community living where residents live 
in their private homes and share common areas or buildings such as playgrounds, open 
space and a common house.  

Typically, residents have taken an active role in the design of the community, 
encouraging social interaction among all the residents. The common house is often the 
main meeting area of the community; its social center. It is not uncommon for the 
common house to contain laundry facilities, a large kitchen and dining room. Many 
cohousing communities serve group meals a few times per week in the common house 
(Cohousing Association of the United States, 2006).  

                                         
6 The ordinance was passed on 9-19-05 and can be found by following this link: 
http://www.municode.com/resources/gateway.asp?pid=19934&sid=6 and going to Chapter 18 Buildings 
and Building regulations, then Article XII visitability. 
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Recent years have seen the concept cooperative housing applied to the 55-plus age 
group (often termed “elder cohousing”). As with typical cohousing communities, all 
structures and land are owned by a cooperative corporation, with each resident a 
shareholder in the corporation (McKinley, 2006). The cooperative corporation is 
responsible for the mortgage payments and taxes; the costs of which are paid by the 
residents through a monthly fee (Nolan, Lanspery, McKinley, Myers, & Wilson, 2001). 

Cooperative housing can benefit seniors by controlling costs, allowing seniors to 
maintain equity within their homes and providing a supportive environment in which 
to age. Additionally, municipalities can benefit from elder cohousing; as seniors move 
into cooperative communities, their homes are typically sold to younger families 
thereby increasing the municipality’s sales tax-base. (Nolan et al., 2001) 

The Plaza in Belle Vista, Arkansas is a senior cooperative consisting of about 60 
apartment style units with a common area including a commercial kitchen, dining 
room, fitness room, workshop area and guest bedroom. Occupants purchase their 
apartment, or share, and pay a monthly fee to cover landscape maintenance, window 
washing and other services provided to the community (Henley Jr., 2006). Within the 
DRCOG region is Silver Sage Village in Boulder which began construction in 2005. This 
elder cohousing community consists of 16 attached units and a 5,000 square foot 
community center containing the typical amenities found in a cohousing common 
house (Silver Sage Village, 2006).  

Nolan et al. (2001) outlines some of the steps involved when considering elder 
cohousing in a community. Steps include assembling a development team, conducting 
feasibility and market analyses and community meetings to educate the general 
population as well as potential residents. Included in the how-to manual are samples of 
a purchase agreement, a lease agreement, a membership certificate, by-laws, and an 
operating budget template.  

Accessory Dwelling Units and Elder Cottage Housing Opportunity 

Older adults (as well as any home owner) can also seek financial and social support 
through the addition of an accessory dwelling unit (ADU). ADUs are independent 
living quarters that are located either within a single-family home or on its lot. Older 
adults with ADUs can rent the unit for additional income or provide housing in 
exchange for services or assistance in the home. While ADUs may offer a myriad of 
benefits to older adults and the communities in which they live (social and financial 
support, affordable housing, etc.), often times zoning ordinances prohibit the 
construction of ADUs. Resistance to ADUs stems largely from residents’ concerns over 
adverse effects on property values, neighborhood character and parking (Cobb & 
Dvorak, 2000). 
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Daly City, California adopted ADU ordinances in 1983 after the state legislature passed 
a law requiring municipalities to create regulations for ADUs. Daly City’s ordinances 
included the provision that the home owner must reside on the premises, and the ADU 
could not be more than 25% of the principal home. The City also offered incentives to 
expedite the addition of ADUs to the community including low application fees, a 20-
minute application process and low-interest loan programs for low-income home 
owners (Cobb & Dvorak, 2000; Howe, 2001). 

While the initial impetus for ADU legislation was to address affordable housing 
shortages in the San Francisco Bay Area, the city soon found that older adults tended to 
be the population taking advantage of and benefiting from the ordinances. Older adults 
were able to rent the ADU (or the primary residence) thereby supplementing their fixed 
incomes (Cobb & Dvorak, 2000). 

Santa Cruz, California received a National Award for Smart Growth Achievement in 
2004 from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for their ADU program 
(Environmental Protection Agency, 2006). The program was adopted to increase the 
supply of rental housing within the city and to promote infill development (additional 
development occurring between existing development) (Santa Cruz City Planning and 
Development, 2006). ADUs are allowed on lots 5,000 square feet and larger and must 
provide one parking space per bedroom. The property owner must occupy the primary 
residence or the ADU. ADUs constructed for low-income households may qualify for 
waivers of certain development fees including water and sewer connection fees, 
application fees and building permit and plan check fees (City of Santa Cruz Planning 
Department, 2003).  

As a part of its ADU program, Santa Cruz also offers a technical assistance program for 
home owners (plans of prototype ADUs, focus group sessions, a how-to manual, a 
video, a reimbursement program and a loan program). For developers, the city offers a 
wage subsidies program in collaboration with the Community Action Board’s Women 
Ventures Project; the city will pay half of an apprentice’s salary when helping to 
construct ADUs within the city (Santa Cruz City Planning and Development, 2006). 

Cary, North Carolina is another city taking advantage of the use of ADUs in its 
community. Current ordinances allow ADUs attached to all single-family homes 
provided the ADU is occupied by a family member. Hoping to increase the availability 
of affordable housing and increase density, the city may lift these two restrictions to 
allow different types of ADUs and increase the number of people who can use and 
build them (Arigoni, 2001).  

The city of Portland, Oregon has adopted ADU ordinances for both high- and low-
density areas of the city. For the high-density areas, the maximum size of the ADU is 
based on the size of the primary residence. In low-density areas, an overlay ordinance 
exists that does not limit the size of the ADU (Koebel, Beamish, Dienielsen-Lang, & 
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Steeves, 2003). Additionally, the city’s zoning codes were revised in 1998 to encourage 
more construction of ADUs with the purpose of providing “a means for residents, 
particularly seniors, single parents and families with grown children to remain in their 
homes and neighborhoods, and obtain extra income, security, companionship and 
services” (City of Portland, 2003). Modifications to their existing code included a 
broadening of the type of buildings allowed (house, attached home and manufactured 
home) and removing parking requirements and size restrictions. 

Locally, the City of Boulder permits attached ADUs in certain districts, but limits the 
number of ADUs to no more than 10% of single family homes within each district on 
lots of at least 6,000 square feet. An ADU must be a minimum of 300 square feet and not 
exceed one-third of the primary residence. Additionally, the owner must live on the 
premises, either in the single family home or ADU (City of Boulder, 2004). 

While ADUs tend to be permanent additions to a home, some municipalities have 
adopted zoning codes that allow temporary structures known as Elder Cottage Housing 
Opportunity (ECHO) housing (sometimes referred to as granny flats or in-law 
apartments, but a type of ADU). ECHO units are designed to be fully portable, 
independent living quarters, generally come in efficiency or cottage forms, and are 
typically manufactured or mobile homes. Like ADUs, ECHO housing is located on 
premises of the primary residence (the “host”) yet is designed to be removed once the 
older adult no longer needs the ECHO housing. One of the primary purposes of ECHO 
housing is to allow the host family easy and efficient access to the elderly tenant 
(typically a relative) who may need assistance with instrumental activities of daily 
living (IADLs) such as driving and shopping and potentially basic activities of daily 
living (ADLs) such as walking or bathing.  

Lancaster County, Pennsylvania was one of the first communities to adopt ECHO 
ordinances in the early 1980s, inspired by the “Granny Flat” program in Australia 
(established in 1975). In 1993, HUD initiated an ECHO demonstration program, giving 
five states (Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, New Jersey and Tennessee) 80 units to be used as 
part of the program. HUD field office personnel coordinated with sponsors in these 
states who were responsible for managing their programs (finding occupants, arranging 
installation and removal of ECHO units, collecting rent, repairs, etc.). In order to qualify 
for the HUD program, the resident had to be age 62 or older, have an income of less 
than 50% of the area median family income and in need of assistance (Koebel et al., 
2003).  

While Koebel’s (2003) evaluation of the demonstration program reported mixed results 
across the participating states, the author noted that zoning codes would be a continued 
hindrance in ECHO housing viability and acceptance within the elderly housing arena. 
Most notably, as in the case of Iowa’s program, current zoning laws limited temporary 
housing to rural areas only, while many communities ban temporary structures 
altogether. One of the sponsors of the ECHO demonstration project, the Northwest 
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New Jersey Community Action Program (NORWESCAP) includes in its ECHO housing 
guide model ordinances for communities to adopt should they wish to allow ECHO 
housing (Northwest New Jersey Community Action Program, n.d.). Currently five 
counties in New Jersey participate in NORWESCAP’s ECHO program. The town of 
Kent, Maine’s ECHO housing ordinance allows up to two people per ECHO unit 
provided they are at least 62 years old and related to the host family (City of Kent, n.d.). 

Active Adult and Age-Targeted Communities 

While the aforementioned housing options tend to be targeted to older adults in need of 
assistance (financial, physical, social, etc.), there are number of older adults and an 
increasing number of Baby Boomers who do not have these financial, physical or social 
constraints. Recent years have seen an increase in the development of age-targeted or 
“active adult” communities7.  

According to the literature, active adult and age-targeted communities tend to be very 
similar to traditional communities, except that active adult communities explicitly 
restrict who can live there based on age (as allowed under exceptions in the Fair 
Housing Act).  Age-targeted communities do not explicitly restrict by age, but tend to 
attract older buyers due to housing design and/or amenities (National Association of 
Home Builders, n.d.). Typically, an active adult community is comprised of ranch-style 
homes with a main-floor master bedroom with smaller yards and narrower streets. A 
home owners association (HOA) is typically in place to maintain the exterior of the 
community. These communities may offer additional amenities such as a club house or 
golf course. These types of communities attract the older adult or Baby Boomer buyer 
who typically generates fewer automobile trips and consumes fewer resources. 

Massachusetts has seen an explosion in active adult housing, with its municipalities 
using various techniques including rezoning and overlay districts to enable their 
construction. Additionally, the state’s affordable housing law, MGL Chapter 40B, allows 
developers to override local regulations which may impede development of an older 
adult community. Using regulations under the Fair Housing Act and Chapter 40B, 
developers have been proposing (and communities have been soliciting) active adult 
and age restricted communities at an increasing rate. Further, some communities may 
allow construction at higher densities than traditional communities, or relax or waive 
other requirements related to lot size, parking or wastewater (Heudorfer, 2005). 

Heudorfer’s report, Age Restricted Active Adult Housing in Massachusetts, (2005) notes 
that this increase in active adult development has lead to a decrease in single-family 

                                         
7 A recent housing survey conducted for Pulte Homes, a leader in active adult community 
development, reported that at least half of Baby Boomers age 41 to 59 would buy a new retirement 
home. Additionally, half of all respondents (ages 41 to 69) indicated that being within three hours of 
family is an important consideration when picking the location of their retirement home (Harris 
Interactive, 2005). 
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home construction -  homes that would be targeted to young families and workers. The 
author attributes part of this increase in development by cities to a belief that active 
adult communities act as a good source of revenue to fund essential services and that by 
limiting the amount of new family home construction, school systems will not be 
burdened, especially in the wake of state funding cuts. However, when older adults 
leave their old homes for new homes in active adult communities, those old homes tend 
to be bought by young families and workers whose children will attend schools within 
the communities.  

The author also warns that restrictions that have been waived or relaxed in an effort to 
expedite an active adult community’s construction, may, at a later time, prevent that 
property from being “repurposed.” For example, Massachusetts applies different 
groundwater discharge regulations for traditional communities and older adult 
communities. Since older adults tend to consume less, groundwater discharge 
regulations allow for a greater number of units in a restricted community than in an 
unrestricted community. As such, due to state law, a restricted community built under 
these regulations would have to remain restricted. This has become an issue for some 
communities whose managers have allowed the construction of an active adult 
community under the state’s affordable housing laws. In some cases, communities are 
having trouble finding residents who meet the age and income requirements, and 
because of the groundwater discharge regulations, they are unable to open the 
affordable units to residents of all ages (Heudorfer, 2005). 

Continuing Care Retirement Communities 

Growing in popularity are continuing care retirement communities (CCRCs), or life care 
communities. These retirement communities are designed to allow the senior to “8age in 
place” by offering a “continuum of care.” The first level of care would be independent 
or active living (as described previously). Assisted living is the next level of housing 
available to those older adults needing assistance with daily activities such as bathing, 
eating or dressing. Nursing home care is the final level of housing available to those 
requiring skilled nursing care. Also because of these nursing services being offered, 
many CCRCs are accredited by the Commission on Accreditation of Rehabilitation 
Facilities (CARF) (American Association for Retired Persons (AARP), 2006; 
Helpguide.org, 2006).  

CCRCs are meant to be the community an older adult resides in for the remainder of his 
or her life, moving through the three levels of housing/care as needed. Upon 
purchasing a residence (usually termed an “entrance fee”) in a CCRC, older adults are 
guaranteed housing and care at all levels without having to relocate, except within the 
community itself. Additionally, residents pay monthly fees to cover the costs of meals 

                                         
8 Today, the concept “aging in place” is being replaced by “aging in community” which suggests 
more involvement with other people in their surrounding environment. 
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and other services such as housekeeping and recreation programs. (American 
Association for Retired Persons (AARP), 2006; Helpguide.org, 2006).  

The costs for these communities tends to put them out of the financial reach of low and 
moderate income seniors. Also, costs vary greatly by region and by level of care. Two 
CCRCs in Suffolk County, New York (Peconic Landing and Jefferson’s Ferry) offer 
similar services at high costs. Entrance fees range from $220,000 to over $700,000 with 
monthly fees ranging from $2,200 to $3,800 (Paquette, 2004). Heritage of Green Hills is a 
CCRC that will be built in 2008 in Reading, Pennsylvania whose entrance fee will range 
from $145,000 to about $300,000 with monthly fees ranging from $1,150 to $2,050 per 
month (Thomas, 2006). 

Lakeview at Victoria Park in Waldorf, Maryland is a CCRC that was constructed to 
meet the housing needs of low- to moderate-income older adults. The land on which the 
property was constructed was originally zoned low-density residential. The developer, 
in cooperation with county commissioners, was able to obtain an exemption that 
allowed the property to be developed as high density, as well as a zoning variance that 
allowed for a reduction in the number of required parking spaces. The county also 
granted an impact fee waiver and allowed the developer to lower the minimum age 
requirement (55 down from 62) in an effort to make the community more accessible to 
local residents (Rose, 2001).  

This community utilizes many strategies to meet the needs of its residents as they age, 
including using lever instead of knobs on door, front-control kitchen stoves, pull-out 
drawers in kitchen cabinets, offset plumbing in the bathroom (minimizes reaching) and 
emergency pull cords in the bedrooms, bathrooms and community rooms. Lakeview 
also contains several units specifically tailored to residents with sight or great hearing 
loss (Rose, 2001).  In addition, there are a number of CCRCs throughout Colorado 
including within the Denver region. 

Next Steps 

As the Baby Boomers approach retirement, municipalities will need to examine their 
land use policies and how these policies may be impacting their ability to serve this 
population. Much of the information regarding land use and senior-friendly 
development remains largely anecdotal, or exists primarily as marketing materials for 
already existing active adult communities. A unique opportunity exists for DRCOG and 
its constituents to explore further the housing needs of older adults and Baby Boomers 
residing in the Denver Metro Area.  The suggestions below were gleaned from the 
various input received throughout this project. 

A thorough analysis of the land use policies and zoning codes and ordinances within 
each jurisdiction may uncover specific code and regulations that impede senior-friendly 
development. (Some of these data have been explored in the NRC report Senior-healthy 
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Regulatory Guidelines: Developer Discussion group session Summary, a component of this 
study.) A joint discussion among developers active in the Denver Metro Area and city 
planners and zoning officials may shed light on the issues faced by both groups in 
regards to the entitlement process for senior-friendly developments.  

DRCOG may also benefit from distributing a theoretical senior-friendly development 
proposal to local municipalities and collect their feedback on which aspects of that 
theoretical development would be approved immediately versus which aspects would 
need to be modified and revised in order to conform to existing regulations and 
ordinances. This would also serve to identify those codes and regulations that create 
barriers to senior-friendly development. 

DRCOG and its constituents may also benefit from discussions with some of the local 
communities highlighted in this report. Specifically, representatives from Fort Collins 
could be interviewed to discuss the city’s Practical Housing for All standards, and 
representatives from Boulder could be interviewed to discuss the city’s ADU program 
as well as Silver Sage Village, the older adult cooperative housing development and The 
Academy retirement community.  The cities of Arvada and Lafayette (which is still 
working on it) could share the processes they went (or are going) through in enacting 
their visitability ordinances. 

Due to the complexity of senior housing issues and the barriers faced by communities 
and advocates in providing housing to this growing aging population, DRCOG may 
benefit from creating a glossary or dictionary of terms that can be shared with planning 
organizations and developers. This dictionary could serve as a “first step” in educating 
these groups and providing a common language that all parties can understand when 
discussing issues related to development regulations and senior housing. 

Not discussed in this report are Home Owners Association's Covenants, Conditions, 
and Restrictions (CC&Rs) that may hinder senior development in some communities. 
Interviews or discussions with attorneys who prepare CC&Rs may shed additional light 
on issues surrounding senior housing opportunities. 
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Developer Discussion Group Session9 

Key Issues and Themes 

Overall, the developers reported having had 
similar experiences in their efforts to develop 
senior-friendly communities. Zoning issues 
that were most problematic were those 
related to street width, easement 
requirements and non-conventional 
development. Additional themes emerged from the discussion related to their 
interactions with planning departments. Namely, they felt there was a lack of 
awareness on the part of planning departments related not only to the demand for older 
adult, or age-restricted, communities, but also the variety of options available to today’s 
active adult. They also felt that many of the local planning departments were inflexible 
and more concerned about following the “rules” rather than effectuating age-
appropriate communities. Many of the participants in the session agreed that these 
obstacles could be overcome through education, provided the jurisdictions were willing 
to be educated. 

The “Active Adult Community” 

Many developers stressed that active adult communities are different from “traditional” 
communities, even though the existing literature might suggest otherwise. Typically, 
the active adult community is comprised of ranch-style homes with a main-floor master 
bedroom with smaller yards and narrower streets. A home owners association is 
typically in place to maintain the exterior of the community, and in some cases, the land 
is commonly owned by all residents instead of each resident owning his/her own 
parcel of land (as depicted on condominium plats). These types of communities attract 
the older adult or Baby Boomer buyer who typically generates fewer trips (which affects 
road capacity) and consumes fewer resources (which affects water usage). These 
communities may or may not have age restrictions in place.  

One developer spoke of the resistance he encountered from municipalities when first 
introducing the concept of an age restricted community: 

So what we had a couple of years ago was “age-restricted.” We got away from “age-
restricted” and called it “age-qualified.” That was a big jump for people. …[T]hree years 
ago, we had to go through a lot of legal work to convince the municipalities that this was 

                                         
9 Additionally, many participants in the developer discussion group session used the word “rules” 
when referencing city planning departments’ land use policies. The reader should be aware that 
many planning departments define their land use policies with varying degrees of flexibility from the 
most formalized regulations (that may require waivers if exceptions are needed) to guidelines, 
which, unlike regulations, are not matters of law, but rather serve as recommended approaches that 
may or may not be enforceable by local codes.  

“Many think that senior housing is 
great for Phoenix or Florida. They don't 
think of it as a type of community that 
would be incorporated into a city such 

as Denver.” 
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legal – that you could actually do this and restrict [to] people age 55 and older and 
restrict how many kids were in there. I don’t think a lot of people know that you can 
actually do this legally. They think it’s against fair housing. 

One developer stressed that not all active adult housing needed to be age-restrictive, 
rather the design of the community would attract the active adult: 

“Active adult” is not necessarily “age-restricted.” There are a lot of Boomers who don’t 
want to be in an age-restricted community. There’s a lot of us building typical, single-
family detached communities, but it caters to older adults. Even though you’re not 
restricting children, you’re not getting children because of the nature of the design of the 
community and the homes. That’s another hard thing for the governments to grab onto. 
It really isn’t any different, except demographically. Because of this, they don’t fit their 
standard rule. 

In these communities catering to older adults, the area set-aside for a playground with 
swings is now used for lawn bowling or bocce ball. 

Zoning 

Several participants indicated that public works, water and fire departments were some 
of the organizers within a municipality that proposed some of the biggest challenges 
when trying to build for the older adult: 

It’s so unusual to get a public works or fire department official to think beyond the curb 
and that ability to have them understand that there are other solutions. 

…they’re designing for fire trucks, water pipes. Engineering has taken over and they’re 
not designing for people. 

Developers cited street-width and easement requirements10 as an area that makes it 
hard for them to create active adult communities. (In an effort to preserve the 
pedestrian character of the communities, a higher level of density and a smaller lot size, 
some developers would make their streets private because they would have the ability 
to narrow the streets.) 

The streets widths, especially in our type of development, are just killing us. Because 
we’re building these ranch-style homes, typically for this buyer you want to have a 
single-floor live-in, and your footprint gets bigger. So you’re making a larger footprint 

                                         
10 Easement refers to the right to use the real property of another for a specific purpose.  The 
easement is itself a real property interest, but legal title to the underlying land is retained by the 
original owner for all other purposes.  Typical easements are for access to another property (often 
redundantly stated “access and egress,” since entry and exit are over the same path) for utility or 
sewer lines both under and above ground, use of spring water, entry to make repairs on a fence or 
slide area and other uses. 
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and in addition to that if you have to build a larger yard, and then wider streets, all of a 
sudden your density is killed, and then there’s no real point to do it. 

I think one of the absolute biggest constraints we have is the City Water Department. The 
water department says that you have to have a 30-foot easement that is paved that is 
exclusive, or a 50-foot non-exclusive easement. They need to see the delineation of their 
easement from here to there and it has to be paved. If it isn’t, you can’t do it. So that just 
puts a tremendous amount of constraint on whatever you’re doing. 

…it’s really basic development scenarios of the street widths and the curb returns that 
destroys those streets and pedestrian character. It’s public works that has become a real 
thorn in a lot of things we’ve done. 

Several developers indicated that they run into resistance when designing non-
conventional development, such as cluster developments11 and condominium 
projects12. 

I think we can carry this on a little further in terms of non-conventional developments, 
cluster developments where you’re actually creating an area of higher-density housing 
with driveways that come into serve multiple units. Most fire departments look at that 
and say no way. Not just______, but a lot of water districts look at that and say we don’t 
know how to do that. You’ve got the old guard saying there’s no way to do that so just 
abandon ship and go back to something traditional. 

There’s common ownership of the land and then private ownership of the structure. Most 
zoning regulations are not designed to handle that at all. 

Awareness 

Participants were asked how designing for older adults has changed over the last 5-10 
years and how the development community has responded to the change compared to 

                                         
11 Cluster development involves arranging building lots on a portion of a parcel while retaining a 
certain percentage of the parcel as open space. For example, a cluster zoning ordinance might 
require a subdivision that creates five or more lots to set aside 40 percent of the land area as 
permanent open space.  A cluster zoning ordinance can require a developer to donate a conservation 
easement on the open space to a land trust or the local government to ensure that it stays 
undeveloped. 
12 A condominium is one of a group of housing units where each homeowner owns their individual 
unit space, and all the dwellings share ownership of areas of common use. The individual units 
normally share walls, but that isn’t a requirement.  The main difference between condos and regular 
single homes is that there is no individual ownership of a plot of land.  All the land in the 
condominium project is owned in common by all the homeowners. Usually, the exterior maintenance 
is paid for out of homeowners dues collected and managed under strict rules.  The exterior walls 
and roof are insured by the condominium association, while all interior walls and items are insured 
by the homeowner. 
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how local governments have responded. Many of the developers believed that they 
have been responding to the market demands: 

It’s pretty obvious with demographics and seeing the bubble. It is becoming in vogue for 
builders to be in this arena as they can see how the bubble has moved.  

What we’re seeing as developers and what the buyers want is a lot different today. 

We as developers are often seen as creating the market, when in reality we are 
interpreting the market. 

However, participants perceived local governments as seeming to be unconcerned 
about housing for older adults: 

…they don’t seem to be motivated to seriously look at it. 

Some developers attributed this lack of concern to a lack of awareness related to the 
demand (both population-wise and geographically): 

Many think that senior housing is great for Phoenix or Florida. They don't think of it as 
a type of community that would be incorporated into a city such as Denver. 

Demographically, housing for seniors is not a Sunbelt-oriented thing. In other words, it’s 
going to happen in your community. About 80-85% of those people who retire are not 
moving more than 100 miles from where they lived. It’s going to happen. 

Some participants acknowledged some awareness by municipal planners of the need 
for senior-friendly housing, but believed that the awareness on the part of the 
jurisdictions was out-dated or limited in its scope: 

Planning departments are looking at the market in the rearview mirror. They are making 
assumptions based on the reality 5 and10 years ago… We find that there is awareness 
and it tends to be old awareness and not keeping with the market realities.  

There is an awareness but it tends to be in the affordable arena as far as municipalities 
and their desire for senior housing. 

…there is this affordable housing push to address that senior housing need. I don’t know 
if it’s working in the right way. 

If you go into a city and tell them that you are interested in assisted living, they usually 
think of big, monstrous, high-rise apartment-style communities— Alzheimer’s and 
complete medical and everything. But there’s also a lot of senior-friendly communities 
that are more like villas with rec centers and things like that. I think that as far as cities 
go, they have a hard time seeing the difference between the two. 
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Several participants felt that many planning departments tended to “latch” onto a 
concept, and then force all new development to conform to this concept. One developer 
mentioned Broomfield whose design guidelines prefer “alternatively loaded garages” 
(i.e., garage entry from the side or rear); front loaded garages are discouraged. He 
added that older adults do not like alternatively loaded garages, “particularly where it’s 
tight.”  

Flexibility 

Many of the participants argued that because of the inherent differences in active adult 
communities (first-floor master bedrooms; smaller, maintenance-free yards; narrow 
streets; few children; less traffic flow, less water consumption; more emphasis on 
pedestrian linkages) and the municipalities’ lack of awareness of these differences, 
planning departments and municipalities need to be more flexible. Many developers 
expressed frustration with planning departments because they see the departments 
adhering strictly to their ordinance and codes, or “the rules:”  

I think the governments somehow need to be more flexible because they’re not flexible. 
They have these rules, and if you’re not going to fit in the rule, that’s tough. 

The mentality is this is just another subdivision – let’s go down the check list… They 
don’t really have the educational foundation to really think about this differently… 

Some developers felt that the “rules” were applied across the board to all projects, and 
did not take into consideration the special needs or desires of the intended buyers. One 
developer told of an active adult project he was working on in ______, which has a 
requirement called a “tot lot” (a mandated amount of money to be used for a children’s 
play area). His company argued that the development was geared toward older adults 
and that a children’s play area would be out-of-place in the development:  

…we’re willing to spend the money to make a nice area, but we want it to be desired by 
the people we want to buy there. 

We found in our research that a lot of the Baby Boomers would prefer not to be right next 
door to swings and [playgrounds] so let’s give them something else- a gathering place, a 
nice place to sit and have coffee, go on walk, a gazebo, something. 

Eventually, after a few months, they were able to use the money mandated for the “tot 
lot” for something that would appeal to the older adult buyer. Another developer told 
of similar experiences: 

In some places, we have horseshoe pits and lawn bowling and those types of things 
because the first thing an HOA does is when they get control is take out the “tot lot” 
because… nobody uses it. But it’s really hard to get the municipalities to not think in 
terms of - well, it says here in regulation 2.63 you need a tot lot. I can’t deviate from that. 
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Education 

Many of the participants agreed that these obstacles, lack of awareness and flexibility, 
could be overcome through educating the municipalities.  

…it all comes back to the education component. If you haven’t had a lot of exposure to it, 
there’s a lot to learn.  

They expressed a strong desire to educate the jurisdictions on the current state of the 
active adult market, especially of the segmentation within the market that many 
jurisdictions may not be aware: 

We need to educate ourselves as well as the people who have oversight of our projects. 
They need to have participation and need to learn about the new and dynamic desires and 
requirements of this new group of people. 

The market is so much in flux relative to the segmentation that’s evolving. It’s not a one-
size-fits-all proposition.  

A big part of it is we need to educate them on the variety. The Baby Boomers are not 
really a single entity. There’s a spectrum within the Baby Boomers, and if we do our jobs 
right, we’re going to create communities that attract each one of those sub-segments. 
That’s a difficult message to get across.  

Some participants mentioned that they have had some success in education some 
municipalities by drawing parallels to other industries: 

We hearken their memories back to the hotel industry. When they were growing up there 
were three choices: Howard Johnson, Holiday Inn and the full service hotel. And you step 
back now and look at the segmentation and maturing of that industry in terms of limited 
services, extended stay and luxury. The market research supported that and the 
segmentation of the product offerings. They seem to get it when you draw a parallel to 
another industry that has matured in a parallel way that we think the senior industry is 
going to mature. 

The example I like to use is one used to go into a convenience store and there would be a 
couple types of cola. Now, there are whole walls of different colas, and that’s what we’re 
seeing in our buyers. 

While the desire to educate the municipalities was 
present, and there have been some successes, many 
participants indicated that, overall, educating 
municipalities can be difficult: 

We have studies of our own communities that show 
patterns – how things are different and we can use those to help educate these 

“I see today as an 
opportunity for DRCOG to 
elevate awareness of the 

issues and bring it forward.” 
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municipalities. But, you run into resistance because the typical planning department 
doesn’t want the developer educating them.  

It’s about enabling and allowing this process to take place. If we were able to educate our 
local governments – to provide enabling vehicles – ordinances, overlays, whatever we’re 
going to do – that they can adapt, otherwise, it’s not going to happen.  

Suggestions for DRCOG 

Many of the participants indicated that they would like DRCOG to have a continued 
presence in the arena: 

I see today as an opportunity for DRCOG to elevate awareness of the issues and bring it 
forward. 

Some mentioned DRCOG as perhaps acting as an intermediary or arbiter between the 
developers and the municipalities:  

I think DRCOG is a good source for us to use as an arbiter of information back and forth 
to these governmental groups because one, they don’t trust us, and two, we don’t trust 
them. Maybe we need to have some joint relationship that is able to deal with this in an 
environment that is not hostile to either group. 

Maybe DRCOG could be that buffer because people are afraid to step up and say things 
because it will affect them; it can affect them. 

This could be especially useful, as when the municipalities need to be educated most, 
the developers cannot talk to them due to ex parte issues: 

There’s been a recent change in the ex parte contact problem that you run into in 
projects like this where it does require significant deviation from the standard set of rules. 
We get involved in this, and by the time we’re neck deep into it, you can’t talk to the 
people in control because of those types of rules. Hopefully, that’s where DRCOG comes 
in, you can be the intermediary, or hopefully be there before us. We often don’t realize we 
have a problem until we’ve already submitted or talked to the city, and then we can’t talk 
to them anymore about it to educate them. 
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Public Sector Focus Group Session 

Discussion Topics 

The purpose of this focus group session was to address several issues raised in previous 
study components. The areas to be discussed included an investigation of staff and 
elected/appointed officials knowledge of senior-healthy issues, responses to the 
comments made by developers in their discussion group session, and an exploration 
into the politics and culture that may exist that impede the development of senior-
healthy communities. 

Knowledge of Senior-healthy Issues 

One of the key themes mentioned in the public sector focus group session was the 
importance of universal design13 and visitability.14 Many felt that these features are key 
elements in creating senior-healthy communities, but additional education may be 
needed: 

It [visitability] is a new term to me and I’ve been developing communities for 30 years. 

The importance of visitable features was the basis for Arvada Colorado’s visitability 
ordinance15 mandating that 15% of all new residences (single-family up to a four-plex) 
must be built with visitable standards (no step-entry, private first-floor bathroom and 
hallways and doors wide enough to allow passage of assistive devices) and another 15% 
must be easily modified to allow for visitability. The city originally had opted for a 

volunteer program (similar to the volunteer program 
offered by the City of Fort Collins, Colorado), but noted 
that no developers took advantage of it. This ordinance is 
a first step in the City of Arvada’s efforts to develop 
healthy communities for its residents of all ages and 
abilities. 

Participants noted that there is a lack of good examples of universally designed, senior-
friendly housing within the region, and that many planners and communities would 
benefit from a set of design standards.  

What design standards create a good community?  …it’s design standards that say we 
have access to health care, to pharmacies, to educational facilities, to recreation… 

                                         
13 “Universal design” is a design philosophy that promotes the use of products, spaces or features 
by individuals with or without a disability. 
14 “Visitability” is a concept related to universal design stipulating that all housing be accessible to 
people with disabilities; that those with disabilities can easily visit their peers without disabilities in 
their homes. 
15 See Arvada Visitability Ordinance 
(http://library1.municode.com:80/mcc/home.htm?view=home&doc_action=setdoc&doc_keytype=t
ocid&doc_key=6614b96aefb49526b9b28af38fe94236&infobase=19934) for more information. 

“Local solutions really need 
to be a part of the regional 
solutions, if we can’t resolve 

it city by city.” 
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What we’re talking about and what we are trying to do, all of us by being here, is going 
way beyond one piece of architecture. 

They also advocated for senior-friendly housing to be integrated into a community and 
not set off or separated from the younger generations.  

[I]f we do the right kind of design, we get a very empowered active and happy 
community. But it turns out that it’s the best thing for people who are aging to have a 
community around them.   

[W]e have seniors everywhere and we don’t think it is healthy for anyone to keep moving 
them off to someplace else. 

Participants also noted the benefits to the quality of life of older adults in feeling a part 
of the community, pointing out the economic benefits as well. For instance, the City of 
Lakewood is building a senior facility adjacent to a Head Start facility with the intention 
of taking advantage of the caregiving capabilities of the older adults next door.  

Additionally, one participant mentioned that the solution to the lack of senior-healthy 
communities must come at a regional level, and that DRCOG’s regional focus could 
play a key role in advocating and developing a region-wide plan for healthy 
communities. 

…create the vision and to take the senior-friendly housing element of Metro Vision right 
now – expand on that - get it out, provide it as the model for local governments 

In addition to DRCOG collecting and disseminating data, participants suggested that realtors 
be brought into these conversations as well.  

Response to Developers 

In the developer group discussion, many participants mentioned the need for more 
flexibility on the part of local planning departments. Participants in the public sector 
focus group session argued that the flexibility is there, but the changes take time, 
perhaps more time than the developer has or is willing to spend. They attributed the 
lengthy process to a number of factors including elected officials, planning 
commissions, and the electorate.  

While the developer group maintained that including aspects of universal design in a 
home should be driven by market demand, the public sector group argued that there 
will be limited demand if the consumer is not aware of the option. One participant 
paralleled home building to a restaurant where a diner will not order an item unless it 
is listed on the menu; universal design options must be present on a home builder’s 
option menu in order for consumers to consider adding them to their home. (This 
argument was the basis for Arvada’s visitability ordinance.)  
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One participant felt that the developers need to be better educated on the importance of 
visitability and universal design. He noted that a developer in his city is building a 
community that is not visitable at all – an interested buyer can easily access the design 
center (visitable because it is a public building) but the model home lacks a no-step 
entry. Building these non-visitable homes is creating “new barriers to [the] people who 
are going to use them.” He adds: 

Are you going to buy a house in (a certain development) that you can’t visit, or are you 
going to buy a house in (certain city) that you can visit, that you can get in and look at. 
So I think we are ahead of the curve on that and I’m trying to bring them up to our speed 
as opposed to the other way around. 

Developer discussion group session participants indicated that zoning related to street 
widths and requirements set forth by public works departments and fire departments 
presented barriers to active adult development; that often 
the street widths and easement requirements make it 
difficult to implement smart growth principles (e.g., 
narrow streets). A fire official in the public sector group 
maintained that the needs of the fire department do not necessarily undermine smart 
growth principles, and that often the type of community plays a big role in the needs of 
the public safety workers: 

If we build x square footage of senior housing and we build x square footage of non-senior 
housing, the senior housing is going to require more services from us. We know that. 
That’s a given. 

16Like the developer group, the public sector group indicated a need for more overall 
education, but felt that the education needed to be directed to the public and elected 
officials. They suggested that DRCOG could play a key role in collecting and 
disseminating this information, as many cities in the region do not have the staff or 
resources available to facilitate this education component.  

If DRCOG can pull together those examples of what people have done locally and what’s 
working, then maybe people won’t run into glitches if we share that. 

Politics and Culture 

Participants suggested that elected officials and planning commissioners tend to be 
younger and may not be aware of the needs of the older populations.  

Younger people (are) making decisions for older people and they know very little and are 
projecting what they feel is good for a population they don’t know much about. 

                                         
16 While developers and the literature suggest that seniors use fewer public resources, this view is 
not shared by the public safety officials.   

“We live in a culture where 
aging is not okay.” 



  © 
2
0
0
7
 N

at
io

na
l R

es
ea

rc
h 

C
en

te
r,

 In
c.

 

Creating Senior-healthy Communities 
May 2007 

Summary of Findings 

- 35 - 

Additionally, participants felt that the residents in the community may not be 
sympathetic to older populations, especially living in a culture that celebrates youth: 

We live in a culture where aging is not okay. 

Participants suggested that if residents became more aware and accepting of their own 
aging, they may be more receptive to projects geared toward older adults. 

…Getting the public to gain empathy for their own futures and their own lives 26 – 30 
years down the road. 

Just go in and say, ”We really want this to be approved this way because it’s for seniors,” 
well you probably aren’t going to get the vote of all these people who are under 30. 

The public sector group pointed out that, often times, the information elected officials 
receive has been summarized and “sanitized” by staff. These omissions, while 
necessary for efficiency, may not present a complete enough picture for the elected 
official to understand fully the depth and complexity of the issue.  

Also, the development process is often hindered by those with special interests, and the 
priorities change daily. 

So you have a lot of interests. I’m thinking people aren’t listening because each day you 
are confronted with a different constituency in planning. So today I’m here for three 
hours on senior housing and I go back tomorrow and it’s going to be an entirely different 
issue at the office. And it’s not that I’m not thinking about it, but those agendas aren’t set 
by me. 

Because most projects require public meetings, the approval and development process 
can be hindered by neighborhood associations and residents opposed to a project. But 
delays also could be attributed to the entire process. To make the process better, all the 
key individuals must be involved. 

 [W]e have to take a look at our processes and determine whether or not we have all the 
stakeholders at the table – both in-house and external people who could be helpful – people 
who can consult from a health perspective, from a senior’s perspective, from the 
developer’s perspective. 

[I]f one of the barriers is the process being too cumbersome, then you need to look at the 
process you’ve created and what barriers you can overcome like cleaning up the process, 
but in order to do that you need to make sure all the stakeholders are at the table.  
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Breakout Session Summaries 

Scenarios 

For the Scenarios breakout, participants were separated into three groups and given 
two development scenarios and asked to address the following questions:  

1) What would be the barriers to accomplishing the proposed project?  

2) What could be done to overcome the barriers to the proposed project?  

Scenario 1 

A developer comes to the land use planning office of your community with a proposal for 
an assisted living facility on a property that once was a neighborhood school. The density 
requested – 70 units - exceeds that of the single family medium density neighborhood that 
surrounds the project. The developer is confident that parking requirements should be 
many fewer than required per unit because the residents would rarely drive and, because 
residents largely would be engaged in little physical activity, there would be less need for 
passive or active open space land per dwelling unit. Also, because there would be only a 
single older person living in each unit, the waste water requirements should be less than 
for a typical apartment building with 70 units. Your City Council recently passed a 
resolution indicating that the city “encourages the development of housing for older 
residents.” 

Barriers to Accomplishing the Project 
 Many participants noted that there were compatibility issues (design and zoning) 

between the existing neighborhood and proposed project 
 There is not data to support claims regarding the need for less parking and lower 

waste water usage 
 Many communities do not make parking requirements exceptions for senior 

housing 
 The school grounds provide an assumed amount of recreation; if the grounds are no 

longer available, this will create a deficiency in the community that will need to be 
addressed 

 Public hearing regarding the project may delay the project by several years 
 Changes to zoning ordinances may take a year or more 
 Can’t regulate tenure over time17 
 Accessibility not addressed 

                                         
17 What this refers to is that over time, a particular use (e.g., school, assisted living, etc.) could be 
obsolete; therefore, relaxing the infrastructure requirements for a particular use may make sense 
now but not in the future. 
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Tasks to Overcome Barriers 
 Review process needs to include all stakeholders; streamline process 
 PUD zoning may be able to address some of these issues 
 Need good data gathering to verify/reject parking and waste water claims 
 Attitude change: need to instill smart growth principles at community level 
 Master Plan needs to support higher densities 

Scenario 2 

A developer comes to the land use planning office of your community with the farmer 
whose land he has agreed to purchase on the edge of town. The farmer’s land has been 
used for agriculture since 1960 and before that it was just grazing land for cattle. The 
comprehensive land use plan permits this land to be annexed if the developer pays for 
water and waste water line extensions as well as city roads and street lighting – among 
other annexation costs. The farmer is eager to sell so that he can send his kids to college. 
The developer proposes to build 250 units for an age-restricted community with some 
single-family homes, some town houses, one apartment and one group quarters nursing 
facility. If the 10 acre parcel came into the city at 4 units per acre, the same density as the 
adjacent neighborhood, only 40 units would be permitted. Your City Council has taken 
no position on development of housing for older residents. 

Barriers to Accomplishing the Project 
 Infrastructure requirements too high 
 Too far from services; does not look senior-friendly 
 No mixed use 
 Overall, a bad idea 
 Senior housing requires more services from fire departments 

Tasks to Overcome Barriers 
 None. Project would be rejected 
 Add sprinkler system 

Learning Café 

Participants were separated into three groups and assigned one topic. A topic leader 
was assigned to take notes and summarize the group’s discussion. After 20 minutes of 
discussion, all participants rotated to another group, except for the topic leader. The 
topic leader remained to summarize the previous group’s discussion to the new 
members, maintaining the conversation’s thread. Two rotations occurred so that all the 
rotating participants had an opportunity to discuss each topic. Topic leader presented 
his or her findings to the entire group during the debrief session. 

Knowledge 

What information do you think exists and what is lacking among planning department 
and other local government staff members (land use planners, building and fire code 



  © 
2
0
0
7
 N

at
io

na
l R

es
ea

rc
h 

C
en

te
r,

 In
c.

 

Creating Senior-healthy Communities 
May 2007 

Summary of Findings 

- 38 - 

officials, public works directors, transportation planners, et al.) about senior-healthy 
community planning?  

 Don’t have enough existing facilities/developments to derive the knowledge 
 The label “senior” encompasses a very diverse population  
 Planning boards are usually comprised of young people making decisions for a 

population they may not know a lot about; true of planning staff members 
 Need for hard data by age groups. 
 Need for individuals to be educated about aging 
 Public works and sanitation and CDOT do not communicate with other departments 
 Term “senior” needs to be redefined – each age groups needs are going to change 

over time and on cultural basis 
 Need more spokespeople/advocates 

Culture 

What are the politics/culture that may exist in your communities and in your 
community’s planning department that create impediments to implementing innovative 
development approaches for older adult housing and active senior communities? 

 Despite the “rules,” there is always room to make adjustment 
 Planners may not have access to data; “sanitized” data may not truly reflect the 

truth 
 Often, there is a disconnect between the individual site development plan (Master 

Plan) and the Comprehensive Plan 
 Local solutions need to be part of regional solutions 
 “Senior” issues should be addressed in “planner program” in school; make part of 

curriculum 

DRCOG’s Role 

What should be or could be DRCOG’s role and associated activities to encourage more 
senior-friendly housing and active older adult communities? 

 Education – has a regional focus – not just with policy-makers but also policy-maker 
and staff, public (not aware of the change in demographics – plan to accommodate 
the needs of aging population) 

 Use senior-friendly Metro Vision element – provide as a model for local 
governments – vision backed up with data 

 Be a repository of information – what’s working what’s not 
 Key contacts – information source 
 Facilitate networking 
 More direct one-on-one 
 Provide central repository on what local governments are doing on this topic – e.g., 

Arvada ordinance on visitability – ordinances – things that have been tried and 
either failed or are having challenges – key contacts – knowledgeable professional 
and to serve as resources 
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Appendix A: Detailed Developer Discussion 
Group Session Transcript 

In Attendance 
 Larry Armstrong, 50 Plus 

Communities 
 Ed Arnold, Arnold Homes 
 Sue Bozinovski, DRCOG 
 David Brehm, Plan West 
 Jo Brogus, HBA 
 Bob Eck, Pulte Dell Webb 
 Larry Fullerton, Fullerton Company 
 David Hansen, Village Homes 
 Roger Holland, Standard Pacific 
 Matt Janke, Morrison Homes 
 Bill Johnston, DRCOG 
 Kim Kalamino, HBA 
 John Martin, John Laing Homes 

 Len McBroom, McBroom Company 
 Tom Miller, NRC 
 Kent Pedersen, Capital Pacific 

Homes 
 Darrel Pennington, DR Horton 
 Jason Randall, Wonderland Homes 
 Spike Rumley, Land Development 

Construction Consultants, HBA 
 Sarah Rush, Engle Homes 
 Jayla Sanchez-Warren, DRCOG 
 Mark Schickner, John Laing Homes 
 Tyson Taylor, John Laing Homes 
 Lee Tyson, NRC 

 

Discussion Transcript 

How has designing for older adults changed over the last 5 to 10 years? How has the 
development community responded to the change, and how has local government responded?  

It’s pretty obvious with demographics and seeing the bubble. Most cities have not 
addressed it and they just don’t know that much about it and why it would be different. 
There are school issues, parking issues and handicapped issues. It is becoming in vogue 
for builders to be in this arena as they can see how the bubble has moved. There should 
be high awareness.  

Many think that senior housing is great for Phoenix or Florida. They don’t think of it as 
a type of community that would be incorporated into a city such as Denver. Even 
though they are aware from a magazine article or discussion that there is a Baby 
Boomer group that is coming through, they don’t seem to be motivated to seriously 
look at it.  

There is an awareness but tends to be in the affordable arena as far as municipalities 
and their desire for senior housing. The market is so much in flux relative to the 
segmentation that’s evolving. It’s not a one-size-fits all proposition. Planning 
departments are looking at the market in the rearview mirror. They are making 
assumptions based on the reality 5 and10 years ago. For example, we were working 
with a jurisdiction on a site that was zoned assisted living and we wanted to reposition 
it as independent living without food and beverage and health care. And they fought us 
tooth and nail on that even though the market studies showed – there’s the market rate 
side versus the subsidized side, and within the service enriched there’s all types of 
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segmentation in needs and wants in that sector. We find that there is awareness and it 
tends to be old awareness and not keeping with the market realities. 

If you go into a city and tell them that you are interested in assisted living, they usually 
think of big, monstrous, high-rise apartment-style communities— Alzheimer’s and 
complete medical and everything. But there’s also a lot of senior-friendly communities 
that are more like villas with rec centers and things like that. I think that as far as cities 
go, they have a hard time seeing the difference between the two.  

Do you know enough about this area to compare to what you ran into when you were in 
Phoenix? 

I haven’t really dealt with it here in Colorado. But when comparing city to city, I think 
that Arizona is obviously a lot more used to it than this area, and there’s a lot more 
different aspects of senior living in Arizona than as compared to here. 

And would you say that local government is more savvy and maybe not looking back in the rear 
view mirror as much as looking forward in a place like Arizona than in here?  

Definitely. 

How about others— your experience around here in terms of local governments’ understanding 
of demand versus how you understand it? 

I think, generically, governments and planning departments and policy makers latch 
onto a concept that has no relation to the marketplace whatsoever. And that’s more than 
just senior housing.  An example would be ground floor retail. All local like it and are in 
love with the concept of mixed-use ground floor retail. And my guess is that of all the 
projects that have been built, 60% of it’s vacant. It doesn’t work, or they sabotage their 
own deal where they demand ground floor retail and then have a parking requirement 
that kills […] But that overall riding concept that they come on – that they latch onto a 
concept and they won’t let go of it and have no concept of the marketplace at all and 
they don’t want to hear about it. It affects many aspects of our business, especially this 
one.  

The example you just gave about mixed-use is a part of what I think people consider to be smart 
growth. I don’t know if that’s an adjective for growth that you would like to assign but this is a 
definition here that we have, and in many way smart growth and senior-friendly growth where 
there is pedestrian access and mixed use and different sized rights of way and internal design 
many believe may be the right way to go if you were to have a senior-friendly community. And 
maybe what I’m hearing you say, is that in some places maybe that works with regard to what 
the demand is and in other places it’s artificial, it’s being enforced where it’s not going to be 
economically viable. 

Exactly. 
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It’s like the TND thing. They’ve jumped on that and everything, too, and the planners 
think that it’s going to be great and everyone is going sit on their front porch and talk to 
people as they go by. But the reality of that is that that doesn’t happen.   

Please say what TND means. 

Traditional new town development. For example, Denver now – for everything – you 
will have a detached sidewalk and a tree lawn and nothing other than that. And so, I 
think Larry was exactly right – they latch onto something and the realities of the 
marketplace – they don’t care. It doesn’t mean anything to them and money doesn’t 
mean anything to them and time doesn’t mean anything to them. And so those are the 
issues. And those are tough things. Because the market-- an alley loaded product is nice 
but it’s not for 100% of the people. When a town grabs onto that, that’s what 100% of 
the stuff has to be. And well, that just almost forces failures.  

Some of you may have suggested that municipalities may be pushing the senior-friendly side of 
things faster than the market is willing to buy it. And that’s a different kind of problem than 
those municipalities getting in the way for your intention to build senior-friendly communities. I 
want to make sure that’s an aspect of the problem that local governments need to understand 
that perhaps all senior-friendly all the time is not going to benefit seniors even if the project is 
not economically viable. And this has to do with demand. What kind of demands are out there 
and how do you perceive it versus how local governments perceive it. 

We’re not doing any senior and have done much but the factor of the local governments 
being very myopic about it. For example, ADA standards. Once a city gets a hold of that 
standard, pretty soon it applies across the board to everything and leaves it to the 
industry to try to respond to it. I think that that myopic thought process governments 
have is very detrimental to everything. Everything needs to fit in the mold, in the box, 
and if it doesn’t there’s no room for it anywhere. Speaking out of no knowledge here, 
but senior housing no doubt follows that same process that everything else that we deal 
with follows.  

I would add to that it does seem like there is this affordable housing push to address 
that senior housing need. I don’t know if its working in the right way, but not knowing 
what senior housing should be or what seniors really want as they reach that age, but it 
seems like having a single family house in a single family neighborhood where you 
have to walk a long distance to and fro – maybe that’s not quite the concept of senior 
housing but I think cities are going to enforce that affordable aspect in those 
neighborhoods to create that but I don’t know if that’s the smarter approach. 

What is the smarter approach? First of all, should this stuff be built and if it should, how do you 
get it to be built? 

The smarter approach would be for the private sector to be creative and do what we do 
best. Bring it to the government and say we have a good idea and we’re willing to put 
our money where our mouth is. Help us get it done. 
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I think the governments somehow needs to be more flexible because they’re not flexible. 
They have these rules, and if you’re going to fit in the rule that’s tough. It’s not what 
something is, it’s what you call it. For example, I’ve done a lot of high-density, single 
family detached homes. The first one was very close to here called Biscayne, and it was 
7.62 units to the acre. For a planner, that’s horrible - 7.62 units to the acre, that’s rotten. 
You just can’t do that. But if I said it was 7.62 units to the acre attached, multi-family, 
that’s great! That’s really low density, multi-family housing. If I put a wall between 
them, does that make them attached? Then all of a sudden, maybe that’s okay. It’s 
strange. They somehow need to be more flexible. We’re subject to the lowest level 
planners in these municipalities telling us what we can and can’t do. 

We’re doing a project in Erie, and it’s a detached project as well focused on the older 
buyer, 6-7 to the acre. It’s the same kind of problem- there’s a real aversion to the 
density from the staff out of the box. But then they’ll layer on other things and you’ll 
finally get them to buy into the concept of the detached housing that’s maintenance-free 
outside the envelope of the house, so all the yard area and everything else is 
maintained. And some of Erie’s requirements, the tot lot requirement -their word for it- 
it’s a mandated amount of cash based on the density and the size of your site that you 
have to put up for tot lot improvements. You have to spend x amount of dollars for this 
tot lot in your project. And we’re saying that well, we’re really focused on this older 
buyer, and well, no, you still gotta spend the money. We like the concept but you gotta 
spend the money somewhere. It’s been a really long battle. Fortunately, we had another 
builder, Charter Communities, who did a similar project so they won a lot of battles 
with this concept with the staff and making them understand that this is a different 
kind of development. Even other things like the subdivision regulation are real averse 
to a compact detached product. We’ve toyed with the idea of condo maps for a 
detached product but, again, in Erie, they wouldn’t even hear of a condo that wasn’t a 
stacked, flat kind of a real condo. They couldn’t grasp the concept of it’s not fee 
ownership of the land- you’re just going to own the box and then maintaining the 
public area, the common area, becomes a lot easier.  

If municipalities were going to be sensitive to an older community and the development of it, 
they would wave some of these requirements that are really centered on a different age buyer? 

I wouldn’t say necessarily waive, but just apply them to the… 

The argument there was, we’re willing to spend the money to make a nice area, but we 
want it to be desired by the people we want to buy there. We found in our research that 
a lot of the Baby Boomers would prefer not to be right next door to swings and …tot 
lots…so let’s give them something else- a gathering place, a nice place to sit and have 
coffee, go on walk, a gazebo, something. But that took months. 

And did you win the fight? 

We’re getting back in with the final plan. We’ll find out in three months.  
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In some places, we have horseshoe pits and lawn bowling and those types of things 
because the first thing an HOA does is when they get control is take out the tot lot 
because it becomes a cat place and nobody uses it. But it’s really hard to get the 
municipalities to think in terms of - well, it says here in regulation 2.63 you need a tot 
lot. I can’t deviate from that.  

Isn’t there also the issue that this lowest level planner thinks he or she is following somebody 
else’s rules? And somebody else really does make the rules. To a certain extent, there’s the 
interpretation of the rules and then there are the rules themselves. And in many respects, and we 
do a lot of surveys for local governments across the nation, elected officials are hearing from their 
residents that they can’t stand the new development, whatever it is, not your new development, 
they just don’t like new development because it’s development in their community and there’s 
more traffic and all that. And on top of that, they may not like the way it looks. And so elected 
officials are reacting to stuff they hear, it gets bumped down. Is there something that should be 
done at the higher level rather than just tell that lower level guy you need to be more flexible? 

One of the problems we run into is that most of our applications are quasi-judicial and 
we run into ex parte issues. We can’t get elected officials to talk to us since our 
application is in play. They won’t do it. So we’re completely removed from that so the 
only people we can talk to is staff. Quite often senior staff won’t spend the time with us. 
If they do spend the time with us, it’s on their agenda, not ours. So we get funneled 
back to that low level planner who says that this is what the code says. So that’s a huge 
issue as well. 

Coming back to perception – it’s called senior housing and you’re in a planning 
department and you talk about senior housing. I did this in our office where we have a 
bunch of 25-year olds, and they said, well, you need the cemetery close by. [Laughter] 
There’s no perception of it. When you’re 28, 30 years old, and you see a project that 
comes in the door that says senior housing, you think of old people. I know when I was 
28, 52 seemed pretty old. It doesn’t feel old at all. I think there’s this whole perception. I 
really applaud the idea of 50-plus because it really kind of doesn’t say anything; it just 
says that you’re over 50. So what we had a couple of years ago was “age restricted.” We 
got away from “age restricted” and called it “age qualified.” That was a big jump for 
people. We went through a lot of work to make this change today, but even three years 
ago, we had to go through a lot of legal work to convince the municipalities that this 
was legal – that you could actually do this and restrict people age 55 and older and 
restrict how many kids were in there. I don’t think a lot of people know that you can 
actually do this legally. They think it’s against fair housing. Our legal people had to go 
through their legal people to convince them the law actually says that we have every 
right to do this. We had to convince the planning commission and the county 
commissioners that this was legally acceptable before we could actually get to the table 
and say that this is what the project was.  
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We run into the same thing in a variety of places we built in communities. It’s really 
education. The front end of our community development is so much about education in 
the municipality— to get the folks who are going to be looking at the project— to 
review and approve— perspective to understand what it’s about. We’ve made 
investments, you obviously have to be careful in how you do it. We’ve made 
investments of trying to get planning department folks, council members or whatever it 
is, to see other communities, to meet with their counterparts in those communities 
where we’ve executed in the past so they can get an understanding of what it’s about. 
Most of the time you find out that the group you’re going to deal with, unless, like 
Sarah said, Arizona’s a little bit different because it’s so prominent there in the Phoenix 
area, but out here, and various placed I’ve worked, you start from scratch a lot of the 
time.  

So you’re finding some success talking to the elected officials. 

Success where you can get them to invest in the educational aspect of it. There’s 
definitely a learning curve. It’s very different than a traditional subdivision 
development. I think we run into a lot of problems in the mentality we just talked 
about. The mentality is this is just another subdivision – let’s go down the check list, tot 
lot requirement etcetera, etcetera. They don’t really have the educational foundation to 
really think about this differently and I think that’s where a lot of the issue is. 

You mentioned the tot lot and setback – what are some other examples you’ve run into or heard 
of in this area in terms of zoning, that gets in your way of building an attractive, active older 
adult community? 

This is in the Denver metro area, I think one of the absolute biggest constraints we have 
is the Denver Water Department. The water department says that you have to have a 
30-foot easement that is paved that is exclusive, or a 50-foot non-exclusive easement. 
Everything has to be paved. They need to see the delineation of their easement from 
here to there and it has to be paved. If it isn’t, you can’t do it. So that just puts a 
tremendous amount of constraint on whatever you’re doing.  

How so? 

Parking widths and street widths and those kinds of things. You can’t park on their 
easement, either. Technically you can’t unless it’s a public street. So you can have a 
public street that’s 32 feet or 36 feet wide and they have an easement in there and there 
isn’t any constraints. But if it’s a private street, and most of the communities I do are 
private streets, then all those other things apply. That would be the first. The second 
would be the fire department. The fire department wants to be able to drive two fire 
trucks down the street side-by-side and not have anything in their way. It’s just 
ridiculous. And yet you can go into downtown Denver and Apple Hill and all these 
areas, and they have these streets that are 32-feet wide and they have parking on both 
sides, and I guess that’s not a hazard. They don’t stop that. Now, you can’t build that 
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kind of street in Denver. I think maybe some developers are getting some inroads in 
this area – think Oakwood Homes in the Green Valley Ranch area, that’s had some 
success in getting some streets that are 32-feet wide and allow parking on at least one 
side. Those are two big issues that I don’t think anyone has solved yet.  

I think we can carry this on a little further in terms of non-conventional developments, 
cluster developments where you’re actually creating an area of higher-density housing 
with driveways that come into serve multiple units. Most fire departments look at that 
and say no way. Not just Denver, but a lot of water districts look at that and say we 
don’t know how to do that. You’ve got the old guard saying there’s no way to do that 
so just abandon ship and go back to something traditional.  

They always come back to how are we going to maintain that? We need to have asphalt 
in season, and the street needs to be so many feet wide. We need to maintain it.  

The streets widths, especially in our type of development, are just killing us. Because 
we’re building these ranch-style homes, typically for this buyer you want to have a 
single-floor live-in, and your footprint gets bigger. But you still want to push the 
density up because you want to try to keep the exterior and all the yard maintenance-
free. So you’re making a larger footprint and in addition to that if you have to build a 
larger yard, and then wider streets, all of a sudden your density is killed, and then 
there’s no real point to do it. Your economics will fall apart if you have these huge 
setbacks with wider streets, you might as well use the same footprint to build a two-
story, single family detached and make more money with it. So what we’ve had to go to 
in some of our subdivisions is go to private streets. They’ll let us narrow them back 
down so we don’t have to meet the city standard, but we’re forced to maintain them 
ourselves but we find it’s worth the trade-off.  

Is the term new urbanism outdated at all? Is it still out there? 

It’s still there in the middle of nowhere. 

Is that a different type of development than what you think of for an active senior development or 
a smart growth development? Could they be considered the same thing? 

It certainly could be, and I agree, that one size doesn’t fit all. What works in Biscayne 
doesn’t necessarily work here. New urbanism is theoretically the neighborhood we’re 
sitting in right now – how they used to build neighborhoods – narrow streets, 
sidewalks, front porches, alleys. Three blocks from here would be the neighborhood 
retail. If I took an aerial photo of these 10-square blocks, and walked into the city of 
Denver, and said you’re all talking about new urbanism, and neo-traditional 
development, I want to build this. They would say no way on earth! The streets are too 
narrow; the radius of that corner is too sharp. You’ll have to pull that back – you end up 
losing the corner lots. Your alleys at 16-feet are too narrow. And yet they’ve worked for 
a hundred years. There’s no evidence whatsoever that there are more traffic accidents in 
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these alleys than anywhere else in America. And they take a 16-foot alley and put a 5-
foot dumpster in it because it’s efficient for public works. But it still works. I couldn’t 
have old South Pearl Street because there’s no parking, so I would have at least half of 
old South Pearl Street that everybody loves, that is jammed packed with the most 
popular restaurants, and you could not build it today because planning and zoning and 
fire and Denver water wouldn’t allow it.  

What drives their decision to say that this no longer works, but this other thing works? Why did 
this happen? 

Because of the rule book!  

Because they’re designing for fire trucks, water pipes. Engineering has taken over and 
they’re not designing for people. They’re not allowing people to run the ship anymore.  

I call the whole submission process the black hole process because once you make a 
submission, you’re waiting for 3-4 months to whenever they give you your drawings 
back. There’s no real interplay or discussion with these people. You may have one or 
two discussions. Typically the group you’re dealing with is not very flexible. You have 
the traffic guy talking about sight triangles. There’s no real dialogue because they have 
their manual. I wonder about their educational process. You’ll notice most of these 
governmental review people just going from agency to agency to agency. Very few of 
them actually go out and are participants the actual development of a project. So their 
hands-on experience is non existent for the most part. So they don’t realize what’s going 
on. I remember out in Aurora a few years ago, neo-traditional came in – the detached 
sidewalks and that kind of stuff – we were running a sidewalk down a 1600-foot street, 
and they wanted to switch mid-stream from attached to detached. That didn’t make any 
sense. But they’re not really flexible in trying to deal with that kind of process. They just 
say that that’s the rule today. 

Isn’t this about education? It’s leadership and vision on the part of the government 
agencies or the council members, commissioners. I think planning departments have 
some great organizations and you see more and more in those magazines that they are 
trying to change. It’s the seniors changing and the demographics changing and they’re 
trying to address it. But there’s a gap between the mayor and the planning commission 
down through the organization who’s interacting with us. We can’t fight that battle and 
I don’t see us winning. They have people saying now that they don’t want development 
and someday they are going to be 70-years old. They’re going to be the majority in these 
towns, and they’re going to change their tune. They’re going to say here’s what we 
want— why don’t you have senior housing? 

Nothing is really going to happen until someone grabs hold of an idea. I see today as an 
opportunity for DRCOG to elevate awareness of the issues and bring it forward.  
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On May 30-June 1, 2007, Denver is hosting the 8th Annual Building for Boomers and 
Beyond Conference. Wonderful opportunity. I want to see all of us as a group talking to 
local governments, even through DRCOG or individually to elevate this conversation. 
Until you get away from the junior level city planner and the city council and the 
planning directors are converts, you’re still pushing water uphill without a bucket.  

Rather than tell the planner, this is what I want, and you need to be more flexible, I think it 
would be great if we could have some examples: this is what the demand is, this is the kind of 
development we think we can sell. These are the kinds of barriers you are putting up, whether 
you intend to or not, if you were to take this barrier down, we can do this.  

But they don’t care about that. They say that’s fine, do that somewhere else. That’s not 
what we want here. We want here is this. And it’s the one thing. We’re the ones 
spending all this money on consultants and doing these studies, especially the larger 
companies. Dell Webb Pulte know more about this than anybody, but they still have to 
go in and submit their project to some guy who tells them, “I’m sorry. This isn’t what 
you can do.” 

Were there specific things in the code that Broomfield had to change to accommodate you? 

Yes. We have a PUD in Broomfield which we amended and changed a lot of the 
conditions of that PUD. The PUD that was in place originally did not contemplate an 
age restricted component within the community. For instance, trip generation – the way 
you look at traffic flow and street capacities – that’s a whole lot different than the 
traditional development - much lower. Broomfield, for instance, their design guidelines 
say that front-loaded garages are taboo. They want alternatively loaded garages. Well, 
your typical older adult doesn’t like to make that turn, particularly where it’s tight.  

We’ve written overlay ordinances for jurisdictions to accommodate active adult. What’s 
different between their regular ordinances and the overlay ordinances? It might be 
setbacks or lot size. Active adults typically don’t want the larger lot size.  

There’s ways of dealing with it, but it all comes back to the education component. If you 
haven’t had a lot of exposure to it, there’s a lot to learn.  

Did you bring your data to the planning department? 

Yes. We use our data in three different ways. If you have good data, use it to back up 
your points. If you have market research – we’ve gone out and asked buyers what they 
preferred. A lot of times, cities are interested in seeing that. The third thing, take them 
somewhere to sit with their counterparts to another jurisdictions who has one of these 
communities within their boundaries. Talk to this person about the variety of concerns 
that they have. Take all your concerns and lay them on the table and find out what this 
is all about.  
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We have studies of our own communities that show patterns – how things are different 
and we can use those to help educate these municipalities. But, you run into resistance 
because the typical planning department doesn’t want the developer educating them. 
How do I get around making it their idea to educate them?  

It’s about enabling and allowing this process to take place. There are jurisdictions all 
across the country that are experienced in this. It’s myopic on the part of our local 
governments, but it doesn’t do any good to beat them up. If we were able to educate 
our local government – to provide a enabling vehicles – ordinances, overlays, whatever 
we’re going to do – that they can adapt, otherwise, it’s not going to happen. Unless they 
embrace the solution, wrap their arms around it and take credit for it, it’s not going to 
happen.  

There is more active adult activity in the state of Massachusetts than the state of 
Arizona. There is incredible interest because folks don’t want to leave and move 
someplace else.  

When you do it on a case by case basis, it’s very expensive. But if you think about this in 
terms of the Front Range or the entire state of Colorado, on a project by project basis, 
the opportunity for us to impact those decision makers and regulators to change the 
environment. The only way it’s going to happen is if they buy in and if they think it’s 
their idea.  

Active adult is not necessarily age restricted. There are a lot of Boomers who don’t want 
to be in an age-restricted community. There’s a lot of us building typical, single-family 
detached communities, but it caters to older adults. Even though you’re not restricting 
children, you’re not getting children because of the nature of the design of the 
community and the homes. That’s another hard thing for the governments to grab onto. 
For instance you have an HOA to take care of the exterior. Most of the homes are ranch-
style homes with a main floor master if it’s a two story. Narrower streets and smaller 
yards. On the face of it, it doesn’t look very much different than any other community, 
except there aren’t kids there. Boomers don’t want to restrict kids, but they don’t want a 
zoo of them either. It really isn’t any different, except demographically. That and the 
traffic flow. Because of this, they don’t fit their standard rule.  

People don’t like to live in communities that look different. Just because someone turns 
50, it doesn’t mean they want to move into a 50-story high-rise.  

One of the influencers we’re seeing that reinforces that the market is changing, is that 
one of our first communities, which was rental and age restricted, HUD underwrote it 
at 30% “caregiver influence factor.” We achieved over 50%. What I mean by that is that 
50% of the residents came from out-of-state. They’re coming here because the have the 
ability to be mobile and they’re relocating to be close to the family that’s not coming 
home. That’s the caregiver factor –they’re grown children who have grandchildren who 
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are active enough. They’re either investing in a second home or leaving the primary 
residence that was the family home. So that’s an influencer that we’re not seeing that 
the jurisdictions comprehend about the changing market. 

It’s so unusual to get a public works or fire department official to think beyond the curb 
and that ability to have them understand that there are other solutions. Whether it’s 
done in the overlay process, or giving them complimentary conference fees, (giving city 
council, planning commission, planning directors, public works directors) to your 
active adult council seminar – how do you get them to come and have them get a look 
in the state of the industry and its evolution.  

Inherently, seniors consume less. They consume less of a lot of things, except health 
care. Water tap fees, can there be recognition that age-targeted, or a willingness to at 
least evaluate that through conservation measures.  

We as developers are often seen as creating the market, when in reality we are 
interpreting the market. We’re seen as the bad guy, when in fact we’re acting as a 
mirror for everyone we’re engaged with in the community. We’re reflecting their 
values. It’s hard to overcome that perception— we’re just mirroring what the market 
wants— and for communities and jurisdictions to buy into that notion as a ground rule 
for engaging in that discussion.  

I just wanted to get back to that topic of PUDs. Many municipalities see these as 
permission for the developer to run amok. Because they’ve given you permission, they 
have a license to run amok themselves. So they will quite often put on a number of 
restrictions on PUDs that you would normally not have to be dealing with. 

Control of a community can often be administered through an HOA to some degree. 
You can make it difficult for communities to do things that are more child-friendly, 
such as basketball courts, toys outside. Things of that nature that would make it less 
desirable for a family to move into the community because these things are not allowed.  

There’s been a recent change in the ex parte contact problem that you run into in 
projects like this where it does require significant deviation from the standard set of 
rules. We get involved in this, and by the time we’re neck deep into it, you can’t talk to 
the people in control because of those types of rules. Hopefully, that’s where DRCOG 
comes in, you can be the intermediary, or hopefully be there before us. We often don’t 
realize we have a problem until we’ve already submitted or talked to the city, and then 
we can’t talk to them anymore about it to educate them.  

Every city is so different; I don’t know how you can come up with a standard set of this 
is what we need for senior housing. 

What kinds of hurdles have you had to jump over, and what kinds of changes resulted from your 
jump? 
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Between ourselves and Charter, the city council and staff is finally able to understand 
the concept of it. It’s taken long time to get the project through and all the little 
concepts. It’s not just zoning. You’ll run into it with public works departments. We’re 
doing common irrigation, then all of a sudden, well, is it detached or attached? We just 
want to buy water for the unit, not a whole separate irrigation tap. So their fee structure 
is all screwed up because they focus on attached versus detached, not detached with a 
common area around it. We had the same problem in Westminster. It’s the same kind of 
project – a detached patio product where the exterior is maintenance free. Same 
difficulty with the condo map. Condo maps are typically applied to attached, but 
there’s no reason why you can’t apply it to detached and then the land is just commonly 
owned. There’s common ownership of the land and then private ownership of the 
structure. Most zoning regulations are not designed to handle that at all.  

If you think about what our charter is: to give a communication back to local governments in the 
whole Denver Metro region, what are the kinds of things you think out to be made part of that 
communication that will help to smooth the way to more senior-friendly housing or active older 
adult communities? 

Demographically housing for seniors is not a Sunbelt oriented thing. In other words, it’s 
going to happen in your community. About 80-85% of those people who retire are not 
moving more than 100 miles from where they lived. It’s going to happen. The 
demographics are certainly in their favor. Now, how do you go about understanding 
what this is so that when it does come to you community, if it hasn’t already, you can 
deal with it. There’s a lot of variety that needs to be understood, whether it be assisted 
living or active adult.  

A big part of it is we need to educate them on the variety. What we’re seeing as 
developers and what the buyers want is a lot different today. The example I like to use 
is one used to go into a convenience store and there would be a couple types of cola. 
Now, there are whole walls of different colas, and that’s what we’re seeing in our 
buyers. The Baby Boomers are not really a single entity. There’s a spectrum within the 
Baby Boomers, and if we do our jobs right, we’re going to create communities that 
attract each one of those sub-segments. That’s a difficult message to get across.  

One approach we use that people shake their head yes to, is we hearken their memories 
back to the hotel industry. When they were growing up there were three choices: 
Howard Johnson, Holiday Inn and the full service hotel. And you step back now and 
look at the segmentation and maturing of that industry in terms of limited services, 
extended stay and luxury. The market research supported that and the segmentation of 
the product offerings. They seem to get it when you draw a parallel to another industry 
that has matured in a parallel way that we think the senior industry is going to mature. 
It’s driven again by the consumer. 
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What do you think could be useful for DRCOG to do hereon in to further the likelihood of their 
being the types of developments we’ve been talking about? 

There’s a lot of technical and informational and educational and all these different 
terms, but I think sometimes people just need a picture painted and they need this 
pretty view of what it’s going to be like, and then they might be able to see past these 
rules and codes.  

The great gift that DRCOG can give is the convening and sharing of information and 
the pulling and culling of examples of where this has worked in other parts of the 
county. Because there is nothing about local government that is creative or innovative. 
It’s all copycat. There’s stuff out there and it’s successful. It doesn’t have to be the 
Sunbelt where this has been done.  

Are the developments we should look at, that have been successful that we could offer as a vision 
of what could be done here? 

I would offer up Sun City Huntely in Illinois. It’s age restricted, but it’s a northern 
climate. It was the community for the “stayers” versus the “goers.” Not everyone’s 
moving to the Sunbelt. That was the community I spoke of with the overlay ordinances 
being put in place to accommodate it. And it’s a four season climate – that’s important. 

The things that are being done in Massachusetts are being blessed with government 
involvement. This is about differences in applying the developing the enabling 
organizations as well. 

Somehow get across to them that one size doesn’t fit all. We’re in the “have-it-your-
way-Burger-King” thing. The Boomers are even more that way. They want everything 
their way. If we left if to government, all we would have would be avocado appliances 
and shag carpeting. That would still be there because they have these rules and we have 
to somehow get them out of that. They somehow have to accept that fact. We, as 
business people, do. We know that we cannot satisfy all the people all the time. Five 
percent of the time, it’s going to be a disaster. But governments make rules for that 5% 
of the time. You have to accept the fact that there are going to be people who beat the 
system. I don’t think you can legislate good design. Governments think they can and 
they pass all these rules – Denver passes it’s pop top ordinance, which was a disaster. 
Aurora says that you can only have all brick. There are beautiful homes that don’t have 
any masonry on them. But you couldn’t have those in Aurora for a couple years. 
They’ve back of that and I think Denver’s backed off their pop top thing. But they just 
make rules because they saw one thing that went horrible and they’ve got to stop it. 
They have to accept the fact that those are going to happen. 

For your list of projects that work, I would say open your eyes and look at the old 
neighborhoods in Denver. They do work. You actually can walk the grocery store and 
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then movies and then the restaurant. You don’t need a 100 car parking lot in front of it. 
You can park on the streets. It does work. It’s been working for a hundred years. 

I think for most planning department, pictures work. There’s a planning department 
and then there’s public works. Most planning departments like to talk about 
community and what makes a good community, and you can get their imaginations. 
Then you walk across the hall, or across town, to public works, and you say the things 
as you did to the planning department and they’re going to look at you like you’re 
talking Swahili. We don’t care about community. We want big streets and we want all 
these things. What DRCOG can do, because it’s not just age qualified or senior housing, 
it’s really basic development scenarios of the street widths and the curb returns that 
destroys those streets and pedestrian character. It’s public works that has become a real 
thorn in a lot of things we’ve done. The planning department wanted us to face the 
buildings to the street, but the public works department wouldn’t let us address them.  

Denver is going through a total evaluation of all of its departments, engaging them in 
awareness of the development process and how each department affects the other 
department. We have a tremendous opportunity, if that is in fact going on in Denver, 
and with FasTracks coming online in the next 10 years to engage the Metro area. 
DRCOG has a unique opportunity to be the catalyst for this. Another item that’s coming 
up is this notion of affordable housing and it crosses all sectors. Our seniors are going to 
be employed longer. We’re all going to be living and working longer. In the affordable 
housing area, one of the biggest costs savings is for a family to get rid of its car. The 
market will figure out that renting a vehicle on the weekend will be more cost effective 
than owning a vehicle and paying the insurance. It’s about awareness, and if Denver is 
in fact going through that, and we have RTD and FasTracks engaged, and we have 
DRCOG as the regional-wide planning agency, why can’t you get Lakewood, Aurora, 
Thornton, Centennial, at the table since we’re all going to be affected in awareness by 
how all this works.  

There are a multitude of existing federal, state and code requirements that regulate 
housing accessibility and they are amply sufficient. What we would not like to see 
encouraged is local jurisdictions, and they already do this, devising their own. The feds 
say this and the state says this and the code says this, but we want these other things, 
too, sometimes to the to the exclusion of even demonstrating concern that the builder is 
even complying with federal, state or code requirements. It’s important to have 
uniformity in accessibility. Sometime housing for all or universal design or anything 
along those lines, these are just some of the many choices that will be delivered to the 
market based on its demand. Universal design shouldn’t be imposed at all. It will be 
delivered to the market if there’s a demand for it.  

And what about the Fort Collins example? 
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Voluntary programs are great. Our concern with the Fort Collins example is, to the 
extent that certain incentives were supposed to come forward to encourage developers 
to volunteer to participate, those incentives never came forward, the city is going to say 
that this isn’t working, it’s not being delivered to the market. We would say it’s because 
the marketing is demanding it, and they would say it’s because we’re not requiring it. 
It’s when a voluntary program becomes mandatory.  

We heard some folks talk about how tap fees should be less, whether it’s school or park 
dedication, that the fees should somehow be less for senior housing. There is a need for 
all developments to contribute to all the types of infrastructure that makes a community 
a community.   

As Boomers age and become older adults and develop accessibility problems, could a local 
government argue that the imposition of universal design would help the entire community? 

They could certainly argue that. They argue that in a lot of things, but what we would 
respond is that it is not the job of the government to identify in somewhat of a 
paternalistic manner, what a consumer must buy. Where the developer and builder has 
identified a niche, there are pieces of universal design that are far more problematic to 
build than other. The outstanding example is the no-step entry. There are all kinds of 
conflicting requirements in the code on draining and soil issues. Where it can be 
accommodated, and where it is determined the need and the desire of the marketability 
of that is such that you spend what it takes to overcome that through your engineering, 
design, grading and drainage issues, then by all means, you’ll have builders (and you 
do have builders) delivering that to the market. But to impose that as some type of 
requirement, we would find that very problematic.  

I don’t want to take up anymore of your time, but is there anything you else you would like to 
say?    

I’ve done a lot of the focus groups with the senior groups, asking them what they 
wanted, and you all are doing exactly what they’re saying. You got what they were 
saying – wanting lots of options, wanting to stay in their communities, not wanting to 
move far away. Where the problem is in the government sector and they don’t seem to 
have gotten it as easily as the seniors and you have gotten it. 

We all feel that our message is not being adequately recognized, heard and acted upon 
by various governmental authorities. Governmental authorities all seem to think that 
they have their own kingdoms; that they control their own kingdoms and they don’t 
want to be really be influenced by the work of anybody else. We need to educate 
ourselves as well as the people who have oversight of our projects. They need to have 
participation and need to learn about the new and dynamic desires and requirements of 
this new group of people. 
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I think DRCOG is a good source for us to use as an arbiter of information back and forth 
to these governmental groups because one, they don’t trust us, and two, we don’t trust 
them. Maybe we need to have some joint relationship that is able to deal with this in an 
environment that is not hostile either group. 

Maybe DRCOG could be that buffer because people are afraid to step up and say things 
because it will affect them, it can affect them. 

It might be useful to invite some planning directors or public works directors to talk 
with you about these issues. In terms of education, there’s a two-way component. It 
might be helpful for you as developers to understand why local governments have 
these standards and requirements.  
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Appendix B: Public Sector Focus Group Session 
Transcript and Break-out Group Notes 

In Attendance 
 Bert Weaver, Community Development Director, Clear Creek County 
 Bill Lunsford. Housing Development Manager, City of Lakewood 
 Bryce Matthews, Senior Planner, Town of Parker 
 Carol Maclennan, Environmental Health Policy Coordinator, Tri-County Health 

Department 
 Chris Glore, AICP/Senior Planner, City of Aurora 
 Doug Hall, Deputy Fire Marshall, Westminster Fire Department 
 Jay Ruggeri, Councilman, City of Lafayette 
 Vicky Reier, Assistant to the City Manager, City of Arvada 
 Michelle A. Liebig, Health Promotions, City of Broomfield 
 Mark J. Brown, P.E, Engineer III, Capital Improvement Program, Arapahoe County 
 Bob Davis, ACA/Broomfield, City and County of Broomfield 
 Terrance Ware, Planning Director, City and County of Broomfield 
 Allan Fredrick, OED, City and County of Denver, Division of Housing and 

Neighborhood Development 
 Don Harvey, Chair of Area Agency on Aging Committee, Gilpin County 
 Nan Harvey, Gilpin County Seniors 
 Donna Mullins, Jefferson County, AAA Board Member/Liveable Communities 

Committee 
 Sue Bozinovski, AAA Division Director, Area Agency on Aging - DRCOG 
 Jayla Warren Sanchez, Ombudsman Supervisor, Area Agency on Aging - DRCOG 
 Joe Hanke, Senior Planner, Metro Vision Planning/Customer Resource and 

Support/DRCOG 
 Bill Johnston, Regional Development Manager, Metro Vision Planning/Customer 

Resource and Support/DRCOG 
 Tom Boone, TOD Program Manager, GIS and Regional Data Service 

Center/Customer Resource and Support/DRCOG 
 Tom Miller, President, NRC 
 Lee Tyson, Analyst, NRC 

Discussion Transcript 

Review of Current Findings 

Look for your nametags and your handouts. There is a hand out here – it should be just a quick 
slide show we are going to go through. National Research Center is the organization that 
DRCOG has hired to help you in a discussion of codes that either enhance the opportunities for 
or inhibit opportunities for housing. This is part of a broader study that we’ve been doing that 
has included discussion with developers and review of literature and looking at codes and other 
kinds of interventions that are being done across the country. We’ve got you for three hours 
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today and you should check your schedule if you didn’t know that. The intention is to go from 
10:30 AM to 1:30 PM. There will be a lunch in-between and we will be charging you for that just 
to prove to you that there are no free lunches! [Laughter.] We expect you to work for every penny 
that you get.  

I think there are some staff here, right Joe? And yes we have elected officials. Everybody who is 
public official ought to be at the table and DRCOG’s staff and others sit around the perimeter. So 
if we have enough room around the table hopefully, because the discussion is going to be 
primarily taken from the staff officials and elected officials at the table. I know staff isn’t used to 
this kind of thing, but we’d like you to know that elected officials and staff can work together. 
[Laughter.]. I used to be…I used to work in a Planning company before I started this 
business…that was like about 14 years ago before I started this business and last night I had a 
dream that I was in front of all the people I used to work with applying for a job and they weren’t 
being very nice about it! And they hired somebody else… 

So I guess he didn’t get the job! 

I’m here with Lee Tyson, National Research Center, and she is going to be taking notes. We also 
have an audiotape here that is going to be taping our discussion. This is not going to be 
associating your name with your comments. We’d like you to be candid and we’d like to have a 
good discussion. Not all of the discussion will be held here. We have a couple of other rooms and 
we’re going to be asking you to break into…I think we’ll do 3 groups. One group here and one in 
each of the other two rooms. They will be small group discussions, but most of today will be you 
talking about the questions that we will pose to you. Just before we get started I’d like for us to 
just go around quickly and say your name and what organization you are from, if you will. 

[Introductions have been removed in the interest of confidentiality.] 

We’re already behind schedule so let’s move forward. This is the intended agenda. I though we’d 
just go over it quickly. I want to spend just a few minutes going over the findings so far. As I 
understand it, you’ve gotten most of our…I think there are only 2 reports to have 
gotten…perhaps you’ve gotten them, perhaps you haven’t gotten them, so we’ll go over them 
quickly. Even if you haven’t gotten those studies it’s not going to inhibit the discussion because 
we really want to capture the ideas that you have from your own jobs and knowing what’s been 
done so far will be a slight help but not an essential. We are going to look at a couple different 
scenarios that we’ve put together, just to get you started thinking about what can happen when 
developers come together looking to have senior-friendly developments and seeing the kind of 
reactions that you would have to these hypotheticals. We’ll come back and debrief those. We’ll 
have a break. My guess is the discussion may go beyond that break period, but during that time 
there will be box lunches you said? So we’ll get the boxed lunches and then we are going to have 
some break out sessions where we are doing something called a Learning Café and I’ll explain 
that more to you, but it just means small discussion groups and some rotation through those 
groups so you can get a chance to discuss all the topics. There are three main topics that we want 
you to talk about. Then we will come back and debrief that and then close. This shows us closing 
at 1:30, so we are going from 10:30 to 1:30 today. So just very quickly, I’m going to give you this 
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overview and it’s very brief and it goes like this: What’s motivating this interest now in land use 
planning for older adults and senior-friendly communities is the anticipated very rapid growth 
in the DRCOG regions of 60 plus. And you can see from this graph that the number is roughly 
going to double from 2004 to 2020. That’s in 16 years. It’s going to go from roughly 300,000 to 
close to 600,000 population and when that happens it is going to have an impact on everybody 
and especially land use planners. DRCOG is already planning for what many people call The 
Silver Tsunami and in Metro Vision 2030 they are talking about creating healthy communities 
that support independent older adults. Where there is a diversity of housing that is close to 
services, where public transit is easy to get to, where food and health care is also easily accessible, 
where there is open spaces and trails and alternative modes and designs that make living for 
older adults convenient and attractive and not in any way unattractive to people of other ages. 
So with regard to senior-friendly development, there are smart principles about senior-friendly 
development and the principles lead to changes in community land use. So you might have 
walkable neighborhoods as a principle and that just means shorter blocks and narrower streets, 
preserving an open space means parks and trails and that kind of integration with the 
development is what happens when there is smart growth. Our study purpose is, as I’ve said, to 
assist the Aging Services Division in understanding what is happening now in the Denver 
region with regard to the senior-friendly development and what kinds of barriers and 
opportunities there are for that kind of development. These were the 4 kinds of studies – we did 
case studies where we looked at local examples of facilitating senior-friendly development. We 
held a focus group with contractors and developers to talk about their experiences in trying to, 
and often successfully, building communities for older adults that meet these smart growth 
guidelines. We developed for DRCOG’s staff a tracking system, that will when we are done with 
this project, that will allow them to identify and track policy changes that occur in the Denver 
region as a result of – or perhaps as a result of – some of their conversations with elected officials 
and staff members and then this focus group and that’s today’s focus group – a planning focus 
group – where we are looking for input from you about these varied issues. So, when we look at 
the strategies out there, these should be very familiar to you as planners. These were some of the 
common strategies that locals used across the country to encourage development for senior 
housing accessibility which includes universal design, Practical Housing Standards for All, 
visitability – and I was talking to Vicky about that just before we all sat down – and she’ll 
probably tell you more about that in a minute. Home match where there is a match for unrelated 
adults and that can provide some conflicts with existing land use codes that prohibit too many 
unrelated adults living together. Elder cohousing and cooperative housing where older adults 
own their own residence and share interior and exterior space. ADUs tend to be dwelling units 
for an individual person inside the footprint in an existing building where elders have housing 
opportunities or Echo housing – which is mobile units, which can be put outside. You can 
imagine, or maybe more than imagine – you have probably had experience confronting neighbors 
who may love the principle of having older adults have more opportunities for housing, but that 
wouldn’t be so great to institute that principle right next door. Active adult communities, which 
can be age, restricted or age-targeted and continuing through retirement these often have a 
hierarchy of needs for older adults as they age and their health wanes. Then we talked to 
developers – these were the things that came out. They wanted to know what is and is not an 
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active adult community. They wanted to define that, talking about ranch-style homes and 
smaller yards and narrower streets, land that is sometimes owned in aggregate by all of the 
residents in a condo manner and communities are attractive to older adults or baby boomers and 
there is a small footprint – or at least the argument is that those folks need – so there is less 
requirement for parking and streets and waste water and other requirements or standard 
requirements that cities have that may be and we will be talking about that – better reconsidered 
or retooled if we are going to encourage development for older adults. These developers face their 
biggest challenges when they work with zoning municipalities –meaning I think planners – and 
not just planners but elected officials. And I think that the developers understood that planners 
are just following the lead of the elected officials and that’s what they are supposed to do, but 
uh…often there is not enough awareness of the unique needs of senior communities with 
narrower streets and less need for some of the requirements that are made of other types of 
developments and so they are looking for flexibility and I’m sure that is no surprise to anyone 
here. They felt – these developers – that DRCOG should have a more active role in putting 
forward this kind of housing. And then finally, this is just as I mentioned before, this tracking 
system we are using to or helping staff with to monitor this development. Let’s just take a 
moment now and think deeply about anything you have heard. We will have a couple of 
scenarios as we move forward but do you have any reactions to anything? Was any of this news 
to you as planners? 

Well, the last thing, the key theme there was…I’m from Lafayette – and we lack the 
awareness related to the needs of the older…I think in my case, at least I am trying to 
push through an initiative in my community and we are way ahead of the curve. I got 
Anthem building 3,000 houses just to the east of us that are totally unvisitable which to 
my perspective is just new barriers to people who are going to use them. They purport 
to me that the market should drive this, that market should be doing this and I think 
Huh! You’re missing the target! I can show you pictures of the design center where you 
can visit and design the home, but you can’t get in and look at it. Are you going to buy 
a house in Anthem that you can’t visit, or are you going to buy a house in Lafayette that 
you can visit, that you can get in and look at. So I think we are ahead of the curve on 
that and I’m trying to bring them up to our speed as opposed to the other way around. 
My opinion only.  

When you talk about bringing them up to speed, you have a notion that there is a certain kind of 
housing that is going to be more desirable and basically that there is market research that shows 
how senior housing should look? 

Well, they show they have a market for it, and if they have a market for it, someone will 
purchase it. So in other words if you want a home that is visitable, offer that as an 
option. And I said, well that’s the same truth for a car. Why do I need a seat belt if I 
have air bags? Why do I need air bags if I have a seat belt? Why put that on me? I said, 
well, obviously, as a paid professional fire fighter you don’t know how many times a 
day I hear…you know, I can’t believe this is happening to me. 

The fire? 
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The fire. The car wreck. The stroke. Whatever it might be, you never think a firefighter 
is going to be in your life I’m sure. But the Fire Marshall here will know that the two 
people you’ll meet before you leave here will be a firefighter and a mortician and 
between that you might…it depends on how you survive that event as to how you will 
live in your house. I’ll hear that tonight. God, Doris has had a stroke. I can’t get her in 
and out of the house. What am I going to do? Do you know a contractor?  

What do you mean when you say visitable? 

When I say visitable, I think because I have to be cautious when I use that word because 
it does have a definite code and use applied to it, especially when you talk to housing 
and the state standards and the fair housing act but I’m talking visitable. Not ADA, but 
wheelchair-friendly housing. So other words you can come to my house. You can come 
inside. You can watch TV. You can have a cup of coffee, go to the bathroom, and go 
home without an incident.  

Vicky, is there another definition or do you have another definition? 

Yeah. Visitable for us has 3 components. 1) there is some where in the house with a no 
step entry into the house. Some way to get into the house with an assistive device. 
Whether that is a wheelchair or a walker or a cane. Hallways and the doorways are 
wide enough to accommodate all of those assistive devices and then there is a useful 
private first floor bathroom where a guest can get in and use the bathroom with an 
assistive device and actually close the door. We didn’t even require turn around space 
in our visitable ordinance; we just required that if they got in with an assistive device 
they can literally close the door.  

I guess the door span has to be wide enough. 

Yeah and it has to allow for you to physically get in and then close the door behind you. 
With most bathroom doors opening into the bathroom ...if you get in with an assistive 
device and you are at the toilet, there is like no room. You can’t. So what we requested 
was the space for our requirement to be accommodated.  

Well, part of our mission is to educate and I think we need that term to get out there. It 
is a new term to me and I’ve been developing communities for 30 years.  

I have to say that one thing that came in to us from the developers was a glossary to give 
meaning to some of these terms.  

Yeah. 

Because it means something different in different communities.  

Yeah. But for me it’s an end user looking at it that way. 
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Any other thoughts…part of our purpose here is to think about development for older adults in 
the DRCOG region. What are the opportunities, what are the barriers? And you’ve heard a little 
bit about what we’ve discussed and how the cities have addressed this. This is not just for cities 
outside DRCOG. There are plenty of cities in this area where things like end use and other 
senior-friendly ideas are in conflict. Do you find yourselves in conflict trying to make this 
happen? 

Well, it seems like we as planners have a real good opportunity now with FasTracks 
coming on to take advantage of the TODs as a place to draft different rules. I think most 
of these communities are in an TOD zone. 

We need to define TODs. 

Transit Oriented Development.  

Right. We need to have more transit areas.  

Right. And uh…I guess the concern I have with Hanson – and we have one coming into 
Aurora too – is that it is still a must drive model, and as people get older there are a lot 
of people who shouldn’t be driving or don’t want to drive everywhere and so, this 
needs to be a package with the development leaders so we really need to start working 
on viable housing for older folks and near transit. I think that is a great opportunity. 
That needs to be part of the groundwork for any new development.  

In Broomfield I was on the committee that put together the updated master plan last 
year. And I tried to get into that Master Plan the portion of the Metro Vision 2020 plan 
that we voted into senior housing and senior-friendly design guidelines and so forth. I 
was partially successful. It got in there by reference, but it wasn’t…it wasn’t as strong.  

Was there a push back? Is that why it wasn’t… 

Yeah. We were in a time crunch because they wanted it done before the election so 
everybody on the City Council could take credit for it and a lot of things that were 
involved in the discussions got left out or got only a brief mention. In reading some of 
this, the new urbanism and the new urban friendly design and stuff…we had that in 
there in 1995 when we did our Master Plan and in fact [indiscernible] was a consultant 
to us on that. And everybody really liked it in theory but they didn’t like it in practice. 
They didn’t want those…they wanted commerce in commercial areas. They wanted 
residential in residential areas. They wanted single families detached, multi family 
where it belongs but they didn’t want it all mixed together.  

You said “they” wanted. Who is “they?” 

Well, uh, I think mainly it was the elected officials who were finally calling the shots. 
And maybe they were getting this from their constituents – I have a hunch they were, 
but the people bought into it, but it was that NIMBY thing. Well, you know, it’s right 
across town. So I think the council was getting some feedback from the constituency, 
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but I know as part of the planning committee developers come forth and they want to 
try some of these things but we are not always as friendly about it as we could be? 

How many of you others here feel that the push is from neighbors maybe in principle like that but 
not in practice? To push forward? 

You mean to push back? Not push forward. 

To push back the idea of this smart road or senior-friendly road? 

I work for the Health Department and we are a referral agency for adult applications 
and we’re kind of pushing the envelope because we are looking at community design 
issues which has taken awhile for city planners to accept as a role from us. Some of 
them accept it and some of them don’t. And we haven’t, until recently, really been able 
to call out planning for seniors or planning for kids. We are trying to say make 
communities walkable and more pedestrian friendly. I see the issues around…much 
like Chris said…there is planning for cars and we haven’t looked so much at building 
design as much as at community design and issues that make it safer for people to get 
out and walk or have access to transit or whatever. And again the neighbors will fight 
connectivity and again, I think the elected officials and the staff will stop the planners. I 
think we need to work harder to get it. I think more and more transportation planners 
are designing streets in a way that are very, very unfriendly to any human let alone 
seniors.  

Why is it that residents don’t get it but planners do? Is there a communication problem, or is it 
that the planners know something the residents don’t? 

I don’t think residents or the public in general understand planning.  

No. 

People tend to want their own little quite space and not connected to anybody…not 
everybody, but I’m saying traditional suburban model is I want my big yard, I want my 
three car garage. I want to be able to get in my car and go. I don’t want traffic coming 
through my neighborhood – I don’t care if it is a bus. 

And what you’re saying is that residents want you to plan that type of community? 

Yeah.  

But planners aren’t in the business of doing that. 

Yeah. I think…I was going to add…Our biggest struggle…We have had two 
communities come to us. One was an active living and another a continuing care and 
both are proposing this exclusivity. They don’t want trails going through. They don’t 
want roads going through. They want gates for these retirement communities. They 
don’t want commercial in there. So these are the kinds of things that when we talk 
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about the smart growth – that is something as planners we bite into but that’s not what 
we are being handed by these development community for these developments. 

And when they say we are just doing what our potential customers want… 

Right. 

What is your reaction to that? Do you think that’s just to mislead us or do you think they have 
done wide spread research and they know something about the same public you are serving but 
you have got a different perspective of what the public wants? 

I think they are doing what, at least the market they are going for, wants.  

But there are other markets. 

But there are other markets. And I don’t know if they want it because they are used to it 
and they are people who are moving from suburban to suburban or because it is…as we 
are talking about…the public versus the personal good.  

Well, I’m speaking from the perspective of the developer versus the public agency for 
development. We only build multi-family communities and it’s kind of interesting 
because a lot of our residents are coming from single-family environments. Because it is 
affordable housing, we have a tendency to get people who may not necessarily want to 
be there, but really find themselves there and what we find is, if we do the right kind of 
design, we get a very empowered active and happy community. Even with people who 
came from a suburban model who say yeah I’m happy to have an affordable place to 
live that’s quality – there’s a lot of affordable out there but not quality – but I am a little 
unsure about living with other people. But it turns out that it’s the best thing for people 
who are aging to have a community around them. And that really works for us so we 
are going to continue to do that model.  

I was going to say in a lot of cases I’ve seen what you’re talking about too, a very smart 
design that brings people out and then having people come into their homes, which is 
important. But I’ve also seen the stereotype where they say, well, I’m going to build this 
model and I’m going to make it accessible and you put all these handrails up and you 
put a label on me and I’m not really comfortable with that and I’m not really ready to 
go there yet. And so some people kick that back to us that I’m not ready to buy that yet 
because I’m not ready to be the stereotype of disabled and that’s not comfortable for 
me.  

That was one of the things that when Arvada was looking at our visitability ordinance 
that developers weren’t content with building communities where people could age in 
place. They wanted to just separate out seniors from the rest of the community. And as 
a city we said no, we would really like people to be integrated with in the community if 
they choose to do that. If they choose the multi-family that’s fine and the state regulates 
multi-family. Multi-family has to be an accessible unit. There are components within 
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that. What we were seeking was an ordinance that would encourage the development 
of visitable homes that were single-family dwellings or duplexes that could be 
anywhere within their projects. That they didn’t have to take…that was their thing as 
well…if you really have a market for that, we’ll find some ground and build you a 
senior community. And we said we have seniors everywhere and we don’t think it is 
healthy for anyone to keep moving them off to someplace else. So that was a real issue 
for us – an ordinance that oversaw and required single family units throughout the 
community.  

So people could stay in a community. They didn’t have to be separated. And one other 
piece of information that I’ll throw in is their statement of well, if that’s what you want 
we’ll build that for you. Two thoughts. One they are in the business of building. It puts 
money in their pocket if they get to build you a new home. So that’s not a secret. Of 
course they would love to build you a new home. The other thing is that we required, in 
our ordinance that they actually market a no-step entry and options that relate to 
visitability because we kept saying you need to make this available. They were saying 
well, if the market demands that we’ll build it. But they weren’t building anything 
where anybody walked through a no-step entry so they even had a concept of what that 
was. Oh yeah. We’ll build it. 

So you have them creating a demand. 

The model home has to have at least 1 no-step entry. And a no-step entry and other 
visitable components have to be a choice on their list of options. Which was like a no-
brainer for us. One of my people on the accessibility committee said, and it was just a 
great line and I think it catches it ---go to a restaurant and if they have a tank of live 
lobsters in the lobby, but lobster is not on the menu, you are not going to order lobster. 
It has to be on the menu of choices. You have to know that they are serving that. So the 
fact that they would say, well, if people request that we’ll build it, but it was never on a 
list of choices and it wasn’t a no-step entry that they walked through to get it, it would 
never occur to them to ask.  

[Someone speaking in the background but words cannot be discerned.] 

General laughter. 

Sure. Sure. It’s your sense that by having a community policy… 

Actually it’s an ordinance. It’s the only ordinance, as far as I know, in the United States 
that actually has teeth in it.  

An ordinance matters. 

Yeah. If you don’t then they can buy out, but the money they buy out with goes to the 
city and is the money we use to retrofit homes and they will, if they fail to submit their 



  © 
2
0
0
7
 N

at
io

na
l R

es
ea

rc
h 

C
en

te
r,

 In
c.

 

Creating Senior-healthy Communities 
May 2007 

Summary of Findings 

- 66 - 

plans and identify lots where the visitable homes will be built, they are not issued any 
more building permits or CO’s. It’s like a no-brainer. 

Has it gone far enough where you know they are complying? 

At this point the unfortunate thing is that we had so many things in the queue before 
the ordinance was passed that we don’t have any yet showing up. We tried the 
voluntary thing. For three years we had the voluntary thing – you know, an offer to fast 
track your developments, an offer to increase their density, an offer to do a variety of 
things and nobody signed up for the volunteer program.  

Is this in all new communities or in some percentage of new communities? 

What we ended up with in the City of Arvada, was a requirement that 15% of all new 
development…I have copies….I didn’t get that word in but I brought some copies and 
you can get it on line too…15% of all new housing, single family up to a four-plex, have 
to be built with visitable standards and another 15% have to be easily modified.  

Cool. 

They have to have some easy way to modify that entryway so we are talking like one or 
two steps where you bring in some extra soil and put in an S curve… 

Build it up. 

Yeah. And the deal is we started with a request of 100% and this is where we ended up.  

Before we leave, let me just say what we’re doing. You have two different scenarios. I want you 
to spend a little more than 10 minutes on each one. Look at this hypothetical situation and then I 
want you to answer these two questions. What are the barriers to accomplishing the proposed 
project and what could be done to overcome the barriers to the proposed project. Each of the 
scenarios is a different proposed project that a developer might come to your office and propose. 
And take notes. We’ll come back and debrief this in a short period of time at 11:30. So we really 
only have about 20 minutes to talk about each of these scenarios. The intent was for folks to have 
these discussions among themselves while Lee and I will circulate and hopefully you too and we 
can help answer questions that come up, but mostly this is your discussion that you will bring 
back to talk about later. When you get into your room, hire someone to do the note taking and 
that person can come back with the help of the other team members and report to us. Ready? 
Break!! 

Scenarios Debrief 

[See Appendix C: Developer Discussion Group Session  for information on how the 
Scenarios activity was structured and the handouts provided to the participants.] 
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The two scenarios were different in at least a couple of important ways. One, the math was 
wrong in the second one. It was a test! I flunked it so I’m wondering if anybody else got it. The 
first one was an in-fill project and the other is kind of an edge of the city project. And in the first 
instance you have a council in the community that encouraged this type of development. In the 
second one there was no such thing and there were unit differences, but in both cases there was 
going to be a change in use and a higher density requested. So what kind of barriers did you run 
into with first one, the in-fill project that used to be a school and now they are asking for it to be 
an assisted living facility? 

One was compatibility. 

Compatibility with the neighborhood? 

Yes. And design. Obviously you have a building that is much larger in mass than the 
school had been and you are surrounded by single-family medium density so you 
might have a zoning issue, but you would also have a compatibility issue.  

What else? 

A challenge to the parking requirements. 

Challenge being? 

The challenge being that most communities do not have exceptions for senior housing 
in their parking requirements. They are going to have parking requirements for this 
type of development versus family development that is going to say x number of 
parking spaces per unit and generally senior developments of this type will necessitate 
a lesser number of parking spaces.  

Has anybody run into this kind of project before? 

One of the ones that we mentioned is that most zoning requirements address traditional 
use but not specific population use. So there is no data out there of any kind that seems 
to validate the difference between a multi-family development or building for 
traditional families versus seniors – assisted living.  

That goes for the wastewater as well and I know for the Health Dept., if we are asked to 
develop wastewater demand - we don’t have anything to validate that senior’s use less 
than anybody else. I’m not sure most utilities do either.  

I don’t know if it’s true either.  

Yeah. There isn’t any data.  

But if it were you’d need data.  

Yes. 
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Yeah.  

From my perspective in this room, that seems like it’s an unreasonable requirement of 
zoning, or critical zoning, but I would like to say in defense of keeping the same 
requirements for any multi-family developments regardless of what age is in there, is 
that you really can’t regulate tenure over time. Just cause some guy today says oh you 
have to be over 55, that doesn’t mean that tomorrow you are going to say now we have 
decided that it’s to be all children or families with children.  

In some developments you can do that. You absolutely can. 

Yes, you can. 

What we do, and that’s Housing Authority by HUD so it’s fixed, is it’s 55 or in some 
cases it 62 and in those cases it really does and I agree with you, if you can’t control 
that, then somebody can change it --- you should not have any changes in the tort 
reforms, but if you should have a federal outside agency saying it has to be 55 or older, 
then it remains that way for ever.  

Yeah. Yeah.  

So you’re saying it can be done but it’s not typically done, is that you’re point? 

Yeah, unless there was some other way… 

If there was a way to do it? 

Yeah.  

Are you saying that then you might find it tolerable? 

If it is a federal government coming in, but a local government… I can’t… 

Well, a local government could do it. A local government could say this property is only 
going to be allowed to be a 55 and older age development and the question then 
becomes how do you monitor that.  

Of course. 

Then you get into the barrier of just zoning itself. Of trying to add conditions to multi-
family and it doesn’t really work in the county attorney’s office very well.  

Right. One of the other things we mentioned as a barrier is that if you needed to rewrite 
any of your zoning codes or ordinances or anything, it could take at least a year plus or 
minus, so if this guy shows up and has something pending you’ve already got a time 
constraint. It’s too late.  
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May I add to the problem of the time constraint? If you…yes it might take a year or two 
from the developers perspective what you might get at the end of the two years is No.  

Yep. 

So you can’t even plan. You have to have all this investment. You know, invest in this 
project here Mr. Investor, because I’m going to hopefully get this approved in two 
years.  

Is that because the zoning code is ambiguous? At the end of all these hoops you jump through 
you don’t know… 

No. It’s because the zoning codes fundamentally more than anything else, require 
public hearings. 

Public Hearings.  

And review by every possible… and if somebody comes in at the public hearing and 
says well, I’m afraid there is too much Radon on this site for seniors then you have to go 
hire a radon consultant, or I’m afraid that…. You know. If any of those things come up 
in public hearing and in the end the process itself might actually kill the project. And 
you say, well, we can’t even afford… we’ve just gotten a federal grant and we have a 
budget and we can’t even afford the radon consultant.  

I have one for you and I don’t think anyone has heard this one before…I won’t tell you 
where, but it’s actually in Lakewood. I don’t think this site is actually going to work for 
seniors because there is a nuclear power plant in the neighborhood. And there is, under 
the Federal standards. 

But I’m going back to…I think it gets confusing when you have straight zoning versus 
design. And if you have straight zoning that allows certain kinds of uses at certain 
densities et cetera then some of these things can be dealt with that way and you don’t 
have that problem and you can’t guarantee a person that it is going to get approved but 
when you are talking about a PUD zoning or Master Plan that’s another whole ball of 
wax and that can take a long time.  

Are you saying that PUD is a more circuitous route to take than straight zoning? 

I think so. 

I thought PUDs really had flexibility so… 

Yeah, and I think in terms of a Master Plan. We got into discussion in the second one, 
you can’t actually look at the entire community in support of things that would be good 
for seniors and you have a lot more flexibility, but you have to be willing to take the 
time to go through the specific design standards for development in order to go with a 
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PUD and I think that would be great but not every project is going to go through that 
kind of zoning, nor does every PUD want to allow PUD zoning everywhere.  

A couple that I think interrelate to these that we came up with was the proposed use 
and its competition with other potential income generating development, particularly 
for an in-fill application. 

Now Wal-Mart would blow it away.  

[Much general laughter.] 

Senior housing and Wal-Mart.  

Yeah. It’s there! Really! The proposed use itself would be second to increased services.  

The use itself would require that.  

Right. And the second question would be raised - who is paying for it.  

Right.  

Any other barriers? 

The last one we had was open space and recreation and the recreation was almost a 
double whammy because an elementary school provides recreation inherently on its 
fields so you are taking away that and you may be adjusting for the parks requirement.  

So what is the barrier then? There is already a certain amount of open space and the neighbors 
don’t want it to be reduced? Or is it that the zoning doesn’t permit….? 

They are both. One is the park’s area requirement for a residential unit and the 
argument being that people in assisted living won’t use it and the second piece is you 
are taking away the assumed public recreation area.  

 Creating a community deficiency. 

Leaving you without enough? 

Right.  

How do you intend to overcome these barriers? 

Planned development is a way to overcome it in part, but it is still a process. 

Right.  

I used this as an example: Yeah, your project…it’s just fine you know! We just want you 
to go through the process. Well, two years later what the developer learns is that meant 
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it’s going to be killed by the process because we are going to have the public hearings, 
radon, dah dah dah, traffic analysis… 

So what you are saying is that it was dead on arrival? 

Right. 

So the process finally calls it dead two years later? 

Well, that’s the reality of it.  

So to overcome that we have to take a look at our processes and determine whether or 
not we have all the stake holders at the table both in house and external people who 
could be helpful – people who can consult from a health perspective, from a senior’s 
perspective, from the developer’s perspective.  

To get them around the table, you mean a process that is within the code, or that there is a way to 
make sure…I mean, just having people around the table doesn’t mean it’s going to happen. 

No, but the task would be to hone the development process to accommodate all of those 
special requests and what if’s and scenarios that tank a project somewhere along the 
way.  

So if the project was approved on sight and then the developer came in and all he had 
to do was get a building permit... 

Is that what you’re talking about? 

Well…we didn’t get that specific, but what we were talking about is if one of the 
barriers is the process being too cumbersome, then you need to look at the process 
you’ve created and what barriers you can overcome like cleaning up the process, but in 
order to do that you need to make sure all the stake holders are at the table.  

I think one of the problems is the community itself – and I’ve run into this when we’ve 
recommended things and both the planners and the transportation folks will say don’t 
tell us, please tell the community, because they are the ones who are fighting this. So 
part of it has to be and this takes time, is attitude change for both the planners and for 
the community. They are stakeholders too. 

They are very much stake holders. 

And that’s a long process. 

What’s the attitude that has to be changed? 

Having flexibility to site things for…whether it be seniors, or mixed use or higher 
density which tends to go along with smart use questions – so people understand the 
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use of it and you’re not just going… It’s kind of going along with the community ethic 
and not just going with what’s good for me is good for the whole community.  

Some of that comes from good data gathering. Because we’ve talked about the fact that 
there isn’t good data out there. We don’t know if the wastewater consumption and 
process is different with seniors. I mean we say that. So somehow or other we need to 
come up with a good system to collect data. 

I think beyond the process…one of the first steps would be the Master Plan. At least in 
our Master Plan it supports higher densities for elderly housing. The other piece of that 
is then taking your regulations to match what the Master Plan is saying. I’m not sure 
that it is necessarily always the process but it’s the requirements that the process puts 
you through. Because everybody goes through the process and everybody rolls the dice.  

You have to have political power to assist the process and take the next step because 
Master Plans should encourage [indiscernible]… 

True. True. 

We didn’t leave enough time to really explore these in as full a depth as we should, but quickly 
are there other opportunities for overcoming barriers in scenario one and let me ask you to 
consider Scenario Two at the same time. They are very different scenarios but they have to go 
through the same process. Anything different you identify between those two? Ok – let’s finish 
this off. 

I’d just throw out the opportunity if you could help people actually imagine themselves 
20 years from now. Maybe in their same house or get them to try to imagine…those 
might be the people in the public hearing who would say, you know what maybe it 
does mean more traffic, but I’ll still vote for you anyway if you will….. 

Kind of like an empathy right? Educating. 

Yeah. Educating the public to… yeah, getting the public to gain empathy for their own 
futures and their own lives 26 – 30 years down the road. 

Or for their own parents now.  

Exactly. If you could get them to relate to… 

Well, you know this is an assisted living facility and for that I guess you all look to ADA 
standards, which accounts for accessibility. There is between 88 standards in 
Wheelchair Friendly. It is amazing when I sit on a council and I get these PUD things 
that come before me and they look at 18 different categories on that. From the 
environment and everything from Radon gas to….there’s not one thing on there for 
accessibility.  
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Yeah.  

I just want everybody to know that. There is no such thing. The person who is going to 
be there 30 years from now… that topic never even comes up for discussion.  

Right. 

It’s already been assumed as taken care of. I’m here to tell you it ain’t taken care of! 

Right.  

That’s an opportunity that we should take note of.  

Well, it’s just to note that it’s not even addressed. It doesn’t even come up for 
discussion.  

One of the things that’s been successful in our community is that when we had the 
public hearing -- not the hearing, but the final decision of the City Council -- we brought 
in some of the potential residents to our development and we asked them to give their 
opinions to the City Council and they were seniors and that fact that we had four and 
two of them were veterans may not have been...it was planned of course, but it worked 
out great! [General laughter.] We got our point across to the City Council.  

How about Scenario 2? Were there unique barriers to Scenario 2 that we didn’t run across in 
Scenario 1? Other than the original math was lousy? Or not? 

Infrastructure improvements.  

Was that a bigger deal for Scenario 2? 

Yeah. That’s huge. 

It didn’t meet the threshold.  

What do you mean by that? 

When we looked at the thresholds that we needed…the number of units we would need 
for the type of things they were going to put in there…it would have been overkill. Or 
in the other case, the infrastructure would be so small it wouldn’t have supported the 
project.  

So it was too high for that? 

For it not meeting threshold, there would be no reason to go ahead with Scenario 2. The 
goal of it would be unmet.  
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We were essentially saying, in looking at Scenario 2, we didn’t think it was going to be a 
senior type of development. In the long run it was not going to meet the stated goal. 
And so we were thinking it shouldn’t be annexed for that purpose.  

Because it is age restricted? 

Well, because it was too far…it’s on the fringe. It was nothing but residential. It didn’t 
have services close to it. It had a huge infrastructure. It cost too much to get there.  

For only 40 units. 

It cost too much to get there. For them to live there, they would have to go back into the 
central infrastructure to get services. We just thought it was a bad idea.  

If you couldn’t drive…if you were a senior and couldn’t drive? 

No mixed use.  

Between these two scenarios, the fact that one of these communities had a resolution that 
encouraged development and one didn’t, do you think that mattered? 

Oh yeah. 

Yeah. 

How would it matter practically speaking if someone came into the office? It’s not a code change. 
It’s not a zoning change.  

It’s an attitude.  

Keeping a positive attitude is extremely helpful. 

Whose attitude are you talking about? 

I’m talking about everybody from staff to elected officials basically. The community, of 
course, is going to have their own opinion. But if you have a positive attitude working 
with you, as a developer trying to get something done, that’s a pretty strong benefit. If I 
call the planning department and they actually talk to me, that’s positive.  

It might help if an elected board said to the public we have already looked at this.  

And it’s an important need in the community. 

Exactly.  

It’s an accountability issue. It doesn’t have any teeth in it as it were, but it does all into 
accountability the statement that you care. 
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As a person sitting on the council, it gives you a forum in which to discuss. To a 
point…didn’t we pass that ordinance to encourage older residents? How do you intend 
that we meet that? Did you look at accessibility? Did you look at this? Did you look at 
that? Without that statement in there, you say, well, it’s not a council goal so what are 
you talking to me about? 

So that kind of statement may be necessary, but it’s not sufficient in itself.  

No. No. Clearly not.  

Well, did it matter that these two scenarios were developments for older adults? Imagine the 
same kind of density but it doesn’t say it’s for older adults. 

Well, especially the infill. With a traditional apartment project, we would have every 
neighborhood association around for every meeting! 

But just because it is for older adults, it doesn’t mean the homeowners wouldn’t be 
there doing the same thing. 

I don’t think they would be as up in arms…  

You’re right about that. Sometimes we have neighborhood meetings and they say, is 
this for families or adults/seniors? And they are not crazy about either one, but 
seniors… 

That’s right. 55 plus Hell’s Angels. [General laughter.] 

So you are saying in general the public is more tolerant of development for older adults? 

Slightly. Yes.  

So what does that mean for you sitting in the planning department? If somebody comes in to 
review their project and you’re a planner and somebody brings this to you and you don’t know 
that in advance? 

We still have to say, how… what’s the guarantee that 5 years from now it isn’t going to 
be…  

You’re right about that. 

There is no guarantee.  

Well, even then we would question by what means are you going to guarantee… and 
by that I mean legal… so we endorse it.  

So it will be legal and you will endorse it and let’s say you are confident that this will remain an 
older adult population? 
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If you could be confident under some Federal rule or something like that… 

Yeah. 

Would it matter? I mean would it matter to you if you’re sitting there? How would it matter? 
What data would give you that? What would you do differently? 

I’d count the traffic – the average daily traffic difference.  

Ok.  

Which is one of the biggest criteria that causes infrastructure problems -- ADT. If it’s 
residential for people 60 and above, the ADT is not going to be 10 trips per day per 
residence. The parking requirements aren’t going to be there. So… that would make a 
big difference for me reviewing that project. 

How about for the fire fighters amongst us here? I remember how the developers were very keen 
on explaining how these huge streets were to permit the fire apparatus to come in and out and 
move around but would be unnecessary in the smart growth developments.  

You mean the specific statement on Page 13 of the report that talked about the need for 
fire trucks to run abreast down the street? [General laughter.] I might have some 
comments regarding that!  

Don’t forget the turning radius! 

Well, we don’t have all afternoon, but we could take a comment or two! 

Well, number one, the comment is ridiculous. We don’t teach it. I don’t know of any fire 
department that prescribes to that kind of thing.  

So there isn’t a necessity for having wider street access because of fire equipment? 

Not necessarily but it depends on the development. Is it single family? Or multi-family? 
Or commercial? There are different operational needs.  

And the occupants being older adults…doesn’t figure into the equation? 

It could be, because of the need for fire services. If we build x square footage of senior 
housing and we build x square footage of non-senior housing, the senior housing is 
going to require more services from us. We know that. That’s a given.  

From the fire department? 

And from police, et cetera and whether it is Duany’s book, or Katz’s book or Talen’s 
research that Emily Talen is doing or whatever there is a huge undercurrent 
misperception of what the needs are from a fire departments access requirement and I’ll 
just let you know in an air of full disclosure that I’m doing my Master’s Thesis on this. 
So I have a lot of research on this and the flip side is – and I handed you a picture – and 
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I have plenty for everyone – so that we can educate on both sides of the fence here. And 
I don’t want to steal the time… 

Let’s distribute those at lunch. 

That’s fine. And the point being, I can share with you at least the majority of the needs 
of the majority of the fire department agencies across the country that will help… 

What you’re saying is that the needs of the fire department staff aren’t such that they undermine 
smart growth?  

No. 

That’s the long and the short of it? 

Right.  

Okay. I do think there was that misunderstanding in regard to those planners… 

I appreciate what you said and I’ll make sure you all get the pictures, but from someone 
who is riding the truck, I want to make sure I can get my truck in there because I’m 
going to be going to that building a lot of times. There’s no question about it. Another 
thing, when I do go there as a person from in the station, I don’t want to go there very 
often and when I do go there, I don’t want to see smoke coming out a third story 
window; so having some sort of fast acting fire protection system – residential fire 
protection system which is pretty inexpensive when you build a community rather than 
hire it to retrofit, you install that prior to making this building especially for senior 
citizens where access or egress is a problem or ability to egress, putting the fire out 
before we get there so we are just coming there to turn the water off makes a lot more 
sense.  

You mean sprinklers? 

Sprinklers – that’s what I’m talking about. Putting residential sprinkler systems in that 
building in order to make it safe for the fire fighters and the residents alike.  

As a developer of multi-family housing and senior housing I would second that and tell 
you although it’s not required I would even back the requirement to have sprinklers. 
We put tripper systems in all our developments and I would back that requirement to 
be formal. I think it would be…a lot of developments would go nuts over it, but I think 
for seniors it is absolutely essential.  

And it would lessen the amount of time you might have two or three trucks there.  

Yeah. 

I’m going to interrupt this and I’m going to talk about how to get lunch and where to get it and 
you can pass out the pictures which will be very helpful and we appreciate that. Once you get 
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your lunch let’s come back here and we’ll talk about the breakouts for the Scenarios, which will 
be the café’s and think of it as progressive as you will be taking your lunch with you as you go to 
the various places.  

Learning Cafe Debrief 

[See Appendix C: Developer Discussion Group Session  for information on how the 
Learning Café was structured and the handouts provided to the participants.] 

I wanted to thank all the scribes although I can’t because one is not here, but I think we have all 
learned that we would never entrust this job to just anyone. I have noticed that the scribes have 
been very careful to take good legible notes and comprehensive so what we’ll do now is debrief 
this session and Carol will be coming back…the people who are just meeting with Carol, are they 
back? The DRCOG staff?  

Yes. 

But first let’s clock in with the knowledge question. What information was lacking in the local 
government arena about healthy, senior-friendly planning and then we are going to need to rely 
on you, but all of you have talked about this, so feel free to elaborate and we’ll cover the territory. 

Since we so often learn from experience of what we do, and we don’t have a place to 
actually derive the knowledge. Sometime we are creating out of context.  

What does that mean – not enough facilities? 

No model? 

Yes. Actual on-the-ground developments.  

Oh. Not enough facilities/developments.  

Is that right? Not enough facilities? Is that how it is in America or just back here in the DRCOG 
region? Not enough of these facilities? 

I think there are an awful lot of senior facilities around that don’t do things quite right. 
But I think as far as places you can visit and say that’s a really good example I think 
that’s true.  

Where it’s done well. That’s what we’re talking about. 

Not examples of buildings that work well, but community wide design. 

That’s true. That’s absolutely true. There’s not enough of that.  

Like universal design you mean? Or?  
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Well, I mean like designing a whole community. Beyond just one property. An example 
I’ve used is when you raised the question of senior issues and some senior buildings, 
that just means housing. So what are these? Three story buildings surrounded by 
parking? What we’re talking about and what we are trying to do, all of us by being 
here, is go way beyond one piece of architecture.  

Beyond one development.  

So right now the knowledge base is too thin? 

Absolutely. These examples are touted by the architectural firm or somebody: look 
what a great job we did… well, it’s only a building.  

Well, we have a narrow vision. 

Narrow vision. Right. Don’t look at the health needs that exist in a community. 
Transportation connections.  

Ok. Go ahead. 

To make sense of this, there seems to be an opinion that if you are working with large 
enough groups to make the demands, then you can prove the demands really are there.  

A large enough group of seniors? 

Spokespeople. 

Spokespeople. So you need more spokespeople? 

I think we have a core group saying that generally seniors aren’t willing to be 
forthcoming.  

We call them Electors. 

Electors? 

Yeah.  

You mean elected officials? Or Voters? 

Voters.  

And they are voters. Yeah.  

Are you saying we need actual seniors speaking on behalf of the senior community? 

Yeah. 
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No, no. We know there are a lot of them out there, but they aren’t in the right place 
apparently.  

They aren’t generally talking about senior communities.  

They aren’t staying up until midnight to attend the planning commission meeting! 

I don’t know why! I’d argue with them on that! 

[Laughter and a number of people talking at once.] 

How about the transportation part? They have a totally different perspective. They are 
mutually exclusive. Lack of verbal communication.  

And CDOT is added to that as well! 

And CDOT does not communicate with whom? 

Does not play well with others? 

Could we just say a little bit about this? Public Works and Transportation aren’t 
communicating between the two parties. Does everybody agree with that? 

I don’t think that was quite the issue. I think… my opinion on that… and there’s 
somebody here from Public Works so I’m going to risk their anger, but in my opinion 
the Public Works and Transportation Departments are not on the knowledge curve. 
They are behind the times.  

Absolutely. 

When it comes to senior issues especially.  

You mean Public Works and Transportation not communicating with Planning? 

That’s what I believe.  

Not between those two. Right.  

Like Tommy and I had this conversation earlier and it’s about priorities you know. Yes, 
there is senior housing but there’s a whole other constituency now talking about 
environmental sustainability.  

Right.  

So you have a lot of competing interests. I’m thinking people aren’t listening because 
each day you are confronted with a different constituency in Planning. So today I’m 
here for three hours on senior housing and I go back tomorrow and it’s going to be an 
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entirely different issue at the office. And it’s not that I’m not thinking about it, but those 
agendas aren’t set by me. And so, you know, this isn’t just about running down an 
issue. Let’s be honest about it.  

I wanted to say it’s not just like Public Works and Transportation but there are so many 
facets and one came up right here in this room during lunch and that is we are all 
saying affordable housing and we adopt all these things that are good for that but the 
fire departments say, well the whole thing’s got to be fire sprinklered. Well, it has to be 
affordable and so it’s not that there is anything wrong or disagreeing, it’s – just what 
you were saying – agendas and philosophies and economics.  

Global Warming.   

Right. Exactly. 

Well, I think these are all important issues and maybe they go into the cultures of the society 
then. This is the culture that everybody works in. You work in these competing interests and you 
go home and you have all these other voters talking about something else and they are all good 
ideas but you can’t do them all. You can only do some of them. Maybe it’s not so much the 
knowledge but the culture thing. But still it’s a key issue. What else for now? 

I think one of the impediments is the constitution of the Planning Board. I think the 
Planning Boards are mainly constituted by younger people that are making decisions… 

The planning board is? Yeah? 

I’m sorry the planning board is? 

[General laughter.] 

The constitution of the planning board is. 

These have younger people? 

Younger people making decisions for older people and they know very little and are 
projecting what they feel is good for a population they don’t know much about.  

Are we going to go even broader and say even if they aren’t young, they still don’t know enough 
about these issues? 

Yeah. 

Well, I’m just trying to understand because… planning staff members are also. It’s more 
than just their youth it’s what goes with youth. Experience or lack thereof. So we don’t 
want to just label them by their youthfulness. It’s just that they don’t know. 

Awareness.  
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Or maybe lack of interest because they aren’t there yet. 

Well, isn’t it also just lack of data? 

It’s all about perspective. 

Lack of data. That’s another issue.  

Walk a mile in my shoes, huh? 

I’d like the Transportation Planners to say okay, we’re going to give you 18 seconds to 
cross the street.  

[Much general laughter.] 

That’s crazy!  

Can we get a feel for one or two kinds of data that would be helpful? 

Yeah. Let’s do that.  

Ok. This is what’s out there.  

That’s ok – whether it’s out there or not. 

Demand. 

Exactly. ADT 

ADT? Would you say that again?  

Average daily traffic.  

That doesn’t digress by age? 

No. Not that I know of.  

Doesn’t it run by automobile though? Look at building codes. All these codes: If it’s a 
one bedroom apartment it generates X amount of ADT. 

Right.  

More than one bedroom, eight times… 

Has anybody put it together... 

From a senior perspective? 
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ITE has done studies and updated the information in all their models and they show 
senior housing as needing alternative transportation. They say that often… in 
Broomfield we don’t have standards for senior housing. Those targets are non-existent 
so every project that comes in has to argue... 

I’m talking about needs for the senior community and there is data out there. Health 
data, but I don’t think it has been translated into the regular community – that vision or 
reaction. You see that a little bit… 

I like that. I brought this book along. This is the AARP report on a nation of livable 
communities and creative environments for successful aging. It has a lot of information 
here and data specifically targeting visitability and all the things we’re talking about are 
in here. But it’s only about one chapter out of about 10 chapters. So advocates for older 
people… AARP is obviously going to be the one that comes up as their hero. 

Is that done by their foundation though? 

I don’t know. It has a 2005 report.  

You know we could spend a half hour on each of these topics. 

I know, but as far as statistics and stuff you might want to look at this.  

Thank you.  

And I thought I’d just try to squeeze this in… 

Squeeze! 

Ok. You do need the departments to communicate regarding needs of seniors. But then 
let’s go before that. Needs of seniors needs to be redefined because it is such a broad 
thing because you are talking about people anywhere between the age of 50 and 100. So 
in each different state you will need a different definition of needs and those needs are 
going to change over time because of cultural impact. A 50 year old today is going to be 
different than a 50-year-old 10 years from now.  

Yep. 

So there is a changing definition of the word seniors and each group needs to define the 
terms of what their own needs are and they need to define them for themselves.  

Whew!! For example: Too many young people in Boulder. Okay. Need for more data, 
we defined that.  

Noting that individuals themselves need to be educated on the process of aging and 
that maybe there is some underlying fear of aging that keeps people from looking 
rationally at what it might mean for them. And I think one of our fire department 
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people talked about there being a difference in service providers working with older 
adults and having some hesitancy between themselves and the older person and how 
they see themselves and it might interfere with them being able to do their job as they 
would like to. Is that about right?  

Yeah. The issue I think I used at the time was basic approach. It’s just a little bit of a 
different approach when we treat children versus regular adults, versus older adults, 
versus seniors. And because of that invasion of their private space, it’s just a…we’ve 
always had that issue with our younger troops… being comfortable in administering 
care and some of it I think is that lack of understanding where we have some of those 
senior/elderly types of issues and I think in my mind there is a difference between the 
two. There’s just a difference.  

Ok. Let’s quickly move on to the issue of culture.  

While there is the assumption that there is always rules and that we just rotely go 
through the rules, there is always room to make adjustments or variances. Another 
thing was that senior issues need to be better addressed in planning programs in 
schools. Like if you are in school to become a planner, we need some component of that 
program to address senior issues. Planner may not have seen or have access to current 
data and trends, et cetera from experts on senior issues. Elected officials get a lot of 
information that tends to be sanitized and presented as truth and that may be the result 
of a political climate that maybe somewhat unstable, or it may be issues related to how 
the city manager or your department director relates to the council or how the council 
relates to one another. So politics is definitely a player in that. 

Excuse me. What kind of sanitization would occur?  

One of these came up in our group, so pitch in if this is your comment and I’m not 
stating it correctly, is that things get honed down to two or three bullet points so you 
may omit significant information in an effort to be concise or precise or you may want 
to prevent certain components of conversation from taking place.  

If you are overwhelmed with information that comes through and when staff presents it 
to you, you take it as gospel because you have a certain amount of trust in your 
planning staff and your planning commission that they have thought it all through. 
Even if you thought that they did, it’s up to you to do your job better than them and 
sometimes the person who is ultimately sitting there doesn’t have that capability.  

So the idea isn’t to hone it so finely that it’s wrong.  

Or so there are omissions. People don’t always do things wrong, they just omit the right 
things.  

Ok. Good.  
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Processes including our ordinances and other things are built without an overall 
picture. Agendas tend to be over filled, so what happens is that senior get segmented or 
set off to the side. They are not included as a part of the whole. They only come up if 
there is a real senior issue and there is a disconnect at times between whole plans or 
Master Plans in what actually occurs.  

Why is that? Because the plan is… 

First of all there is no legal requirement for what you actually build or put in that space 
that agrees with the Comp Plan. The Comp Plan is listed for considered 
recommendation for revision but if something else comes along there might be factors 
that inhibit or cause a change in the zoning laws or requirements.  

I want to ask that too. In the Comp Plan, what follows the updated codes? Codes are so 
congruent that even under the best of circumstances it takes a long time to make that leap from 
policy to implementation. 

Right. And we did concur that changes take time and that is one of the big factors. Also 
we may not always set the stage or prepare the council or commissioners as to why an 
issue matters. So there is a real need for better education. More information available. 
Not in a sanitized form as it were. There may be a disconnect between trends and issues 
in current practices. Along with that, hot topics tend to get a lot of press and time and 
senior issues may not be considered hot topics. Let’s see… we don’t always consider the 
long range impact of today’s decisions. Sometimes there are ownership issues meaning 
that there is a conflict between people and staff who are going to be in their position in 
the inner community for a long period of time and a developer who has more of a short 
term view. So we don’t seem to manage those conflicts in a way that meets both of the 
needs and desires. And the final statement is that local solutions really need to be a part 
of the regional solutions, if we can’t resolve it city by city.  

Was there anything that folks brought out about the culture arena that was unique to older 
adults? I mean the knowledge part we talked about – there are some new things there regarding 
aging and study of older adult issues and some don’t know what’s going on. But the culture 
thing, Terry is telling us, transcends these issues. Are there others? 

I’ve been throwing out there something I hadn’t thought of until this discussion that I 
think is a culture issue and I think it’s the fact that we categorize “senior”…it’s like 
what the disabled go through. Let’s say we are going for universal design but not 
disabled because until you are actually in the wheelchair you are not identifiable as 
disabled. I think it would be a good idea for us to consider abandoning the 
categorization and the label and instead going somehow toward this notion of universal 
design. Because if you think about it, pedestrian friendly is important for seniors but it’s 
just as important for kids! 

Stroller. 
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Stroller and then walking to school and it’s just as important for the parents of the kids. 
So I think we should consider abandoning the term senior. 

Is that because it wouldn’t sell as well with city councils? I mean if you really want to 
have policy change and you are talking to the city council do you think it is better to say 
something else? 

Well maybe, and it may not be reasonable, but I just make the comment in terms of 
design and support for the design. It’s just as good, it’s just as important for that 
community to be pedestrian friendly no matter what their age.  

Universal. 

Just to go in and say well, we really want this to be approved this way because it’s for 
seniors, well you probably aren’t going to get the vote of all these people who are under 
30. 

Exactly. 

Think of all these college kids who have to carry a keg up those stairs! [General 
explosive laughter.] There should be easy access! That’s universal design man! 
[Laughter continues.] 

Or it takes you only 18 seconds to get across the street! Next thing you’ll have to do it in 
2.5 seconds. 

[More laughter.] 

Tom if I could add just one more thing.  

Sure. 

It sounds cultural but it’s not culture in terms of this and what’s going on in 
organizations. I think it’s cultural in terms of we live in a culture where aging is not 
okay and we are doing everything we can to resist getting there.  

That’s right! 

That’s a good point.  

That’s part of the reason we don’t want to talk about it, think about it, or plan for it 
because we all know that’s where we are going to end up but we know we aren’t going 
to do that. In our heads we’ve already decided no I’m not. I’m going to alter whatever I 
can alter so that never occurs. 

This can’t be happening to me.  
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Yeah. I am not going there.  

Well, this does get us to the last topic, which is: Is there anything DRCOG can do about this? 
And what should that be? 

Find the Fountain of Youth! 

[Laughter.] 

Subsidize the trip! 

[Laughter.] 

The big theme was education because DRCOG has a regional focus, they are the 
obvious group to do education, with a lot of target groups – and not just the policy-
makers, they are important but they come and go – and you have to continually 
reeducate them, but it’s all the stake holders and developers and contractors are listed 
out as separate groups as well as all the policy-makers and then there is staff. And right 
down the line, everything we’re talking about here as well as the public, recognizing in 
general that probably the public – even though it’s in the papers – recognizing that 
everybody doesn’t understand that we are having this change of demographic and we 
need to think long term and we need to begin to start planning to accommodate the 
needs of an aging population so DRCOG has an opportunity to do that. The other was 
to create the vision and to take the senior-friendly housing element of Metro Vision 
right now – expand on that-- get it out, provide it as the model for local governments 
and part of the reason for that is there is a model supported by a lot of the data that 
DRCOG has collected and not everybody at the local level has the ability to do all that 
research themselves. But if it’s given to them and presented in a simple way it is easier 
to follow that.  

So it’s data and the vision, Carol? 

It’s data and the vision and actually the message was to go beyond the policies and 
actually come up with a checklist of what you need to have to have a senior-friendly 
community. Not just the building, but all the things we’ve talked about and actually 
come up with a checklist. And also come up with category specific design standards. 
Now I don’t see that in Metro Division but maybe it is a reference document, but 
provide that as well. For the same reasons we mentioned. 

Can we say more about that? Category specific design standards.  

Why don’t you go for that? 

Ok…Design - by the time you try to get to somebody who is designing it, the words and 
these tables have little influence, but if you have design examples…  

A pattern book. 
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…a pattern book.  

Pattern language. 

I refer to A Pattern Language from the University of California at Berkley – which is still 
focusing on pattern language and design standards for communities. What good is 
that? What design standards create a good community? The reason I said multiple 
categories is that again, everybody thinks this is a design problem and they show me 
designs for three story – no -- it’s design standards that says we have access to health 
care, to pharmacies, to educational facilities, to recreation. 

To recreation trails.  

Yeah.  

Libraries.  

We were talking about Transportation standards. What does it mean to have 
transportation friendly areas for seniors? How do you design that? 

Design standards - examples. 

So it’s transportation and it’s housing and it’s open space or… 

Cultural open space.  

Recreation.  

It’s multi-faceted.  

When you are saying design, you’re saying community planning. It’s not just the 
physical design of buildings? 

Yeah. I’m thinking of more community design as opposed to architectural design.  

Right.  

Carol, do you have more? 

Yeah, there were other things. For example what the City of Arvada has done. If 
DRCOG can pull together those examples of what people have done locally and what’s 
working, then maybe people won’t run into glitches if we share that. Key contacts. 
Knowledgeable specialists who can serve as resources and get information out to 
people. Let’s see… what else do we have? Be a networker. You know… facilitate 
networking like this event so that people can share information fairly quickly and put 
them with folks who can help move things along. When the newsletter goes out, 
highlight local activities. Make it more user friendly for the information DRCOG has to 
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get out to people. Don’t wait for them to come to DRCOG asking for information. 
Maybe more direct one-on-one outreach if that’s even possible. Another big role was 
being that third party -- a neutral messenger as often staff cannot go to their own 
managing body and as Vicky was saying, be as objective or as specific as they’d like to 
be with data or information, but if DRCOG were to come in with their regional 
approach and the data they have from all their collection, and you know, hopefully the 
fact that they are regional and they have input from a lot of different organizations, you 
can go to any city council and talk about what’s needed given the preponderance of the 
information where a staff person might not be able to do that same thing in their own 
climate. Or the city council or the board of county commissioners might get together 
and work with one another.  

So you want DRCOG to just facilitate? 

Facilitate. And bring information in to add validity to what the staff may be trying to do 
on their own. Or a council person may be trying to do on his or her own. 

An example in my community is in Lakewood we can’t use the D word.  

And most places can’t use the B word. 

Right. D or B. We can’t use those two words.  

Yeah. 

So what’s the D word? The B word? 

Denver, Boulder.  

You know – those two places that don’t realize there is more city around them? 

DRCOG validating. 

Then there is one on providing health information for rural areas to solve problems. 
Don mentioned this. That there really aren’t a lot of solutions out there in terms of 
what’s been done in the rural areas and people turn to him all the time and he’s saying 
let’s get some other models and get that information out there. Folks, we are suggesting 
that DRCOG has a tremendous ability to do research and we have a lot of data that 
maybe we want to go further and collating what you have and pulling it together and 
getting it to the local governments so that again, they don’t have the time or the 
resources to do it themselves.  

Let me ask DRCOG again…we just have a couple of minutes… just in terms of these 
suggestions for your role… 

I didn’t mention and we had one more thing to mention… the possibility of bringing 
realtors into the picture. We had not yet mentioned that.  
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Bringing in realtors? 

Yes.  

And I missed one more thing… Individual collaboration here at DRCOG between the 
various agencies and the planning component and then taking it beyond DRCOG and 
bringing in the good information that Sue’s group has put together. For example, a lot 
of people didn’t know about the Needs Assessment that we did for seniors. Huge 
amount of data.  

I can bring that in by the way.  

And local governments might be able to use that but even within DRCOG, having that 
exchange all the time between the different components would be a big help. 

I’d like to add an example. It’s along the same line and multi-faceted. I’d like to add a 
question and the question is what would senior-friendly design mean to the design of 
child care facilities? 

Humph! 

Would you take advantage of the care giving capabilities of the senior population? Or 
would you ignore that as we are throughout society and separate the seniors and put 
them on the other side of town from the child care facilities, which... 

We are building a senior facility and building a Head Start right next door.  

Good deal! 

And we think there is definitely going to be interaction.  

What about the areas that have, for example, both day care and nursing homes? 
Residents come in, the staff have a place to take their kids. There are a lot of plusses. 

That should be one of the designs or models or... 

Let me just end this… It’s a fascinating question but I think that we met for a whole different 
topic. Any of the folks from DRCOG’s staff have any reaction to these ideas for what your role 
could be? Does it sound like the kinds of things you could do? And even if you did them, could it 
make a difference? And if we are talking about going forward and having an impact on senior-
friendly living communities in this area, are these the things to do? 

There is a realization among staff and the committee members that the success of this 
resides with the implementation. It doesn’t just reside with the policies that are 
identified in the measures that you plan and to do that, there have to be strategies 
employed and our division or department director now, is looking to hire planners who 
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will go out and spread this sort of gospel and find out directly from the planning 
commission what the issues are and what role DRCOG can play. I think these are very 
much – and you can fill me in– things that we’ve talked about in our last meeting in 
terms of strategies that we identified on board and our need to do those very things. 
So… 

We’ve been thinking about these for years.  

Yes. But it is to hear those ideas reinforced by this group. 

Speaking of which, the follow up is going to be a summary of this meeting. Write it up 
to Sue and staff and then she will disseminate the information to all of you here and 
maybe to other places. So this isn’t the last you’ve heard of it. I want to thank all of you 
for your time. To the scribes especially. Your thoughts and comments were very helpful 
to us. And we will move forward and I’m sure staff will be following up. 

I’d like to thank you all for coming. I hope you found the lunch to your liking. We very 
much appreciate your taking three hours out of what I know is a very busy day for all 
of you. I’d like to express my appreciation to Tom and Lee for conducting this. I think 
they deserve a hand. [Clapping.] And like Tom said, as soon as we get the write up of 
this we will be glad to disseminate it to you.  

This is going to be in large type isn’t it? 

[Laughter.] 

 We must be politically correct! 

There are a couple of announcements. Sue, you’re giving out something here…and I know Jay 
wanted to let us know about something.  

Yeah. In terms of networking and in appreciation for the opportunity to make this 
possible, I’m hosting a visitability session as an initiative for my community that I hope 
to have on the books by this coming January on Nov. 16th at Lafayette Public Library. 
You are all welcome to come for breakfast and there will be realtors and people to 
hammer out just the same things we’ve talked about here today. So I’ll pass these 
around to people…. 

Carol did you have something? 

Can you distribute to all of us a list of contact information? Because I know there are a 
lot of people in this room that I want to follow up on.  

We’ll have Rose do that.  

Okay. Thank you. 
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I do have copies too, of the Visitability Ordinance for Arvada if you are interested. 

Is it on line too, though? 

It is on line. Yes.  

Can I make a comment? For those of you who want this, it is a copy of our needs 
assessment for older adults that National Research Center did for us and we have data 
in here that will be good for years and we have data based on each county. So we’ll 
make sure that you get whatever counties you want. This is the whole region and we’re 
down to like six copies left. I have a number of Executive Summaries but the big report I 
only have a few of but let me know if you want me to send you one.  

[End of transcript.] 
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Breakout Group Notes 

The following pages contain the participants’ notes related to the breakout sessions. 

Scenario One 

A developer comes to the land use planning office of your community with a proposal 
for an assisted living facility on a property that once was a neighborhood school. The 
density requested –70 units - exceeds that of the single family medium density 
neighborhood that surrounds the project. The developer is confident that parking 
requirements should be many fewer than required per unit because the residents would 
rarely drive and, because residents largely would be engaged in little physical activity, 
there would be less need for passive or active open space land per dwelling unit. Also, 
because there would be only a single older person living in each unit, the waste water 
requirements should be less than for a typical apartment building with 70 units. Your 
City Council recently passed a resolution indicating that the city “encourages the 
development of housing for older residents.” 

1. What would be the barriers to accomplishing the proposed project? 
 Compatibility – design and neighborhood – zoning issue and compatibility 
 Parking requirements – most communities don’t have exceptions for senior housing 
 Most zoning addresses traditional use not specific population use. No data for 

parking requirements and waste water demands – if there were we would need data 
 Can’t regulate tenure overtime – repurposing – from older adults then in 10 years 

single families 
 The local government can regulate –but how do you monitor it 
 Can take at least a year to amend the zoning ordinances 
 Need to invest in the project and I’ll hopefully get this built in 2 years 
 Public hearing requirements 
 PUD zoning may be able to get around this. 
 Competition with other revenue generating projects 
 Parks and recreation – the school provides a certain amount of recreation. The parks 

and rec per unit requirement. Creating a community deficiency 
 Neighbor compatibility 
 Design 
 Parking regulations – no senior exception (typically) 
 Zoning doesn’t address specific population use (e.g. seniors) 
 No data proving lower use requirement 
 Can’t keep older adults so same zoning for all 
 Zoning – conditions need to be added 
 takes 1+ years. too late time constraint 
 no certain conclusion (due to public review) 
 PUD 
 Competition for other revenue projects 
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 More services and costs 
 Less recreation/park required is issue 

 
2. What could be done to overcome the barriers to the proposed project? 

 Take a look at processes – hone development process to address those requirements. 
All stakeholders need to be at the table.  

 Attitude change among policy-makers and residents. 
 Good data gathering – don’t know if waste water requirements are different 
 Master Plan and regulations should match 
 Master Plans “should” and “encourage” but have no teeth 
 If you could help people imagining themselves 20-30 years from now – educating 

the public – gain empathy for their own lives in 20-30 years 
 Accessibility is not even addressed in PUDs – have radon, environment, et cetera 
 PUD 
 Review process to include all stakeholders 
 Streamline process 
 Attitude change – to smart growth principles at community level 
 Good data 
 Master Plan (MP) to support higher density 
 Match regulations to MP 
 Educate public for empathy for 60+ 
 Accessibility not addressed 

Scenario Two 

A developer comes to the land use planning office of your community with the farmer 
whose land he has agreed to purchase on the edge of town. The farmer’s land has been 
used for agriculture since 1960 and before that it was just grazing land for cattle. The 
comprehensive land use plan permits this land to be annexed if the developer pays for 
water and waste water line extensions as well as city roads and street lighting – among 
other annexation costs. The farmer is eager to sell so that he can send his kids to college. 
The developer proposes to build 250 units for an age restricted community with some 
single family homes, some town houses, one apartment and one group quarters nursing 
facility. If the 10 acre parcel came into the city at 4 units per acre, the same density as 
the adjacent neighborhood, only 140 units would be permitted. Your City Council has 
taken no position on development of housing for older residents. 

1. What would be the barriers to accomplishing the proposed project? 
 Infrastructure improvements – didn’t meet the thresholds. 
 Goal would be unmet 
 In the long run not going to meet the stated needs.  
 Bad idea. 
 No mixed use.  
 Too far from services 
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 Having a positive attitude can help 
 Infrastructure improvements for such high density 
 Did not look senior-friendly – fringe, no services, all residential, transportation 

issues 
 Senior housing require  more services from fire department 

2. What could be done to overcome the barriers to the proposed project? 
 Resolution = attitude 
 Proof of lower traffic need. ADT, parking 
 Sprinkling 

Knowledge 

What information do you think exists and what is lacking among planning department 
and other local government staff members (land use planners, building and fire code 
officials, public works directors, transportation planners, et al.) about senior-healthy 
community planning? 

 Lack of existing facilities from which to derive knowledge. Population does not exist 
yet  for the demand. Public works – transportation and others share different 
perspectives. Mutually exclusive – generally have very little knowledge. 
Constitution of planning boards of younger people. 

 Need to educate department in needs of seniors and the needs have changed based 
on culture. The label “senior” encompasses a very diverse population. Planners 
generally are a younger group who plan for this diverse group. Service providers 
have more experience with their group and may have more hesitancy about 
dictating the needs of individuals in the older age group. Great need for all groups 
to expand the definition of the phenomenon of senior. Needs of a 51-60-70-100 year 
old vary significantly within the group and between individuals in the group. 

 Need for hard data by age groups. Need for individuals to be educated about aging. 
Need for the dog to wag the tail – codes first and compliance – to build the 
structures, rather than amending existing. Need to include realtors as a stakeholder. 

 Don’t have enough existing facilities/developments to derive the knowledge 
 Few very good examples 
 Have buildings that work well but not necessarily entire communities 
 Narrow vision – don’t look at health needs, transportation connections 
 Not a large enough group to make the demands for the demands that are there – 

generally seniors are not willing to be forth-coming 
 Public works and sanitation and CDOT do not communicate with other departments 
 Public works and transportation – don’t communicate with planning – way behind 

the curve on the education issue 
 Everyday a different constituency and different agenda/issue 
 Planning boards usually comprised of young people making decisions for a 

population they may not know a lot about – true of planning staff members 
 Maybe lack of interest 
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 Lack of data – ADT, automobile ownership 
 ITE-ADT for seniors 
 Vision difference, reaction times, et cetera 
 Need to educate 
 Term “senior” needs to be redefined – each age groups needs are going to change 

over time and on cultural basis 
 Individuals themselves need to be educated about the process of aging – perhaps 

fear prohibiting them 
 Invasive approach when dealing with seniors – difference between 

children/adults/seniors – invasion of private space when administering care w/ 
senior/elderly care needs (firefighter) 

 Codes need to dictate what happens and then plan appropriately 
 Not enough facilities – developments to learn from where done well. Vision is 

narrow – health, transportation connections 
 More spokespeople. Advocates. 
 Public works and transportation not communicating with planning, also CDOT 
 Culture – competing interests – senior housing, environmental sustainability, et 

cetera 
 Planning board is not informed 
 Staff – lack of experience 
 Data – ADT, auto ownership, trips/BRI/TE standards 
 Senior physical needs (see AARP report) 
 Redefine “seniors” – 50-60; 60-70, 75+ 
 Each person needs education of process of aging 
 Younger service providers versus older person disconnect and job influence 
 Codes must dictate requirements 

Culture 
 Despite “rules” always room to make adjustments 
 Planners may not have access to data 
 Sanitized data may not truly reflect the truth 
 Omissions (people omit the wrong thing) 
 Things built w/o overall picture 
 Only come up with senior issues 
 Disconnect between Comp Plans and Master Plans 
 Change takes time – big factor 
 May not prepare councilors on the ‘why’s’ 
 Disconnect between trends and current topics – seniors know hot topics 
 May not consider impact of today’s decisions 
 Local solutions need to be part of regional solutions 
 Categorize “senior” - same as what disabled went through – now we’re using 

universal design – need to move to universal design for all people 
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 Live in a culture where aging is not ok – we’ve already decided that we’re not going 
there 

 Rules tend to be the usual pattern/process but in most cases there is room to make 
adjustments/variances 

 “Senior” issues need to be better addressed in “planner programs” in school. 
 Planners may not have seen or had access to current data, trends, et cetera from 

senior issues experts  
 Elected officials get a lot of information – the community/staff members may not be 

on the same page – it is a matter of perspective – the info received may be sanitized 
and presented as truth – “it has always been done like this” 

 The process/ordinances are built within an overall picture 
 Politics may dictate sanitized/incomplete data re: dept. dir or city manager – if the 

council is unstable, unpredictable 
 Agendas are overfull – can we think about how senior issues in everything we do – 

senior issues get too segmented. 
 How can we work in the political environment 
 Price – lowest cost development may be too much of a driver – i.e. what about green 

building? 
 Master Plans are great vision and desire but may not be supported in practicality 
 Comp Plans and land use/zoning must in California 
 We may not “set the stage” or prepare council/commissions for the “why” of an 

issue – education 
 There may be a disconnect between trends and issues and current practice: 

traditional planning is focused on “smart growth” and regulated processes 
 Hot topics get a lot of press/senior issues may not be a hot topic 
 We may not consider the long range impacts of today’s decisions. 
 Change takes time.  
 Ownership issues – how do we manage the conflict between the sense of ownership 

in staff and short-timers like developers 
 How do regulations and requirements meet both desires and needs? 
 Local solutions need to be part of regional solutions-it can’t be city-specific 
 Room for variance 
 Senior issues in planning schools 
 Data/trends on issues 
 Sanitize issues go to elected officials – simplistic versus simple and clear 
 No overall picture in processes. Agendas too big and senior issues get bumped 
 Comprehensive Plan is vision ≠ reality. Codes come later. Change takes time. 
 “Why” is missing for council 
 Disconnect 
 Not “hot topic” 
 Long range implications – developer short; staff long. 
 Local must tie to regional 
 Relevant beyond older adult issue 
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 Categorize “seniors” – maybe label a meaning change toward “universal design” 
 What’s good for kids, good for seniors 
 Overall “aging” is not ok. Don’t want to confront. 

DRCOG’s Role 
 Education – has a regional focus – not just with policy-makers but also policy-maker 

and staff, public (not aware of the change in demographics – plan to accommodate 
the needs of aging population 

 Use senior-friendly Metro Vision – provide as model for local governments – vision 
backed up with data 

 Go beyond checklist and list what you need for senior-friendly 
 Category-specific design standards – design examples – pattern books – access to 

healthcare, education facilities, recreations, transportation standards (how to get to 
trans), open space – multi-faceted – community design as opposed to building 
design 

 Be a repository of information, what’s working what’s not 
 Key contacts – information source 
 Facilitate networking 
 More direct one-on-one 
 Be that 3rd party neutral staff to educate and facility – add validity to what staff or 

council may be trying to do on their own 
 Provide information on rural areas 
 Go further and cull more data – since they don’t’ have time or resources to do it 

themselves 
 Bring in realtors 
 Because of regional focus – education (interested in this type of housing) 
 Focus on FasTracks 
 Target groups for education – developers, contractors (separate groups), 

municipalities/counties – staff and policy makers, public. Now is the time to let 
public know of this changing demographic and why it is important to plan for it 
now and how to do it. 

 Continue developing the DRCOG MV2030 plus senior-friendly housing component 
as model for jurisdictions 

 Create the vision and promote with locals 
 Provide central repository on what local governments are doing on this topic – e.g. 

Arvada ordinance on visibility – ordinances – things that have been tried and either 
failed or are having challenges – key contacts – knowledgeable professional and to 
serve as resources 

 ID long-term stakeholders beyond policy-makers, who come and go quickly – like 
the implementers, per above 

 Collaboration with Area Agency on Aging – Needs Assessment, et cetera – share data 
and senior-related needs with planners, public, et cetera 
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 Healthy Aging Summit – tomorrow – DRCOG? Interdivisional coordination with 
DRCOG Planning and AAA 

 DRCOG has to stay neutral, but preponderance of evidence on some things allows 
the agency to advocate on these issues 

 Not so much education is needed, but we need public to change their attitudes 
 Also, elected officials give them tools to answer constituents with convincing 

evidence so they can go forward with political will 
 Data collection – present at meetings, using their regional or locally-specific data 
 DRCOG is inclusive – more trusted source of info – homogenous data from various 

sources 
 DRCOG has validity. Can play huge role in validating rational for senior-friendly 

housing. Can back up locals in their efforts. 
 Facilitate connections/links/awareness among local government members. 
 Networking – like this event, when newsletter goes out, highlight local activities of 

relevance 
 More direct one-on-one outreach 
 Bring third party, neutral party to take message e.g. DRCOG can be the neutral 

messenger – staff can’t often share data in neutral situation or deal with divisive 
council or BOCC as easily as DRCOG can. Can validate staff issues, e.g. of how 
America on Move got Metro Mayor’s Council to take on the “healthy, active 
lifestyle” issue 

 Develop design standards – so site planners (e.g. “pattern language” -something 
similar) and recommended best management practices – make them categorical – 
what does it mean for transportation? bike trails? health facility design? 

 Help provide info on how rural areas are dealing with the senior issues – annotated 
bibliographies, collate and codify examples of solutions elsewhere – get grant, 
interns 

 Do research/data collection for decision making bodies and bring it to them 
 Info that helps in the siting and design process 
 Understand what locals need to know to make senior-friendly housing feasible. 
 Develop checklist of needs: 
 shopping 
 trails 
 services – 24 hr. 
 hospitals 
 access 
 Education – all stakeholders – developers, contracts, staff, public, change 

demographic 
 Create Vision – Metro Vision senior-friendly element to expand and get to local 

governments and data 
 Check list for senior-friendly community 
 Category-specific design standards (pattern books – ala Berkley) transportation, 

housing, recreation 
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 Clearinghouse of all local activities 
 Key contacts as resources 
 Network facilitation 
 Newsletter – send more info 
 Third party neutral with data for region 
 One-on-one education/technical assistance 
 Mediator between council and developer 
 Validate info 
 Solutions/models for rural areas 
 More data or integration of what you have 
 Bring in realtors 
 AAA (+) Planning in DRCOG 
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Appendix C: Developer Discussion Group 
Session Script 

Background/Introduction 

Thank you all for joining us today. We are here today to try to identify the different 
codes and regulations that impede senior-friendly development within the Denver 
Metro Area. We want this to be a discussion of your experiences working in and around 
the Denver area with the various local governments. Not only would we like you to 
share with us some of the barriers/road blocks that you have run into while trying to 
develop active adult communities, but also tell us some of the positive experiences you 
have had related to your work in active adult communities. Where ever possible it will 
help if you can provide specific examples of your experiences. 

The goal of this project is to go to the planning/zoning departments within the DRCOG 
area and present to them some of the changes to zoning code/regulations that would 
make developing for the active adult easier. While some of you may have had 
experiences building for older adults in different cities across the nation, we are 
interested specifically in your experiences in the Denver Metro Area. 

The information you share today is confidential. We are going to tape record this 
session so that we accurately capture your thoughts. We will use our group notes and 
the tape recording to help us present the information in our report. But, your responses 
will remain confidential. No one will have access to the tape recording except National 
Research Center. Your name, company and specific projects will remain confidential. 

[Depending on number of individuals in attendance, give brief introductions and which 
(if any) communities they have developed with the area.] 

[Definition] 

Smart Growth is a philosophy of urban planning that tries to plan communities around 
people rather than cars. While Smart Growth is not specifically focused on seniors, it’s 
design principles can lead to senior-friendly development. Smart Growth promotes 
healthy communities by creating spaces where it is easy to walk, bike or use public 
transit, and contains a range of housing types from single family units possibly with 
accessory dwelling units to higher density multi family units such as town homes, 
apartments, or assisted living complexes. This mix can help seniors transition from a 
single family dwelling but remain living in their neighborhood. 

[Definition]  

Senior-friendly [Create chart/visual aid for session with information below.] 

DRCOG’s Metro Vision 2030 Plan has identified senior-friendly development as having 
the following characteristics: 
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 Diverse housing types (single family, apartments, assisted living, own or rent) 
 Located near social services, public facilities and commercial areas 
 Grid based development patterns (shorter blocks, more route options, easier to 

navigate) 
 Easy pedestrian connections (good sidewalks, narrowed street crossings, trail 

systems) 
 Access to alternative transportation (transit, bus shelters, on-street bike lanes, 

pedestrian connections) 
 Accessible parks (avoid abrupt elevation changes, hard surface pathways, street 

furniture, commodes, easily identifiable signs and equipment) 
 Practical building design (consider physical and cognitive impairments, 

incorporate a variety of textures, colors and distinctive architectural features to 
differentiate buildings and improve navigation within buildings) 

 Accessibility requirements (hallway width, hand railings, hazard free walking 
surfaces, minimal use of steps, larger elevators) 

[Listed below are some sample questions that may help to frame the discussion.] 

1. Based on your experience, what is the demand for senior-friendly/active adult 
communities within the area (great, moderate, low)? What do you think local 
government’s perception of the demand for senior-friendly communities? How do 
these perceptions compare (i.e., are they aware of the level of demand, are they 
responding appropriately to the level of demand?) 

2. How important is it for your developments to include Smart Growth principles 
sometimes called, traditional neighborhood design, new urbanism, or in-fill design? 
How well do the local government current zoning codes allow for Smart Growth 
principles (such as compact building design, high density development, mixed uses, 
narrower streets on grid patterns, fewer parking spaces, garages located in back of 
homes) to be implemented (e.g., do Smart Growth developments often require a 
high number of exceptions, are codes flexible enough to allow these principles to be 
implemented with relative ease?) 

3. Are you aware of Practical Housing for All (PHA)/universal design standards, such 
as those developed in Fort Collins? Fort Collins has instituted a set of voluntary 
PHA standards which include incentives such as prioritized development review 
and permit processing for qualified projects, as well as certification and recognition 
awards to builders. How effective do you think these kinds of incentives are? What 
other kinds of incentives could governments offer that would make universal design 
more prevalent in new construction? 

[Definition]  

Practical Housing for all Standards are a set of design principles that seek to help 
communities meet the growing need for senior housing, and fit well with smart growth 
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principles. Practical Housing for All Standards are building principles that seek to 
create dwellings that can meet the needs of people of all ages. This allows one person to 
remain in the same home from youth through aging or allows a home to easily 
transition from young residents to seniors. Practical Housing for All Standards 
principles are to make sure the kitchen, one bathroom and one room that could function 
as a bedroom are on the first floor, to make sure halls, doorways and bathrooms are 
wide enough to provide maneuvering space for wheelchairs or walkers, to have a no-
step entry into the home, and to make sure plugs (placed higher than traditionally) and 
light switches (placed lower than traditionally) are at an easily reachable level.  

1. In which zoning or code areas have you faced the biggest challenges (streets widths, 
parking requirements, electrical (plugs/switches), mix-housing types, site grading, 
slopes, etc.)? 

2. How would you describe the approval/permitting process in the communities in 
which you have worked regarding active adult communities compared to other 
kinds of development? (Fee structure, duration/length of time, clarity of processes, 
etc.) If the process were less burdensome, what impact would that have on your 
final product? What is good/bad/successful? What makes an active community 
different from a standard planned community or are they the same? 

3. [If developer has successfully constructed an older adult community in the DRCOG 
region] What are some of the greatest challenges encountered by you and the 
city/county during the construction of the community? [Looking for issues related 
to zoning, land use, exceptions to building codes.] How did you have to change 
your project to meet local requirements? Did changes result in improvements? 
Reductions in quality? What could have been done differently by the city or 
developer that would have made the construction of the community 
easier/faster/better? 

4. What would you like to have communicated to local governments that would make 
development, specifically of active adult communities, easier to complete at the 
same time ensuring high quality (a high quality product, high quality lifestyle, etc.)? 

5. How has designing for older adults changed over the last 5 to 10 years? How has the 
development community responded to the change, and how has local government 
responded? Are the governmental rules out of date, out of step or just poorly 
utilized? 

6. DRCOG is a voluntary association of over 50 local governments in the metro area, 
and is also the region's Area Agency on Aging. As such, DRCOG has a vested 
interest in older adult issues, especially those concerning successful aging. How can 
DRCOG work with developers and local governments to ensure that the housing 
needs of older adults are met? 
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Appendix D: Public Sector Focus Group Session 
Materials 

Agenda for Public Sector Focus Group Session October 31, 2006 
Item Time 
1. Introductions.......................................................................................... 10:30 AM 
2. Review of findings so far .........................................................10:40 AM - 11:10 AM 
3. Breakout Session 1: Scenarios..................................................11:10 AM - 11:30 AM 
4. Scenarios debrief ....................................................................11:30 AM - 11:45 AM 
5. Break ......................................................................................11:45 AM - 12 noon 
6. Breakout Session 2: Learning Café (working lunch) ..............................12 noon - 1 PM 

a. Learning Café Rotation 1 ...................................................... 12 noon - 12:20 PM 
b. Learning Café Rotation 2 ......................................................... 12:20 - 12:40 PM 
c. Learning Café Rotation 3 ........................................................... 12:40 PM - 1 PM 

7. Learning Café debrief and closing comments ....................................... 1 PM - 1:30 PM 

Scenarios 

Participants will break into three groups and given two development scenarios and 
asked to address the following questions: 

1. What would be the barriers to accomplishing the proposed project? 

2. What could be done to overcome the barriers to the proposed project? 

Scenario One 

A developer comes to the land use planning office of your community with a proposal 
for an assisted living facility on a property that once was a neighborhood school. The 
density requested –70 units - exceeds that of the single family medium density 
neighborhood that surrounds the project. The developer is confident that parking 
requirements should be many fewer than required per unit because the residents would 
rarely drive and, because residents largely would be engaged in little physical activity, 
there would be less need for passive or active open space land per dwelling unit. Also, 
because there would be only a single older person living in each unit, the waste water 
requirements should be less than for a typical apartment building with 70 units. Your 
City Council recently passed a resolution indicating that the city “encourages the 
development of housing for older residents.” 

Scenario Two 

A developer comes to the land use planning office of your community with the farmer 
whose land he has agreed to purchase on the edge of town. The farmer’s land has been 
used for agriculture since 1960 and before that it was just grazing land for cattle. The 
comprehensive land use plan permits this land to be annexed if the developer pays for 
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water and waste water line extensions as well as city roads and street lighting – among 
other annexation costs. The farmer is eager to sell so that he can send his kids to college. 
The developer proposes to build 250 units for an age restricted community with some 
single family homes, some town houses, one apartment and one group quarters nursing 
facility. If the 10 acre parcel came into the city at 4 units per acre, the same density as 
the adjacent neighborhood, only 40 units would be permitted. Your City Council has 
taken no position on development of housing for older residents. 

Learning Café 

Participants will break into three groups. Each group will be assigned one of the 
following topics answering the following questions: 

1. KNOWLEDGE: What information do you think exists and what is lacking among 
planning department and other local government staff members (land use planners, 
building and fire code officials, public works directors, transportation planners, et 
al.) about senior-healthy community planning?  

2. CULTURE: What are the politics/culture that may exist in your communities and in 
your community’s planning department that create impediments to implementing 
innovative development approaches for older adult housing and active senior 
communities? 

3. DRCOG’S ROLE: What should be or could be DRCOG’s role and associated 
activities to encourage more senior-friendly housing and active older adult 
communities? 

A topic leader will be assigned to take notes and summarize the group’s discussion. 
After 20 minutes of discussion, all participants will rotate to another group, except for 
the topic leader. The topic leader will summarize the previous group’s discussion to the 
new members, maintaining the conversation’s thread. Two rotations will occur so that 
all the rotating participants will have had an opportunity to discuss each topic. Topic 
leader will present their findings to the entire group during the debrief session. 
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Scenario One 

A developer comes to the land use planning office of your community with a proposal 
for an assisted living facility on a property that once was a neighborhood school. The 
density requested –70 units - exceeds that of the single family medium density 
neighborhood that surrounds the project. The developer is confident that parking 
requirements should be many fewer than required per unit because the residents would 
rarely drive and, because residents largely would be engaged in little physical activity, 
there would be less need for passive or active open space land per dwelling unit. Also, 
because there would be only a single older person living in each unit, the waste water 
requirements should be less than for a typical apartment building with 70 units. Your 
City Council recently passed a resolution indicating that the city “encourages the 
development of housing for older residents.” 

 

1. What would be the barriers to accomplishing the proposed project? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. What could be done to overcome the barriers to the proposed project? 
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Scenario Two 

A developer comes to the land use planning office of your community with the farmer 
whose land he has agreed to purchase on the edge of town. The farmer’s land has been 
used for agriculture since 1960 and before that it was just grazing land for cattle. The 
comprehensive land use plan permits this land to be annexed if the developer pays for 
water and waste water line extensions as well as city roads and street lighting – among 
other annexation costs. The farmer is eager to sell so that he can send his kids to college. 
The developer proposes to build 250 units for an age restricted community with some 
single family homes, some town houses, one apartment and one group quarters nursing 
facility. If the 10 acre parcel came into the city at 4 units per acre, the same density as 
the adjacent neighborhood, only 40 units would be permitted. Your City Council has 
taken no position on development of housing for older residents. 

 

1. What would be the barriers to accomplishing the proposed project? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. What could be done to overcome the barriers to the proposed project? 
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Knowledge 
What information do you think exists and what is 

lacking among planning department and other 
local government staff members (land use 

planners, building and fire code officials, public 
works directors, transportation planners, et al.) 

about senior-healthy community planning? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Current Findings 

Range of Housing Choices

Mixed Land Uses  

Compact Building Design  (higher densities)

Walkable Neighborhoods 

Distinctive Communities

Alternate Transportation Choices 

In-fill development

Preserve Open Space and  Critical Environmental Areas 

Community and Stakeholder Collaboration

Development Decisions
Predictable, Fair and

Cost Effective

Senior Housing Needs

Smart Growth 
Principles

Parks
Street furniture

Hard surface pathways

Easily identifiable signs
and equipment

Commodes

Active living
Shorter blocks

Grid based communities 
(cognitive ease)

Wider, continuous, 
well-maintained sidewalks

Safe street crossings

Narrower streets

Healthy living
Access to:

fresh fruits/vegetables

health care services

recreational centers

Universal design
No-step entry on accessible route

First floor 
kitchen, bathroom and bedroom

Reachable plugs and switches

Accessible washrooms

Maneuvering space

Reduce isolation
Access to:

Social services
Commercial areas

Public facilities
Senior centers

Housing options
Accessible/adaptable

detached homes

Accessory dwelling units

Congregate housing

 

 
1. Zoning and subdivision controls may limit the type of 

houses that can be built 
2. Zoning ordinances may not recognize assisted living 

senior housing as an allowable land use  
3. Excessive parking requirements (parking per unit, 

restrictions on shared parking) puts priority on cars before 
pedestrians or bicyclists 

4. Street design codes can make pedestrian access difficult 
5. Road building requirements (or impact fees) don’t account 

for fewer commuters among the retired population 
6. Traditional setbacks and lot sizes can make for more 

isolated living 
7. Building codes often do not encourage developments that 

help older residents 
8. Water and sewer requirements do not account for lower 

usage by older adults and those without children in the 
home 

9. Development processing and permitting drive up the cost 
of housing 
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Culture 
What are the politics/culture that may exist in 
your communities and in your community’s 

planning department that create impediments to 
implementing innovative development 

approaches for older adult housing and active 
senior communities? 

 

Current Findings 
1. Developers face biggest challenges when working within 

zoning regulations defined by public works, water and fire 
departments 

2. Developers need to work to educate municipalities on the 
unique requirements of active adult communities 
o Municipalities lack awareness related to the needs of 

older adult housing 
o Municipalities need to be more flexible in their codes 

and ordinances when developing for active adults 
3. “Engineering has taken over and they’re not designing for 

people.” 
4. “That is why developers and land use planners ought to be at the 

table together because they may have different perspectives on… 
what the conditions are of a planned development.” 

5. The different needs of older adults require different set of 
regulations 

6. See departments adhering strictly to the “rules” 
(ordinances and codes) 

7. The “rules” are applied across the board to all projects  
8. “The mentality is this is just another subdivision – let’s go down 

the check list…” 
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DRCOG’s Role 
What should be or could be DRCOG’s role and 
associated activities to encourage more senior-

friendly housing and active older adult 
communities? 

 

Current Findings 
1. Developers suggest DRCOG act as an intermediary or 

arbiter between  developers and municipalities 
2. “I think DRCOG is a good source for us to use as an arbiter of 

information back and forth to these governmental groups because 
one, they don’t trust us, and two, we don’t trust them.” 

3. “Maybe DRCOG could be that buffer because people are afraid 
to step up and say things because it will affect them; it can affect 
them.” 

4. Further explore the ordinances and zoning codes in the 
Denver Metro Area 
o Distribute a theoretical senior-friendly development 

proposal and collect feedback to help identify codes 
and regulations that are impeding development 

5. Discussion among city planners and developers to shed 
more light on the issues faced by each 

6. Hold discussions with some of the local communities 
highlighted in reports 
o Fort Collins: Practical Housing Standards for All 
o Boulder: ADU ordinance, Silver Sage Village 

7. Develop a glossary of terms to share with planning 
organizations and developers - provide a common language 
that all parties can understand when discussing issues 
related to development regulations and senior housing 

 


