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Why care?

m Rapid increase of elderly population worldwide
m Changes in physical and mental capacities

m Overwhelming preference among elderly to “age-in-place”
maintaining social networks and community support

m Increasing role of the state



Livable Community Policies

m Global: World Health Organization “Age-Friendly” City
Guidelines

m National: American Association of Retired Persons (AARP)
Guidelines for “livable communities”

m Provincial/State Laws
m City/Regional plans & policies
m Neighborhood & citizen involvement

m Site specific designs for developments



Research Questions & Project Aims

(1) To what extent do “livable community” policies address the
needs of older residents?

) How effective is the implementation of “livable
community” policies state/provincial policies ?

Our goal is to go beyond “policy-making” to consider the result
of “policy-doing”



Evaluation Criteria

m Housing

m Providing affordable, appropriate, and accessible housing

m Outdoor spaces and buildings

m Adjusting the physical environment for inclusiveness and
accessibility

m Transportation

m Ensuring accessible, affordable, reliable, and safe
transportation

m Community facilities

m Availability and access to health care, retail services,
recreational and social activities



Data analysis

m Review of literature

m Content analysis of Livable Community Initiatives
reports and documents

m Site assessments of selected senior housing
buildings
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Findings #1: Policy Comparisons

mMinnesota
m Metropolitan Livable Communities Act (1995)

mBritish Columbia
m Livable Region Strategic Plan (1996)



Findings #2: Implementation

m]VIinnesota

m LCDA $76.5 million for 100 projects
m LHIA $70.5 million for 241 projects
m TBRA $18.3 million for 111 projects

m British Columbia
m No change in area of the Green Zone
m Increased diversity of housing types
m Constant proportion of the population in concentration area
m Increased kilometers of sidewalk and bike lanes
m Increased commute time/use of public transportation
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Findings #3: Outcomes

Minnesota

m Housing
m Additional units

m Outdoor areas/buildings
m Accessible sidewalks
m Litter/graffiti free
m Limited seating
m No public restrooms

m Transportation
m Bus access

m Community facilities
m Few destinations

Housing

m Increased diversity of units

Outdoor areas/buildings
m Good sidewalk, streetscapes

m Protected seating areas

Transportation
m Bus access

m Handicap transportation area

Community facilities

m Shops, community centers




Conclusions

mLimited success of Livable Communities
Policies/Plans

mBroad scope of these policies result in
failure to specifically address needs of the
aging population

m Essential to develop a more holistic policy
framework



Bottom line

n Policy design is both—- a process and a
product!




