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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The population of the United States is aging. And while the percentage of children in the population is declining, the num-
ber of children is substantial and will remain so well into the future. By 2060, older adults and children together are pro-
jected to comprise more than 43 percent of the population, as compared with 38 percent in 2016. It is a scenario of old and 
young unlike any prior period in American history. 

There is intrinsic value in the generations connecting. 
Yet, most in our society do not live and function in circum-
stances that allow for routine and sustained connections 
between young and old. Children attend age-segregated 
schools, adults work in environments without children and 
older adults, and many older people live in age-segregated 
housing. This age segregation of spaces allows age-based 
stereotypes to flourish, thereby making it more difficult 
for older adults and younger people to initiate or maintain 
relationships with each other and for many younger people 
to understand the aging process more fully. 

Creating communities in which children, youth, and 
older adults engage with each other for their mutual benefit 
is becoming a societal imperative. This PAS Report explains 
the important roles that planners can play in achieving this 
aim—by crafting intergenerational community plans and 
initiatives that address the well-being of children, youth, 
and older adults in integrated ways. This applies to the built 
environment as well as to community supports: the social 
services, community resources, and opportunities necessary 
for the children, youth, and older adults of a given area to 
thrive, from basic health and nutrition to care for essential 
age- and stage of life-associated needs.

AN INTERGENERATIONAL  
APPROACH TO PLANNING

In the context of this PAS Report, “intergenerational” means 
interactions between those aged 18 and younger and those 
aged 65 and older, and, often, their adult caregivers. In 
contrast, “multigenerational” simply refers to more than one 

generation being present in the same setting and does not 
address interaction between generations. 

This focus on interactions between the youngest and 
oldest members of our communities does not exclude the 
generations in the middle, however. Whether as staff mem-
bers of organizations that serve the young and the old, care-
givers to children or older adults, young adult volunteers, 
neighbors, or other family members, they play significant 
roles in making and supporting connections between older 
and younger people. 

Intergenerational community planning encompasses 
approaches to plans, policies, programs, places, partner-
ships, processes, and values that enable and promote interac-
tion of children and youth and older adults to the mutual 
benefit of both groups—and the community as a whole. 
As presented in this PAS Report, it is the culmination and 
integration of study, practice, and a rich literature—cutting 
across disciplines focused on health and human services, 
education, sociology, community, and cultural studies—that 
attests to the many ways in which intergenerational engage-
ment and support enriches the lives of young and old and 
helps address vital social and community issues.

With an intergenerational approach, planners are en-
couraged to focus on ways to address the needs, vulnerabili-
ties, and interests of the young and the old in their com-
munities—as well as ways to engage them in the planning 
process. Planners can look for commonalities or synergies 
between the two. What challenges does each group face, 
and how can we get to solutions that meet the needs of 
both? How can the strengths of one group complement the 
vulnerabilities of the other?
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Intergenerational community planning also addresses 
the built environment. The objective is for planners to 
search for strategies that benefit younger and older residents 
concurrently. How do plans for streets and sidewalks affect 
conditions faced by young and old? How can proposals for 
housing facilitate constructive connections between young 
and old? What kinds of parks and public facilities can not 
only attract and engage age-diverse populations but also 
accommodate intergenerational programs and activities? 
How can accessibility of commercial facilities, public facili-
ties, and human services be improved in ways that benefit 
young and old and strengthen connections between them?

As this PAS Report makes clear, local governments 
and residents benefit when communities are designed such 
that older people avoid isolation and danger because they 
relate to young people and their families, while children and 
youth receive the nurturing attention of older relatives and 
neighbors. In addition, the development and operation of 
public spaces and facilities for children and seniors—parks, 
schools, senior centers, child, and adult day care—become 
more cost effective and community friendly when they are 
developed jointly. And communities that are walkable, with 
safe and easy access to services and supports, foster health 
and fitness, support the environment, and are desirable 
places for all to live, regardless of age.

Intentionally considering and engaging the needs of 
old and young in community planning processes makes the 
practice of planning and planning outcomes more inclu-
sive and equitable. Planners have a responsibility to engage 
underrepresented and vulnerable groups in the planning 
process to ensure their voices are heard in planning and de-
signing their communities. Children, youth, and older adults 
are often left out of the planning process, and today’s built 
environment is often designed in ways that do not sufficiently 
accommodate their particular needs and pursuits. By focus-
ing on engaging these two populations and by crafting poli-
cies and plans that identify and address their needs, planners 
can ensure more equitable outcomes and create communities 
that serve every resident, regardless of age or ability. 

THE INTERGENERATIONAL COMMUNITY  
PLANNING PROCESS

This PAS Report lays out the following elements of an in-
tergenerational community planning process that can help 
planners design and develop a community that maximizes 
its intergenerational potential.

• Making the case for intergenerational community 
planning: Using a “case statement” approach to lay the 
groundwork for an intergenerational community plan-
ning effort.

• Establishing an intergenerational vision and goals: En-
gaging the community to establish the desired outcomes 
of the intergenerational community planning process.

• Engaging young and old in the planning process: Tar-
geting public engagement efforts directly at children and 
youth, older adults, and those who care for them—and 
engaging these groups together. 

• Documenting and analyzing age-specific community 
conditions and resources: Gathering and using data spe-
cific to children, youth, and older adults to identify and 
understand the special challenges they face and target 
intergenerational interventions to where they are most 
needed. 

• Identifying and selecting intergenerational aims and 
strategies: Understanding the range of intergenerational 
aims, strategies, and actions and selecting the options 
that are most appropriate for the community. 

• Implementing intergenerational approaches: Turning 
strategies into action through planning practices. 

This PAS Report also explains how planners can find 
potential building blocks for an intergenerational commu-
nity planning approach by looking to the intergenerational 
field, which seeks to understand the disconnect between the 
generations and institute solutions to it through a range of 
intervention strategies. Other important resources include 
existing government agencies and community initiatives 
focused on children and youth and older adults.

CREATING AN INTERGENERATIONAL  
COMMUNITY

Applying an intergenerational lens to community planning 
processes prepares planners for identifying intergenerational 
strategies most appropriate for the community and imple-
menting those strategies through a range of plans, policies, 
regulations, programs, and other means. 

This PAS Report describes the key characteristics of in-
tergenerational strategies and offers examples of approaches 
drawn from various domains of intergenerational practice:

• Community awareness and engagement: A good start-
ing point or complement to other community strategies, 
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these efforts seek to make people aware of intergenera-
tional challenges and opportunities, as well as opportuni-
ties to participate. Examples include intergenerational 
festivals and other events and communications.

• Intergenerational policies: Considering the intergenera-
tional dimensions of various issues that affect the well-
being of children, youth, older adults, and caregivers can 
inform policy making at local, state, and national levels. 

• Intergenerational programs: Intergenerational pro-
grams—periodic or sustained activities that are enriching 
for young and old together—may include youth enter-
taining or visiting older adult complexes, programs for 
older children and teens that allow them to learn from 
and teach older adults, and volunteer activities that en-
gage youth and older adults together.

• Intergenerational places and spaces: Children and youth 
and older people need to come into contact with one an-
other in regular and positive ways to gain understanding 
and appreciation for one another. Examples of intergen-
erational shared sites include facilities that house adult 
day care and childcare, or a childcare program located in 
senior housing. The intergenerational contact zone (ICZ) 
concept focuses on the creation of public spaces that 
accommodate the different interests and capabilities of 
young and old and engage them in activity together. 

• Intergenerational housing: The prevalence of mul-
tigenerational housing is rising among the American 
public, and intergenerational housing is also gaining 
interest from older adults wanting to live among people 
of diverse ages and young adults and parents who can 
benefit from the experience and influence of older adults. 
This includes intergenerational residential facilities and 
campuses, intergenerational home sharing, intentional 
intergenerational communities, and housing targeted at 
“grandfamilies,” or households in which grandparents 
or other relatives are raising grandchildren (also called 
kinship care). 

The report explores implementation approaches—in-
cluding aspects of several familiar planning frameworks that 
have considerable overlap with intergenerational prin-
ciples—to help planners create more inclusive, equitable, and 
livable communities for all residents. 

A NEW FRONTIER

There is much to gain when the vulnerabilities—as well as 
the strengths—of the young and the old in our societies are 
intentionally considered and addressed in synergistic ways. 
Establishing the importance of interactions between the 
generations in plans and policies, and creating opportunities 
for those interactions in programs, practices, and the built 
environment, provides benefits not just for children, youth, 
and older adults, but for the entire community. 

This PAS Report lays out the many potential avenues 
that exist for planners to bring a focused and intentional 
intergenerational lens to local planning practices. Over the 
long term, integrating intergenerational thinking into local 
planning practices and processes can create a community 
where the development of the built environment and the 
well-being of residents of all ages and generations comprise a 
well-functioning, mutually complementary ecosystem.

Children and youth, as well as older adults, are the pro-
verbial canaries in the coal mines of our societies. Because 
those in the earlier and later stages of life have far more in-
tensive need of systems and supports from government and 
the community, their health and happiness is particularly 
at stake when those systems and supports are not optimally 
designed or functioning. Capturing the synergies of solu-
tions that address their needs and draw upon their assets 
will benefit all. By applying an intergenerational lens to the 
comprehensive planning process, planners can ensure that 
their communities will be good places for everyone to grow 
up and grow old.



CHAPTER 1
THE CASE FOR  
INTERGENERATIONAL 
PLANNING
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Somehow, we have to get older people back close to growing children if we are to restore a sense of community, acquire knowl-
edge of the past, and provide a sense of the future.

Margaret Mead (2005), anthropologist

We divide up our communities and our activities by age—young people in schools, older people in retirement communities or 
facilities. We talk a lot about all the ways we need to help older people. But, perhaps, the old can help us. It’s the experience of life in 
a multigenerational, interdependent, richly complex community that, more than anything else, teaches us how to be human.

Susan V. Bosak (n.d.), Legacy Project founder

The population of the United States is aging. At the 
same time, while the percentage of children in the popula-
tion is declining, the number of children is substantial and 
will remain so well into the future. It is a scenario of old and 
young unlike any prior period in American history. 

By 2034, the number and percentage of older adults 
are projected to outnumber children for the first time in 
U.S. history (Figure 1.1). By 2060, older adults and children 
together are projected to comprise more than 43 percent of 
the population, as compared with 38 percent in 2016.

There is intrinsic value in the generations connecting. 
Yet, most in our society do not live and function in circum-
stances that allow for routine and sustained connections 
between young and old. Children attend age-segregated 
schools, adults work in environments without children and 
older adults, and many older people live in age-segregated 
housing. This “age segregation of spaces” (Hagestad and 
Uhlenberg 2005) allows age-based stereotypes to flourish, 
thereby making it more difficult for older adults to initiate 
or maintain relationships with young people and for many 
younger people to understand the aging process more fully. 
It is through shared experiences and regular contact with 
those who are different from us in various ways, including 
age, that attitudes are changed and people learn to trust and 
welcome one another within a community. 

Creating communities in which children, youth, and 
older adults engage with each other for their mutual benefit 
is becoming a societal imperative, one in which planners 

Figure 1.1. Population projections for children and older adults through 2060 (U.S. 

Census 2018)

https://legacyproject.org/about/
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have an important role to play—crafting plans and initia-
tives that address the well-being of children, youth, and 
older adults in integrated ways. This applies to the built 
environment as well as to community supports: the social 
services, community resources, and opportunities necessary 
for the children, youth, and older adults of a given area to 
thrive, from basic health and nutrition to care for essential 
age- and stage of life-associated needs.

WHAT IS INTERGENERATIONAL PLANNING?

In 2011, an American Planning Association briefing paper 
on family-friendly communities suggested going beyond tra-
ditional notions of planning to address “multigenerational 
planning—using smart growth and universal design to link 
the needs of children and the aging population” (Ghazalah 
et al. 2011). This PAS Report goes one step further and intro-
duces the concept of intergenerational planning. 

“Intergenerational” in this context means interactions 
between those aged 18 and younger and those aged 65 and 
older, and, often, their adult caregivers. In contrast, “multi-
generational” simply refers to more than one generation be-
ing present in the same setting and does not address interac-
tion between generations. The sidebar on p. 10 illustrates the 
difference between these concepts in the context of space.

This focus on interactions between the youngest and 
oldest members of our communities does not mean, how-
ever, that generations in the middle are excluded from con-
sideration. Whether as staff members of organizations that 
serve the young and the old, caregivers to children or older 
adults, young adult volunteers, neighbors, or other family 
members, they play significant roles in making and support-
ing connections between older and younger participants. 

Intergenerational community planning encompasses 
approaches to programs, policies, places, partnerships, 
processes, and values that enable and promote interaction 
of children and youth and older adults to the mutual benefit 
of both. As presented in this PAS Report, intergenerational 
community planning is the culmination and integration 
of study, practice, and a rich literature—cutting across dis-
ciplines focused on health and human services, education, 
sociology, community, and cultural studies—that attests to 
the many ways in which intergenerational engagement and 
support enriches the lives of young and old and helps ad-
dress vital social and community issues.

As in the comprehensive planning process, intergenera-
tional community planning involves a systematic approach, 

including data collection and analysis, environmental scan-
ning, securing input from experts and the public, creating a 
vision and goals, and developing solutions that are data-
driven and feasible. But with an intergenerational approach, 
planners are encouraged to focus on ways to address the 
needs, vulnerabilities, and interests of the young and the old 
in their communities—as well as ways to engage them in the 
planning process. Planners can then look for commonalities 
or synergies between the two. What challenges does each 
group face, and how can we get to solutions that meet the 
needs of both? How can the strengths of one group comple-
ment the vulnerabilities of the other? 

Accordingly, intergenerational community planning 
also addresses the built environment—but through an in-
tergenerational lens. How do plans for streets and sidewalks 
affect needs and conditions faced by young and old? How 
can proposals for housing facilitate constructive connections 
between young and old? What kinds of public spaces and 
facilities (e.g., schools, recreation facilities, senior and child-
care, social and health services) can most effectively serve a 
multigenerational public in ways that are cost effective and 
that foster intergenerational connections (e.g., shared sites 
that include programs that not only serve young and old, but 
also provide opportunities for mutually beneficial intergen-
erational encounters)?

The objective is for planners to search for strategies that 
benefit younger and older residents concurrently. In what 
ways, for example, do the challenges and potential solutions 
to affordable housing for young and old intersect? What 
kinds of parks and public facilities (e.g., schools, rec centers, 
senior centers, libraries) can not only attract and engage age-
diverse populations but also accommodate intergenerational 
programs and activities? How can accessibility of com-
mercial facilities, public facilities, and human services be 
improved in ways that benefit young and old and strengthen 
connections between them?

Planning has long addressed the physical and economic 
dimensions of communities, and, hearkening back to the 
planning field’s origins in public health, community health 
factors are increasingly falling within planners’ spheres of 
influence as important planning concerns. With the aging of 
the U.S. population, aging-friendly planning—as discussed 
in PAS Report 579, Planning Aging-Supportive Communi-
ties (Winnick and Jaffe 2015)—has become a concern of the 
profession. Thus far, though, planning has overlooked the 
importance of constructive interaction and interdependence 
between the generations that comprise our communities. 

https://www.planning.org/publications/report/9026902/
https://www.planning.org/publications/report/9026902/
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MULTIGENERATIONAL VERSUS INTERGENERATIONAL SPACES

Throughout this report, distinctions are made between 
“multigenerational” and “intergenerational” conceptions of 
community planning and development.

A multigenerational community or site is one where mul-
tiple generations are present. Community members, regard-
less of age or generational grouping, have access to commu-
nity settings and opportunity for involvement in community 
activity. An intergenerational community or site is one that not 
only meets the needs and interests of multiple age groups 
but provides space and opportunity for them to engage one 
another, whether through recreation, education, or commu-
nity planning and exploration activities (Kaplan, Sanchez, and 
Hoffman 2017).

In Figure 1.2, the image on the top represents a multi-
generational orientation. This playground space is designed 
primarily with children’s play in mind. Adults are present, but 
they are outside the realm of the children’s activity flow. They 
are engaged in their own (largely passive) activities, which 
include observing and supervising the children’s activities.

In contrast, the image on the bottom represents an inter-
generational orientation. This playground adds some design 
elements that provide opportunities for adults as well as chil-
dren to be more engaged in the flow of activities occurring in 
this setting. Furthermore, all activity hubs are designed with 
the intent of providing park-goers with multiple options for 
intergenerational interaction, relationship building, and play 
within and across generational lines. This park is designed to 
make it easier for park users, across generations, to share time, 
space, and experience.

Community planning with an intergenerational lens 
leads to the creation of community settings such as parks, 
playgrounds, shopping malls, community centers, and 
purpose-built age-integrated centers that provide space 
and opportunity for multiple generations to meet, interact, 
build relationships, and, if desired, engage one another in 
community activity.

Figure 1.2. Park spaces designed with a multigeneration-

al orientation (top) and an intergenerational orientation 

(bottom) (Thomas Laird)



AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION planning.org11

INTERGENERATIONAL COMMUNITY PLANNING
PA S 603,  C H A P T E R 1

THE IMPORTANCE OF AN  
INTERGENERATIONAL APPROACH 

In their book, Intergenerational Pathways to a Sustainable 
Society, Kaplan, Sanchez, and Hoffman observe:

The community issues that affect people of differ-
ent age groups intersect at many points, as do the 
programs and policies that address those issues. It 
is increasingly understood, for example, that both 
young people and older adults are likely to benefit 
from investments that lead to a stronger economy, 
strong schools, and safer communities. Yet many civic 
engagement opportunities are framed as mono-gener-
ational endeavors and driven by community develop-
ment agendas that are cast either as child-friendly, 
youth-friendly, or elderly-friendly. (2017, 110)

In contrast, as described by the Annie E. Casey Founda-
tion, in its publication, Community for All Ages: Planning 
Across Generations,

Communities for all ages are those that promote 
the well-being of children, youth, and older adults, 
strengthen families, and provide opportunities for 
ongoing, mutually beneficial interactions among age 
groups.... When resources are allocated to benefit an 
entire neighborhood, and not just one segment, com-
petition is eased as resources are redesigned to benefit 
all ages. (Henkin et al. 2005, 4)

As these quotations suggest, there are several compel-
ling reasons that planners should incorporate an intergen-
erational lens into their planning processes. Key is the po-
tential synergies of planning for the young and old together. 

The very young and the very old are both at stages of life 
where they require more of the resources and services of the 
community. Children need early childhood care and educa-
tion, public schools, before- and after-school programs, 
recreation programs and facilities, character-building pro-
grams, and many other services. Similarly, older adults need 
places and programs to socialize and learn, opportunities 
to contribute (e.g., work and volunteer outlets that provide a 
sense of purpose), accommodations for age-related physi-
cal disabilities, and assistance with travel and the activities 
of daily living and special needs, among other services. As 
dependents, children and older adults can also experience 
special vulnerabilities due to family crises and disruptions, 

hunger and malnutrition, inadequate housing or homeless-
ness, abuse and neglect, abandonment, and death. 

Communities draw on fees, tax dollars, and charitable 
contributions to provide these resources, services, and ad-
ditional supports as a function of our collective concern and 
shared responsibility for the well-being of the very young 
and the very old. Doing so thoughtfully can create greater 
efficiencies and effectiveness in essential functions of local 
government and the community. However, a historical lack 
of attention to intergenerational considerations has resulted 
in the following shortcomings in our planning and societal 
support systems: 

• Limited or ad hoc attention to planning for the well-be-
ing of children and youth. National legislation provides 
for a system that addresses the needs of the older adult 
population at the local level, but there is no comparable 
system for children and youth. As a result, any efforts to 
systematically address their development and well-being 
tend to be voluntary, issue-focused, and lacking in gov-
ernmental authority and administration continuity. 

• Siloed efforts to address different populations’ needs. 
Local plans or initiatives that may exist for children and 
youth and for older adults are not connected with one an-
other and do not address areas of commonality, such as 
family economic well-being, caregiving, and community 
supports and facilities that both groups need.

• Generational needs and support considered conflict-
ing, not complementary. Budgeting of federal and state 
dollars is sometimes seen as “kids versus geezers”—who 
gets more than the other, which group has greater need, 
whose interests have more influence in the political sys-
tem. But the well-being of children and older adults are 
equally important, and one should not be at the expense 
of the other. 

• Built environments not supportive of connections 
between young and old. Our modern-day society is 
not designed to promote interactions between children 
and youth and older adults. Today, planning for ways in 
which young and old can connect organically in common 
spaces requires intention. 

Intergenerational community planning entails consid-
eration of the synergistic needs (vulnerabilities) and assets 
(capacities) of older and younger generations. The concept 
of intergenerational interdependence “places emphasis on 
how our lives—across generations—are inextricably linked” 
(Kaplan, Sanchez, and Hoffman 2017, 17–18). It is through 
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the connections between generations that the capacity for 
growth (and meeting other’s needs) can find expression 
(Newman and Smith 1997). Using an intergenerational lens, 
planners can better integrate the well-being of young and 
old into planning for the community at large. 

Table 1.1 highlights some of the reciprocal and inter-
woven needs of older adults and children. Systematically 
addressing the needs of the young and the old and creating 
communities that support their needs synergistically address-
es challenges that affect people across the age spectrum (e.g., 
poor health indicators, lack of opportunity, limited access to 
community resources) and improves quality of life for all. 

Ghazaleh et al. note the importance of the concept of 
intergenerational interdependence in the context of com-
prehensive planning for communities that are age-friendly, 
child-friendly, and family-friendly. 

Planners need to craft a common vision that recogniz-
es the interdependence of the generations. Particularly 
in the preparation of comprehensive and neighbor-
hood plans, planners can use public meetings and 
planning documents to draw attention to the connec-
tions and help seniors understand that their political 
power can help shape communities more supportive 
of children and young parents—and that, in turn, will 
help them build a quality and comfortable community 
where they can age in place. (2011, 8)

Local governments and residents benefit when com-
munities are designed such that older people avoid isolation 
and danger because they relate to young people and their 
families, while children and youth receive the nurturing 
attention of older relatives and neighbors. In addition, the 
development and operation of public spaces and facilities 
for children and seniors (Figure 1.3)—parks, schools, senior 

TABLE 1.1. RECIPROCAL NEEDS DIRECTLY LINKING THE GENERATIONS

Older Adults’ Needs Children’s Needs

To nurture To be nurtured

To teach To be taught

To have a successful life review To learn from and about the past

To share cultural mores To have cultural identity

To communicate positive values To have positive role models

To leave a legacy To be connected to preceding generations

Figure 1.3. Creating community facilities that bring the old and the young 

together provide synergistic benefits to both generations (Champion Intergenera-

tional Center)
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THE BENEFITS OF INTERGENERATIONAL PROGRAMS

Faculty and students from the Silver School of Social Work 
at New York University recently completed an extensive 
literature review of more than 70 studies on the benefits of 
intergenerational programs (Gonzales, Kruchten, and Whet-
ung 2021). The review found a wide range of benefits for the 
following population groups:

Babies and preschool students: 
• Higher levels of interactive play
• Improved abilities with cooperative play 
• Improved empathy
• Greater social acceptance
• Better vocabulary and language abilities

Elementary school students:
• Enhanced reading and writing
• Improved task orientation, short-term memory, problem 

solving, and accountability
• Increased patience, sensitivity, compassion, respect,  

and empathy 
• Reduced anxiety, sadness, and stress
• Improved mood management
• Healthier diets and nutrition, increased physical activity, 

less “screen time”

Middle school students:
• Improved academic performance
• Healthier family dynamics
• Improved peer relationships
• Decreased depressive symptoms
• Reduced substance use
• Reduced disordered eating
• Enhanced reasoning, problem solving, accountability,  

and conflict resolution
• Decreased bullying and victimization
• Clearer educational aspirations, occupational interests,  

and goals

High school students:
• Improved ego integrity, self-confidence, and purpose in life
• Improved emotions and mental health
• Enhanced physical health
• Increased levels of collective efficacy, social capital, and 

social cohesion
• Empowered to make changes in school and neighborhood

• Young adults and college students:
• Higher rates of civic engagement
• Entrepreneurial capabilities, occupational skills, and mastery
• Higher levels of self-confidence, efficacy, and sense of self
• Gained skills and knowledge for geriatrics and gerontology
• Learned and taught ways to improve the environment

Parents and adult children:
• Less worried about aged parents
• Happy about their civic engagement
• Older volunteers brought resources and skills back home 

to teach grandchildren and children in neighborhood
• Better family communication
• Older adults:
• Decreased social isolation
• Improved quality of life and purpose in life
• Improved self-worth, self-esteem, and empowerment
• Cognitive health improvement
• Reduced falls and frailty, increased strength, balance,  

and walking
• Learned new skills, leadership proficiencies, and knowledge

All ages:
• Reduced ageism and age discrimination among young 

and old alike 
• Improved mental, physical, and cognitive health unique to 

each life stage
• Greater sense of belonging and connection with others of 

different ages
• More acceptance of people different from themselves

Staff, caregivers, and neighborhoods:
• Positive outcomes for administrators and staff, including 

improved mental health, increased sense of community, 
and more energy and purpose during long and hard 
workdays

• Respite for informal caregivers when a younger person 
cares for their loved one and they too report joy from the 
experience

• Decreased social isolation for family caregivers 
• Increased neighborhood trust, social cohesion, and sense 

of community
• Benefits of shared site intergenerational programs and 

physical improvements extend to staff, families, organiza-
tions, and communities
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centers, child, and adult day care—become more cost ef-
fective and community friendly when they are developed 
jointly. And communities that are walkable, with safe and 
easy access to services and supports, foster health and fit-
ness, support the environment, and are desirable places for 
all to live, regardless of age.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR  
INTERGENERATIONAL PLANNING

This PAS Report lays out the many potential avenues that 
exist for planners to integrate intergenerational sensibilities 
and strategies into local planning endeavors. In preparation 
for a focused intergenerational community planning effort, 
planners can learn from the intergenerational field—those 
researchers, practitioners, institutions, and organizations 
that study aging, child and youth development, and related 
disciplines—to understand the disconnect between the 
generations and institute solutions to it. They can identify 
local building blocks of existing intergenerational efforts, 
as well as current child, youth, and aging-focused programs 
and initiatives in their communities, and they can draw on 
relevant planning paradigms that support the intergenera-
tional community characteristics described above. 

Planners can then work to bring a more focused and 
intentional intergenerational lens to local planning prac-
tices. They can gather demographic data for the young 
and the old and analyze intersections with indicators of 
disadvantage as well as access to adequate and affordable 
housing and necessary commercial and community sup-
ports. They can engage children, youth, and older adults 
in local planning processes to determine the specific needs 
of and barriers faced by these groups and find the poten-
tial synergies among them. They can embed in local plans 
and community efforts principles that foster meaningful 
connections between young and old, and they can establish 
such principles as foundational for all municipal functions, 
including land use, housing, transportation, public health, 
and social services. And they can identify and implement 
strategies that maximize the well-being of young and old 
and the sustainability and livability of their communities.

Intergenerational community planning can have 
particularly significant value for certain subareas within 
the greater community, such as areas with high concentra-
tions of children in foster care, in single-parent households, 
or being raised by grandparents or other relatives; areas 
with older adults living alone, with chronic and disabling 

conditions, and with limited mobility; and areas with lack 
of access to health and social services, commercial services, 
and public facilities. All of these areas represent neighbor-
hoods in which an intergenerational community planning 
approach or specific strategies could have significant positive 
impacts on the well-being of the residents of the area and the 
community as a whole.

Further, intergenerational community planning has 
a significant equity dimension that planners must under-
stand and act upon. The economic disparities between white 
people and people of color are well documented, and these 
disparities are more acute among people of color at both 
ends of the age continuum (Ng et al. 2014; NCSL 2021). 
Where multigenerational or intergenerational living occurs 
as a matter of economic necessity, where minor children are 
living with one parent or guardian, and where older adults 
are living alone or in an age-segregated facility, children 
and older adults of color experience physical, emotional, 
economic, and social challenges—and lack of corresponding 
supports and opportunities—more often and more signifi-
cantly than white children and older adults do. 

While strategies to increase connections between young 
and old can have positive effects for everyone in the com-
munity, those children, older adults, and families who most 
lack resources and opportunities because of their racial or 
ethnic backgrounds can most benefit from intergenerational 
approaches to community planning. An intergenerational 
lens can help focus attention and more direct strategies on 
those geographic areas and populations most affected by 
racial and economic disparities and with the least power and 
resources to turn around their personal, social, and eco-
nomic circumstances. 

ABOUT THIS REPORT 

The purpose of this PAS Report is to make planners aware 
of the myriad benefits of engagement across generations. 
Becoming more aware of how our oldest and youngest 
generations engage with each other can highlight how these 
populations may be isolated—and how they could benefit 
from greater opportunities to interact. Bringing an inter-
generational lens to traditional planning processes can help 
planners develop settings where the old and the young can 
find each other, interact, learn, and play together, creating 
communities that work better for all. 

This chapter has defined the concept of intergeneration-
al community planning, made the case for why it is an im-
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portant practice for local planners to pursue, and introduced 
the components and strategies that planners can use to apply 
an intergenerational approach to local planning practice.

Chapter 2, The Intergenerational Field and Age-
Related Initiatives, identifies building blocks that may be 
available in some communities to help planners lay the 
groundwork for an intergenerational community planning 
approach. It provides an overview of intergenerational ac-
tions and efforts that have emerged around the country, and 
identifies additional relevant age-based initiatives, includ-
ing community-based plans for children and youth, similar 
kinds of plans for the aging and aged, and age-friendly 
community plans. 

Chapter 3, An Intergenerational Community Plan-
ning Process, suggests how planners can apply the intergen-
erational community planning concept in their communi-
ties. The chapter addresses bringing an intergenerational 
approach to the comprehensive planning process through 
visioning, intentionally engaging young and old (and 
young and old together) in the planning process, and using 
demographic and other data to better understand the status 
and needs of the older and younger generations within a 
community. 

Chapter 4, Strategies to Create Intergenerational 
Communities, identifies different approaches from the 
intergenerational field and the planner’s toolbox to help 
planners integrate intergenerational considerations and 
strategies throughout planning practice and achieve inter-
generational outcomes in their communities.

Finally, Chapter 5, A New Frontier, revisits and ampli-
fies the key message of this report, and calls on the planning 
community to engage and address the assets that are our 
generations; to partner more fully with intergenerational 
practitioners and the constituencies of children, youth, older 
adults, and the generations between who care for them; and 
to plan and draw together the community’s built and eco-
nomic assets and aspirations with its human development 
and human capital assets and aspirations to create a com-
munity that is more livable and sustainable and in which 
more people flourish.

An appendix lists intergenerational community plan-
ning resources as well as additional age-related resources 
that can help inform intergenerational approaches. 



CHAPTER 2
INTERGENERATIOAL  
AND AGE-RELATED  
INITIATIVES
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As explained in Chapter 1, the definition of intergenerational community planning is simple: planning for communities that 
enable and promote the interaction of children and youth and older adults for the mutual benefit of both—and of the com-
munity as a whole. 

To help inform their application of an intergenerational 
lens to planning practice, planners can draw on more than a 
half-century of research and advocacy from allied profession-
als in the social sciences focusing on the young and the old, 
including the special needs of each—and the opportunities 
that can be realized from bringing them together.

This chapter describes the intergenerational field and 
identifies additional building blocks for intergenerational 
efforts represented by existing local initiatives for children, 
youth, and older adults. These sources of knowledge and 
connection can bridge planning for people and planning for 
place to create community in ways that benefit and engage 
young and old together. Planners can use these building 
blocks to prepare for integrating a more intentional and ro-
bust intergenerational approach to local planning practice. 

THE INTERGENERATIONAL FIELD 

As Sally Newman, PhD, a researcher associated with Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania and University of Pittsburgh, has 
observed, 

Since the 1960s, gerontologists, psychologists, educa-
tors, and specialists in human development have been 
reporting on an increase in the number of elderly 
persons in our population, a growth in the number 
of age-segregated communities, and a decrease in 
consistent and frequent interactions among older and 
younger members of our families. (Newman 1989)

Through the years, researchers and practitioners have 
sought to understand the disconnect between the genera-

tions and institute solutions to it, resulting in a discrete area 
of study: the intergenerational field. Their studies cross a 
range of social science disciplines and practice specialties, 
including child development, youth development, aging, 
families, and related fields such as caregiving and health. 

The intergenerational field has multiple components:

• Academic study, which provides a foundation of re-
search, theory, and practice knowledge. Leading insti-
tutions in the intergenerational field, past and present, 
include Pennsylvania State University, Cornell University, 
University of Pittsburgh, and Temple University. Other 
colleges and universities in the United States and aca-
demics and researchers in other countries also contribute. 

• National organizations undertake research on inter-
generational issues and strategies and provide materials 
and training to enable local providers and communities 
to advance intergenerational approaches. Intermediaries 
such as Gen2Gen and Generations United are among the 
few examples in the United States. Gen2Gen, a program 
of CoGenerate (formerly Encore.org) is a campaign to 
engage adults 50 and older in efforts that benefit youth. 
Generations United is a national nonprofit organization 
that conducts research; provides training, technical as-
sistance, and tools; and convenes and mobilizes those with 
intergenerational interests to advance intergenerational 
practices and policies. 

• State and local provider networks of agencies involved 
in intergenerational programs function in various com-
munities in the United Kingdom, the United States, Can-
ada, and Japan. These networks help practitioners share 
knowledge and advance intergenerational practices and 
policies. In the United States, state intergenerational net-

https://generationtogeneration.org/
https://encore.org/
https://www.gu.org/
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works are rare, but the New York State Intergenerational 
Network and the Hawai‘i Intergenerational Network are 
examples of active state intergenerational networks. 

• Local providers and practitioners—the organizations 
and the people who develop and implement local inter-
generational programs and activities—are the beating 
heart of the intergenerational field. They are the innova-
tors and the boots on the ground, and their specific areas 
of effort run the gamut from community awareness ef-
forts (e.g., consciousness-raising public intergenerational 
fairs) to developing and operating intergenerational 
programs and sites.

As the intergenerational field has matured, it has evolved 
from a focus on raising awareness and changing commu-
nity attitudes to influencing the practices and policies of 
institutions and communities. It has also expanded beyond 
programs (e.g., older adults involved in a childcare program, 
older adults visiting with and mentoring youth, youth vol-
unteering to help older adults learn new technology) to the 
pursuit of larger-scale, community-wide impact. 

The intergenerational field is also increasingly interested 
in addressing the physical environment. Housing is one 
aspect. For example, strategies are emerging to reduce the 
social isolation and separation of older adults and young 
parents of minor children and to address the challenges of 
grandparents and other older relatives raising the children 
of absent parents. Housing developments and experiments 
have emerged, including housing complexes for older adults 
and young single mothers and their children, or apartments 
for grandparents raising grandchildren. Intergenerational 
co-housing and home sharing have also emerged as means 
of addressing isolation and disconnection, notably among 
college or graduate students and older adults. 

Planners can learn much from the many resources 
documenting best intergenerational practices and programs 
produced by the numerous actors in this space. An appendix 
to this report shares some of these resources.

Intergenerational Community Efforts 
Though the concept of intergenerational communities may 
be new to many planners, a number of U.S. communities 
have already established intergenerational programs and 
approaches. Twenty-seven of these places have been recog-
nized as Best Intergenerational Communities by Genera-
tions United and MetLife Foundation. Ranging in scale from 
neighborhoods to counties, these are communities in which 
diverse constituencies and organizations have coalesced 

to advance programs, policies, and opportunities that are 
intentionally inclusive of children, youth, older adults, and 
those that care for them.

Examining these places highlights several factors that 
can contribute to the development of an intergenerational 
identity:

• A core of local intergenerational practitioners or enthu-
siasts active in community leadership who weave an 
intergenerational thread into policies and plans across 
the community

• A local government that promotes intergenerational 
principles and practices

• The application of a local Community for All Ages 
(CFAA) planning process (see the sidebar on p. 19 for a 
description of this process), or an aging-friendly planning 
process, which, while focused primarily on options for 
the growing older adult population, typically advocates 
for intergenerational approaches

The sidebar on p. 20 describes the Best Intergeneration-
al Communities program as well as Generations United’s 
Programs of Distinction project, both of which provide ad-
ditional examples of communities that planners can look to 
for examples of intergenerational efforts in action. 

COMPLEMENTARY AGE-RELATED INITIATIVES

As suggested above, communities that do not have intergen-
erational initiatives already in place still may host a number 
of potential building blocks for this approach, including 
community programs addressing the needs of age-specific 
populations. Planners should look for local initiatives with 
the following characteristics relevant for supporting inter-
generational planning efforts:

• They take a generational, developmental, or age-span 
approach that addresses what is required to ensure the 
success and well-being of children and youth ages 0–18, 
or adults 65 years of age and older. 

• They have community standing as the work of broad-
based, inclusive coalitions of diverse stakeholder per-
spectives, including business, nonprofits, education, 
government, philanthropy, subject matter experts, and 
community members.

• They are comprehensive in scope, addressing a wide 
range of issues, needs, and proposed solutions, rather 

https://pages.stern.nyu.edu/~kbrabazo/NYSIgN_Web_Site/
https://pages.stern.nyu.edu/~kbrabazo/NYSIgN_Web_Site/
https://hawaiiintergenerationalnetwork.org/
https://www.gu.org/what-we-do/programs/best-intergenerational-communities-awards/
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THE COMMUNITIES FOR ALL AGES APPROACH

Communities for All Ages Intergenerational Community Building: 
Resource Guide, a report produced by The Intergenerational 
Center at Temple University, posits a vision of “creating vibrant, 
healthy places for growing up and growing older” (Brown and 
Henkin 2012). It identifies six characteristics fundamental to 
intergenerational communities:

• Strong social networks that build connections across age, 
race, socioeconomic class, and other traditional divides

• Facilities and public spaces that foster interactions across 
generations

• Opportunities for lifelong community engagement and 
learning

• Diverse and affordable housing and transportation options 
that address people’s changing needs

• A physical environment that promotes healthy living and 
the wise use of natural resources

• An integrated system of accessible health and social 
services that supports individuals and families across the 
life course

The Community for All Ages (CFAA) approach begins 
with engaging a diverse group of sectors and stakeholders—
including both young people and older adults—that collec-
tively identify a shared intergenerational vision and values and 
proceed through a planning process of assessment, planning, 
implementation, and evaluation. This community engage-
ment and mobilization process is distinguished by using an 
“intergenerational lens” throughout, focusing on interrelated-
ness and interactions across the generations and viewing 
young people and older people as participants and resources 
to one another and the community. 

The CFAA process comprises the following stages:

• Stage 1: Assessment. Examining the resources and chal-
lenges of the community via focus groups, surveys, com-
munity meetings, asset mapping; producing a set of major 
issues presented to the community for feedback

• Stage 2: Planning. Developing action plans for the issues 
defined, with dual attention to well-being and community 
capacity building, focusing on outcomes that advance 
the well-being of young and old and build community 
capacity 

• Stage 3: Implementation. Advancing these plans 
through four recommended outcomes: 

• Developing alliances across diverse organizations and 
systems

• Engaging community residents of all ages in leadership 
roles

• Creating places, practices, and policies that promote 
interaction across ages

• Addressing issues from a lifespan perspective

Stakeholders engaged in implementing this process may 
include a task force with representation from various sectors 
(e.g., aging, education, libraries, family services, early child-
hood, faith-based, neighborhood associations); organizations 
on the forefront of local diversity, equity, and inclusion efforts; 
policymakers; and residents (including youth, adults, and 
older adults). 

Evaluation of CFAA efforts found that programs helped 
localities address a wide range of well-being outcomes, 
including improved health and wellness, safety, education 
and lifelong learning, and social capital. CFAA also bolstered 
community capacity through resident leadership and civic 
engagement, organizational alliances, infusion of intergenera-
tional approaches within organizations, new physical spaces 
that promote intergenerational connectedness, and money 
and in-kind support. 

The CFAA approach offers valuable processes, strategies, 
and outcomes. Planners can learn from this community-
based approach and use these tools to introduce intergenera-
tional thinking into local planning efforts. 

https://www.gu.org/resources/intergenerational-community-building-resource-guide/
https://www.gu.org/resources/intergenerational-community-building-resource-guide/


AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION planning.org20

INTERGENERATIONAL COMMUNITY PLANNING
PA S 603,  C H A P T E R 2

INTERGENERATIONAL PROGRAMS AND COMMUNITIES OF NOTE 

Generations United’s intergenerational program certifica-
tion project, developed and launched in 2010 with support 
from the New York Life Foundation, annually recognizes 
outstanding intergenerational programs. The project’s two 
designations, Program of Merit and Program of Destinc-
tion (Figure 2.1), recognize excellence while celebrating the 
rich diversity among programs, policies, and practices that 
increase cooperation, interaction, and exchange between 
people of different generations, allowing them to share their 
talents and resources, and support each other in relation-
ships that benefit both the individuals and their community 
(Generations United 2021b). 

The nature of the recognized programs and services 
vary widely. Examples include older adults mentoring or 
tutoring youth; housing where young and old interact rou-
tinely; childcare and education for youth where older adults 
are teachers, aides, and friends; senior living with on-site 
childcare; and facilities that regularly provide activities where 
children and older people interact, socialize, and play. Some 
focus on meeting a specific need; others seek to craft a wide-
ranging, multifaceted intergenerational strategy or plan for 
the community. 

The presence of such programs at the local level sug-
gests energy for intergenerational action. As such, planners 
should identify these and other local intergenerational 
programs, along with the people and organizations involved 
with them, as good sources of interest and momentum for 
intergenerational community planning. 

Along similar lines, in 2012 Generations United and the 
MetLife Foundation created the Best Intergenerational Com-
munities Awards program to recognize places embracing 
intergenerational approaches to serve, empower, and engage 
residents of all ages. Over the program’s six years it received 
applications from across the country and designated 19 win-
ning communities, along with nine national finalists (Genera-
tions United 2017). 

The program defined “intergenerational community” as a 
place that (1) provides adequately for the safety, health, educa-
tion and basic necessities of life for people of all ages; (2) pro-
motes programs, policies, and practices that increase coopera-
tion, interaction, and exchange between people of different 
generations; and (3) enables all ages to share their talents and 
resources, and support each other in relationships that benefit 
both individuals and their community (Generations United 
and MetLife Foundation 2015). It recognized partnerships 
between local government, older adult living communities, 
schools, businesses, local cultural and community organiza-
tions and services, families, and community members of all 
ages as essential to intergenerational communities.

Planners can look to these communities for examples 
of the wide range of intergenerational efforts that are being 
employed across the country to bring the young and old 
together, benefitting not only these age groups but the 
entire community.

Figure 2.1. Generations United’s Programs of Merit and Programs of Distinction 

designations recognize outstanding intergenerational programs (Generations 

United)

https://www.gu.org/what-we-do/programs/best-intergenerational-communities-awards/
https://www.gu.org/what-we-do/programs/best-intergenerational-communities-awards/
https://www.gu.org/projects/program-certification/
https://www.gu.org/projects/program-certification/
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than a single community challenge or a few programs 
or strategies. Their intent is to affect the well-being of a 
population across multiple domains of their lives. 

• They are driven by relevant objective data and knowledge 
as well as community perspectives and local expertise. 

Planners can draw upon and learn from the following 
age-related initiatives and frameworks to support intergen-
erational planning in their communities.

Community Initiatives for Children and Youth
Many communities have looked to national models to 
structure their child and youth initiatives. Two of these are 
Ready By 21 and StriveTogether. Both aim to ensure safe and 
successful passage from cradle to career—“ready for college, 
work and life” (Forum for Youth Investment n.d.). 

Community mobilizations for children and youth tend 
to address the following developmental domains (Hair et al. 
2002):

• Educational achievement and cognitive attainment
• Health and safety (including risk avoidance and physical 

and mental health)
• Social and emotional development (including relation-

ships and personal development)
• Self-sufficiency (at age-appropriate levels but focused 

primarily on older youth in terms of work and family 
responsibilities)

The UNICEF Child-Friendly Cities Initiative, which 
focuses on the rights of children (including avoidance of 
exploitation, equal treatment regardless of ethnicity, and what 
children need from the built environment), emerged in 1996 
(UNICEF USA 2021). Though the Child-Friendly Cities model 
is not widespread in the United States at this point, it parallels 
the World Health Organization-initiated Age-Friendly Cities 
and Communities approach referenced below. 

An example of a local child and youth-related com-
munity initiative is Growing Up Boulder, an effort begun 
in 2009 through a partnership of the Boulder Valley School 
District, the City of Boulder, and the University of Colorado 
to engage children and youth in the design and development 
of the community. Growing Up Boulder, which identifies 
as a UNICEF Child-Friendly City Initiative, is not only 
relevant because of its broad scope but also because it has 
engaged children and youth in city planning and design. For 
example, a “city as play” project at a mobile home park in 
Boulder, initially framed as “placemaking with children and 

youth,” was expanded to engage all mobile home residents 
to elicit diverse ideas and visions for a more comprehensive 
redevelopment of the site (Derr, Chawla, and Mintzer 2018, 
105; Growing Up Boulder 2021).

Initiatives that address the well-being and potential 
of all children are assets in approaching intergenerational 
community planning and prospective participants in the 
planning process. Similarly, initiatives focused on youth 
civic engagement and activism can serve as building blocks 
for intergenerational planning. 

Community Initiatives for Aging
The local picture is different for the older adult population 
than it is for children and youth. The Older Americans Act 
(OAA), passed by Congress in 1965 and enacted in 1967, 
established a national infrastructure for the care and well-
being of older adults. The 2020 Supporting Older Americans 
Act reauthorized those programs through 2024 and added 
intergenerational elements, including prioritization of co-
located childcare and long-term care facilities, programs 
that connect older adults with civic participation and volun-
teerism opportunities, and kinship navigator programs that 
help older caregivers of children find needed resources and 
support (Generations United 2020). (Advocates for youth 
unsuccessfully sought adoption of a parallel act for youth, 
the Younger Americans Act, in the early 2000s. An alterna-
tive, the Federal Youth Coordination Act, passed in 2008 but 
lacked the scope, funding, and momentum of the OAA.) 

Between the OAA and corresponding state legisla-
tion, there is a system of federal, state, and local policy and 
programs that provide for the well-being of older adults in 
communities across the country. Widening the protective 
picture are nonprofit organizations that represent, advocate 
for, and provide services that benefit older adults—notably 
the National Council on Aging and AARP, which have been 
in existence since the 1950s, as well as local councils on aging. 
This makes ad hoc coalitions and initiatives less necessary 
with respect to the older adult population. Communities 
may still form stand-alone older-adult initiatives, however, 
often looking beyond service systems to focus on lifestyle 
options for the growing older adult population. 

The United Nations adopted a resolution calling for 
principles for older persons in 1991. In 2007 the World 
Health Organization produced an age-friendly cities guide 
and then in 2010 established its Global Network for Age-
Friendly Cities and Communities. AARP’s Network of 
Age-Friendly States and Communities is the United States 
affiliate of this program, which in 2022 had grown to nine 

https://forumfyi.org/work/ready-by-21/
http://www.strivetogether.org
https://www.unicefusa.org/mission/usa/childfriendlycities/become-child-friendly-city
https://www.growingupboulder.org/
https://www.ncoa.org/
https://www.aarp.org/
https://extranet.who.int/agefriendlyworld/
https://extranet.who.int/agefriendlyworld/
https://www.aarp.org/livable-communities/network-age-friendly-communities/
https://www.aarp.org/livable-communities/network-age-friendly-communities/
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THE AGE-FRIENDLY LIVING ECOSYSTEM FRAMEWORK

The Age-Friendly Living Ecosystem (AFLE) model is an initia-
tive originally focused on age-friendly communities for older 
people that has, over time, placed increased emphasis on the 
importance of intergenerational connections.

This multistage research program is funded by the 
Scottish Universities Insight Institute and carried out by an 
international group of universities and organizations (SUII 
2021). As currently framed, the AFLE project aims to “unpack 
the concept of an age-friendly, intergenerational eco-system 
to support and provide opportunities for people of all ages to 
come integrated together as valued and contributory mem-
bers of society” (Fang et al. 2022).

Through a series of workshops and action research 
projects conducted in Scotland, elsewhere in the United 

Kingdom, and in several other countries, the project leader-
ship team is working on “developing an intergenerational 
model-of-practice with older people at the center but con-
necting across generations to lever opportunities and provide 
supports.” Figure 2.2 captures many of the ways in which an 
intergenerational orientation has been infused into the AFLE 
conceptual framework. 

More information about AFLE projects, including inter-
national collaborators, summary posters of the six “virtual 
co-creation camps” conducted in 2020, graphic illustrations of 
program processes and frameworks developed by AFLE team 
members, and key thematic findings reports are available at 
the AFLE website. 

THE AFLE ROAD MAPWHAT WE FOUND

could support the implementation of ideas, 
encourage engagement, help to identify 
benefactors, and improve evaluation. 
  
Invest in well-being

The notion of well-being was identified as 
particularly important for increasing support for 
implementation of intergenerational design ideas 
and evaluation. F3 described the importance of 
recognising the social determinants of health and 
that “people’s well-being has a major impact on  
economic sustainability.” 

In relation to encouraging engagement in 
intergenerational design ideas, F3 observed 
“It’s about seeing this as an investment, not a 
cost.” F2 offered that post-occupancy surveys 
that measure impact on well-being could be an 
effective approach for evaluation. An emphasis 
on well-being could attract interest and help to 
demonstrate impact of a project. 
 
Tell stories

The potential impact of telling stories to 
generate interest and evaluate projects was 
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discussed. There was a sense that  
communities do not necessarily know what 
funding is available, and that narratives told 
through methods such as graphic illustrations 
and videos could increase awareness and 
promote engagement. 

So, thinking about we can — or how that 
kind of knowledge translation of good case 
studies could be explored and shared more 
publicly, to a kind of lower level, a more 
understandable more translatable level to 
average people in communities, not just 
policymakers in suits. (F2) 

While “hard evidence” (F3) was deemed 
important, particularly for engaging 
policymakers and developers, “it is about 
those narratives, about the stories, about the 
actual immediate impact on people’s lives” 
that’s key. Informal surveys and discussions 
were other strategies put forward for getting 
mixed evaluation information. Qualitative 
evidence could help generate interest in various 
stakeholders and provide valuable feedback 
about projects that could inform further 
developments as well as policies.

Figure 6. The thematic illustrations from VCC 6. Key themes from VCC 6 were captured in 
illustrative form by a graphic facilitator for Figure 6. 

The AFLE Road Map 
Bringing together the findings from the six AFLE VCCs, an AFLE Road Map was developed  
(see Figure 7 below). The road map identifies the following policy and planning directions towards 
developing an intergenerational Age-Friendly Living Ecosystem, applicable across diverse 
geographical locations and contexts.

Figure 7. The AFLE Policy Road Map. 

 Intergenerational and Age-Friendly Living Ecosystems36

Figure 2.2. Intergenerational components of the AFLE model (Fang et al. 2022)

https://www.scottishinsight.ac.uk/Programmes/UNGlobalGoals/IntergenerationalPlacemaking/tabid/8556/Default.aspx
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states, one territory, and 708 communities nationwide 
(AARP 2022). 

The AARP program identifies eight domains of atten-
tion affecting the lives of older adults (AARP 2021):

• Outdoor spaces and buildings
• Transportation
• Housing
• Social participation
• Respect and social inclusion
• Work and civic engagement
• Communication and information
• Community and health services

Local “age-friendly” and “all-ages” planning efforts 
based on existing models may include intergenerational ac-
tivities, particularly in relation to the domains of “social par-
ticipation” and “respect and social inclusion.” Both of these 
domains encompass access to leisure and cultural activities 
and opportunities for older adults to participate in social 
and civic engagement with younger people as well as their 
peers. One example of how an age-friendly initiative can 
evolve to incorporate a more intergenerational approach is 
the Scotland-based Age-Friendly Living Ecosystem (AFLE) 
model, discussed further in the sidebar on p. 22.

As with the more broad-scope child and youth initia-
tives, those involved in aging networks and age-friendly 
initiatives represent potential intergenerational planning 
partners of the first order.

CONCLUSION

Though few communities have begun to systematically 
address the well-being of children and youth and the well-
being of older people as overlapping, interdependent, and 
important for the well-being of the entire community, many 
potential building blocks for intergenerational approaches to 
planning exist. 

All community actions that promote the interaction 
of old and young in programmatic offerings and the built 
environment, as well as the wide range of age-focused 
community initiatives for children, youth, and older adults 
around the country, can help support the integration of 
intergenerational community planning in local government. 
Planners may not be currently involved in, or even familiar 
with, age-focused initiatives. But seeking out such programs 
in their communities can provide valuable information on 

the special needs and abilities of the very young and the very 
old—and the opportunities that can be gained by bringing 
them together. And cross-sectoral collaboration with the 
organizations and professionals that support the young and 
the old can offer planners important connections to these 
groups and individuals in their communities. 

Equipped with these resources, planners will be better 
prepared to create policies, plans, programs, and places that 
nurture the relationships between people across generations. 
Chapter 3 explores how planners can apply an intergenera-
tional lens to community planning processes. 

https://www.scottishinsight.ac.uk/Programmes/UNGlobalGoals/IntergenerationalPlacemaking/tabid/8556/Default.aspx
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As explained in Chapter 1, there is much to gain when the vulnerabilities—as well as the strengths—of the young and 
the old in our societies are intentionally considered and addressed in synergistic ways. Establishing the importance of 
interactions between the generations in plans and policies, and creating opportunities for those interactions in pro-
grams, practices, and the built environment, provides benefits not just for children, youth, and older adults, but for the 
entire community. 

Planners can apply an intergenerational community 
planning process to enhance connections between the “book-
end” generations of children and youth and older adults. 
Over the long term, integrating intergenerational thinking 
into local planning processes can create a community where 
the development of the built environment and the well-being 
of residents of all ages and generations comprise a well-func-
tioning, mutually complementary ecosystem.

Intentionally considering and engaging the needs of 
old and young in community planning processes makes the 
practice of planning and planning outcomes more inclusive 
and equitable. Planners have a responsibility to engage un-
derrepresented and vulnerable groups in the planning pro-
cess to ensure their voices are heard and they can participate 
in planning and designing their communities. Children, 
youth, and older adults are often left out of the planning 
process, and today’s built environment is not designed to ac-
commodate their particular needs (Wood 2018; Servat and 
Super 2019). By focusing on engaging these two populations 
and by crafting policies and plans that identify and address 
their needs, planners can ensure more equitable outcomes 
and create communities that serve every resident, regardless 
of age or ability. And by engaging and considering the needs 
of the young and the old together, planners can further capi-
talize on the synergies that result to the benefit of all. 

The following elements of an intergenerational commu-
nity planning process can help planners design and develop 
a community that maximizes its intergenerational potential.

• Making the case for intergenerational community 
planning: Using a “case statement” approach to lay the 

groundwork for an intergenerational community plan-
ning effort.

• Establishing an intergenerational vision and goals: En-
gaging the community to establish the desired outcomes 
of the intergenerational community planning process.

• Engaging young and old in the planning process: Tar-
geting public engagement efforts directly at children and 
youth, older adults, and those who care for them—and 
engaging these groups together. 

• Documenting and analyzing age-specific community 
conditions and resources: Gathering and using data 
specific to children, youth, and older adults and the facili-
ties and services they use to identify and understand the 
special challenges they face and target intergenerational 
interventions to where they are most needed. 

• Identifying and selecting intergenerational aims and 
strategies: Understanding the range of intergenerational 
aims, strategies, and actions and selecting the options 
that are most appropriate for the community. 

• Implementing intergenerational approaches: Turning 
strategies into action through planning practices. 

This chapter provides guidance to planners in build-
ing the case for intergenerational community planning, 
establishing an intergenerational vision and goals, engaging 
young and old in the planning process, and documenting 
and analyzing the community conditions affecting children, 
youth, and older adults and the resources available to them. 
The following chapter focuses on intergenerational aims and 
strategies and how planners can implement intergeneration-
al approaches within their own communities. 
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STRATEGIES FOR AN INTERGENERATIONAL PLANNING APPROACH

When implementing an intergenerational approach to plan-
ning, planners can draw upon eight intergenerational strate-
gies identified by Kaplan, Sanchez, and Hoffman in their book, 
Intergenerational Pathways to a Sustainable Society (2017):

• Employing an intergenerational lens for building 
community. Community issues that affect people in 
different age groups intersect at many points, as do the 
programs and policies that address those issues. 

• Tackling real-world issues in diverse community 
settings. Intergenerational practices are often rooted in 
efforts to address human development issues, and they 
evolve to address community improvement goals that 
transcend age. Addressing the needs and well-being of 
people across age cohorts intersects with the built envi-
ronment, the natural environment, and the geographic, 
ethnic, and other groups that comprise our communities.

• Adopting an intergenerational orientation toward 
community participation and social inclusion. In the 
intergenerational context, participation by children, youth, 
and older adults is essential and highly valued.

• Prioritizing relationships. An intergenerational ap-
proach to community development emphasizes the role 
of connections between residents in building capacity for 
community change and working toward the creation of a 
holistic society. Relationships are central, not only among 

residents across age and all other differences but between 
residents and local government as the representative of 
the community.

• Emphasizing interagency and cross-sectoral collabo-
ration. Intergenerational approaches bridge all sectors, 
local government agencies, and the diverse organizations 
of the nonprofit sector through inclusion, participation, 
and ownership of collaborative planning and implementa-
tion processes. 

• Tuning into the temporal component of community 
change. Through the participation of people of differ-
ent ages, there is value in exploring and understanding 
community history—the reasons for the way things have 
developed, whether good, bad, or neutral—and its impli-
cations for planning going forward.

• Visioning and planning the future. Events, such as 
“Futures Festivals” (see the sidebar on p. 33) and other 
methods help reveal threads of commonality within col-
lective vision and direction for the community. 

• Connecting generations with and through the built 
environment. Built environments should be planned and 
constructed to be responsive to intergenerational engage-
ment goals by incorporating design flexibility to accom-
modate a mix of uses, in accordance with anticipated 
changes over time in user needs, abilities, and interests.

MAKING THE CASE FOR INTERGENERATIONAL 
COMMUNITY PLANNING 

Planners may find that creating a clear and concise “case 
statement”—a brief document that lays out pertinent facts 
and the logic of taking an intergenerational, people-and-
place approach to planning—is useful in laying the ground-
work for an intergenerational community planning effort. 

The case statement is particularly common in fundrais-
ing and organizational planning. It anticipates and addresses 
major points in support of the concept being advanced, 
as well as those that could become points of contention. It 
becomes the go-to source and foundation for descriptions of 
and arguments for a given idea—in this case, an intergenera-

tional approach to community planning. Though public-
sector planners might be as yet unfamiliar with this tool, 
they can review guidance for nonprofit organization case 
statements and adapt this framework for intergenerational 
community planning efforts (see, for example, Jones and 
Kasat n.d.; Joyaux n.d.; Feeding America 2002). 

Key points in making the case for an intergenerational 
approach to community planning include the following:

• The unique needs of children and youth and of older 
adults are significant and will be increasingly so as the 
combined numbers and percentages of the two groups 
rise to unprecedented levels in the coming decades. Soci-
ety is aging, but the numbers of children remain large. 

https://cfpub.epa.gov/watertrain/pdf/finance/case_howto.pdf
https://cfpub.epa.gov/watertrain/pdf/finance/case_howto.pdf
https://www.hfpgnonprofitsupportprogram.org/application/files/6516/1600/6084/Telling_Your_Story-Joyaux.pdf
https://careandshare.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Creating-Your-Annual-Case-for-Support.pdf
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• Today’s way of life (e.g., families separated by long dis-
tances, age-segregated and age- restricted housing) has 
disrupted the natural connections between young and 
old of generations past, and this will increase unless the 
trends separating the generations are slowed or reversed. 

• The needs and challenges of young and old and those 
who care for them (families, guardians) are exacerbated 
by weak socioeconomic and neighborhood conditions, 
suggesting the interconnectedness of issues and solutions 
across boundaries. 

• The way we have planned our communities has had 
disproportionate impacts on the health and well-being 
children and older adults. They suffer from a lack of safe 
spaces for independent mobility, a lack of public spaces 
that address their needs, and a lack of opportunities for 
social participation. Anxiety and depression are on the 
rise in today’s adolescents (NIHCM Foundation 2021). 
Older adults are living longer, but many suffer from 
loneliness and social isolation (National Academies 
2020). We have an urgent need for a social recovery of 
our cities, and children and older adults must be cen-
tered in our response.

• The siloes separating attention to the built environment, 
the social environment, and the various functions of 
community (e.g., education, transportation, housing, 
recreation, social services, etc.) are institutional; effec-
tive governance and community-building needs to focus 
on the well-being of people across the diverse functions 
of agencies and organizations that serve communities. 
Community planning and the comprehensive planning 
process is well positioned to perform this bridging role. 

Planners should create a team of interested parties and 
supporters of the intergenerational community planning 
concept and engage key constituencies and authorities in the 
conversation. Such entities could include mayors, city man-
agers, city councils, or county boards; those in the child/
youth- and aging-serving arenas; those identified with inter-
generational and human development approaches, including 
United Way; community foundations or locally oriented 
private foundations; and business and civic leaders.

Once the idea develops and takes hold among a group 
of relevant civic actors, the next step is gaining the author-
ity and support to proceed through buy-in by the planning 
commission or city or county council and relevant com-
munity groups. Strategic and enthusiastic supporters of 
intergenerational efforts should continue to be engaged in 
the process; consider creating a steering committee or task 

force to help determine scope and context and provide ongo-
ing feedback to the planning team.

If momentum for an intergenerational approach to com-
munity planning already exists, constructing a case for the 
concept may not be necessary. Even so, a case statement may 
still be useful for establishing a common understanding of 
this approach in preparation for visioning and goal setting.

ESTABLISHING AN INTERGENERATIONAL   
VISION AND GOALS

A vision represents what a community aspires to be. Consid-
er what success would look like several years after a commu-
nity—your community—had adopted and begun implemen-
tation of a plan that dramatically improved the well-being 
of children, youth, older adults, and those who care for 
them, particularly in areas where these populations are most 
challenged, hand in hand with corresponding community-
enhancing improvements in the built environment.

Establishing an intergenerational lens for visioning and 
goal setting by integrating concepts such as “a good place 
to grow up and grow older,” “where young and old respect 
and support one another,” “where the built environment and 
economic and social resources enable people of all ages to 
prosper,” or “where young and old contribute and are valued 
members of the community” can enhance and deepen a 
broader community vision. 

A series of intergenerational visioning activities was 
developed as part of the Age-Friendly Living Ecosystem 
(AFLE) initiative (see the sidebar in Chapter 2, p. 22). With 
an emphasis on “co-creating places and spaces that are wel-
coming and safe for people of all generations,” AFLE project 
collaborators held “co-creation camp” events in several loca-
tions in Scotland and in other countries. 

Participants included researchers, people working in 
communities, older and younger people, and anyone else 
with an interest in the work (Scrutton 2020). They were 
tasked with the following instruction: “Create an image for 
what you think an age-friendly and intergenerational com-
munity looks like.” With prompts—such as “Is it a virtual 
or physical place/space?” “Does it stimulate your senses?” 
and “What does it sound, feel or smell like?”—participants 
produced a wide array of landscape images (Fang et al. 
2022). Such an imagination-prompting, intergenerational 
visioning exercise could be a key component in generat-
ing innovative conceptions of what it means to create an 
intergenerational gathering place.
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Goals and objectives for an intergenerational commu-
nity planning process should incorporate intergenerational 
aims, a wide range of which have been developed through 
intergenerational research and practice. An appendix to this 
report lists helpful resources from the intergenerational, 
children and youth, and aging fields, including age-related 
resources from APA. 

Intergenerational goals might include creating inter-
generational connections on a sustaining basis; for example, 
by designing and situating housing, walkways, community 
facilities, and public spaces to be regularly shared by all gen-
erations. Another goal may be employing cross-functional 
and multisector strategies that create intergenerational 
solutions to needs and challenges of community residents 
and the built environment; for example, by developing and 
operating a shared facility for multiple local government 
entities and nonprofit organizations, or by engaging busi-
nesses, public entities, and nonprofit agencies in clustering 
resources and coordinating transportation for ease of access 
by people of all ages and abilities.

Achieving changes to foster intergenerational well-
being (e.g., intergenerational housing, shared sites for 
community services, the layout and design of walkways 
and roadways) may require new levels of collaboration and 
partnerships among and across sectors. All are part of an ex-
panded vision of community and should be reflected in the 
vision and goals of an intergenerational community plan. 

Visioning and goal setting serve double duty in inter-
generational community planning. In addition to establish-
ing the desired outcomes of the planning process, they also 
commence public engagement in the planning process. If 
visioning efforts engage young and old together and along 
with other stakeholders (e.g., family members and other 
caregivers, organizations for children, youth, and older 
adults), as described below, these exercises begin to focus all 
participants on the interdependence of children and youth, 
older people, and the entire community. 

ENGAGING YOUNG AND OLD IN THE   
PLANNING PROCESS

In planning with an intergenerational community focus, 
public participation of young people, older adults, and orga-
nizations that represent them is fundamental. Beyond seek-
ing and obtaining input from age-diverse groups of residents, 
caregivers, and the service systems that support them, par-
ticipatory community assessment, visioning, and planning 

activities must integrate an intergenerational communication 
and collaboration component. Such participatory processes 
help planners identify concerns and gather community im-
provement ideas voiced by different generations. 

Planners can also use an intergenerational lens to open 
up minds to different people’s needs and perspectives. It 
can be a great starting point to talk about all of the different 
dimensions of equitable planning, as aging is a universal 
human experience, and provide an opening to think about 
other intersections such as race, ethnicity, and gender.

The following are important considerations in the 
design and implementation of a community engagement 
process:

• Participation representative of community diversity, 
with more in-depth engagement of groups most affected 
by human needs, human development, and community 
development challenges.

• Accessibility in all its forms, e.g., geographic distribution 
of in-person events, physical accessibility, accessibility for 
those who are hearing or visually impaired, and alterna-
tives to use of technology for those who lack access.

• Staffing by planners and other professionals skilled in 
facilitating outcome-oriented collaborative processes in 
which choices are narrowed and decisions are made.

• A culture of focused, knowledge-driven decision making, 
finding the nexus of aspiration and practicality, collective 
rather than special interests, and consensus building.

• Consideration of both the entire community as well as 
specific parts of the community where greater challenges 
and opportunities are found. 

• Communication, communication, communication: 
establishing means of communicating progress and find-
ings along the way regularly and frequently to gain and 
sustain a sense of engagement and ownership across the 
community. 

Designing an intergenerational community that ad-
dresses people and place in concert calls for the expertise of 
those who represent children, youth, older adults, human 
development, and intergenerational connections. Again, 
creating a targeted intergenerational community engage-
ment strategy and assembling a task force representing these 
stakeholders will help. Such groups may include United Way, 
human services planning bodies, area agencies on aging, 
interfaith human service coalitions, foundation alliances or 
specific foundations, commissions on children and youth, 
coalitions of neighborhood associations, and state agencies 
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with responsibility for the well-being of children, youth, and 
older adults. Seeking to engage representative groups and 
organizations with broad scope helps to ensure that engage-
ment is both representative and manageable, though plan-
ners should seek input from all relevant entities.

The use of commercial and public media, dissemination 
of information directly to interested and engaged parties, 
and ample use of networks of the entities and coalitions 
represented on the task force will help ensure a broad base of 
exposure to information about the process and its progress. 
Opportunities for stakeholder input may include hearings 
and forums, planning charrettes, interactive social media 
opportunities, surveys or polls, and other methods that 
provide opportunities for all residents, particularly young 
and old, both across the community and in more challenged 
populations or areas, to have their say.

In addition to these representative groups, it is vital to 
engage children and youth and older adults directly in the 
planning process, as well as provide opportunities for them 
to engage in the process together. 

Engaging Children and Youth in the   
Planning Process
Children and youth bring useful knowledge and perspec-
tives into the planning process. Research highlights various 
ways in which children can make meaningful contributions 
as co-planners (Freeman and Cooke 2020), co-researchers 
(Johnson, Hart, and Colwell 2017), effective advocates for 
community change (Gallagher 2004), and “active partici-
pants rather than recipients of interventions and action” 
(Johnson 2014, 28).

There is a solid body of literature on participatory 
methods for engaging children and youth in environmen-
tal design efforts. For example, the book Placemaking with 
Children and Youth: Participatory Strategies for Planning 
Sustainable Communities (Derr, Chawla, and Mintzer 2018) 
lays out a wide range of participatory methods for engaging 
children in hands-on education and community planning. 
This includes walking tours, murals, photography, videog-
raphy, drawings, collage-making, storytelling, role-playing, 
puppet shows, child-led tours, creative uses of maps, inter-
views, surveys, and innovative uses of technology. 

An ostensible focus on children in engagement does not 
guarantee, however, that the voices of participating youth 
will be heard or respected in project-related planning and 
decision-making. As Roger Hart (1992) noted in his influ-
ential essay on children’s participation, various frameworks 
for community engagement are sometimes clothed as youth 

participation but in effect relegate youth to passive roles. This 
includes projects that are entirely designed and run by adults, 
with children and youth in predetermined roles, often with 
limited information and little or no opportunity to provide 
input on which issues are addressed and how causes and in-
terventions are framed. Hart characterizes such experiences 
as nonparticipatory, with children often playing tokenis-
tic and decorative roles. In contrast, “true participation,” 
whether adult-initiated or children/youth-initiated, involves 
shared decision-making with children and youth (Hart 1992; 
Botchwey et al. 2017). This is consistent with Camino and 
Zeldin’s framing of youth civic engagement as being able to 
influence choices in collective action (2002, 214). 

As for what this means for authentic public engagement 
processes, 

Planners must expand their engagement objectives 
in settings where youth are present but not included. 
In the context of community meetings where youth 
are often in attendance but distracted or encouraged 
to behave, planners can direct youth-focused plan-
ning discussions and activities. Planners must explore 
new styles and techniques of engagement that cater to 
youth. These could include creative exercises, includ-
ing PhotoVoice or gamification, that appeal to youth. 
Last, planners must listen when youth are exercising 
the right to express themselves. Youth have much to 
teach planning practitioners about their neighbor-
hoods and play spaces. (Botchwey et al. 2019, 265)

Engaging Older Adults in the Planning Process
At the other end of the age continuum, older adults also have 
many important contributions to make to the participa-
tory planning process. They are a source of information and 
perspective about local history, cultural traditions, prior 
community planning decisions both good and bad, and 
social norms. Their lifespan perspectives can help inform 
community planners and developers about diverse needs, 
assets, and aspirations of residents. 

This aligns with the intergenerational community 
planning emphasis on tuning into the temporal component 
of community change (noted in the sidebar on p. 26). First, 
through dialogue about community history, participants 
gain an increased understanding of one another’s lived expe-
rience as well as family and cultural lineage that they might 
have in common. When participants share their personal 
narratives of local history and experience, they learn of col-
lective histories and shared concerns about the quality of life 
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in their communities. This can also surface information on 
how the community has functioned and changed over time. 
Simple conversational prompts—such as “What worked 
when you were growing up? What didn’t work? What might 
we want more of today?”—can draw attention to current 
community issues and help inform forward-looking inter-
generational community visioning and planning initiatives.

And children can be prompted to engage with older 
adults to become active co-explorers of the past: 

…children might be asked to find out who used to live 
in our community. How did people live, work, and 
play in the days of our grandparents? Here again are 
opportunities to seek out older adult citizens and hear 
their stories, look at artifacts or documents from a less 
technological age, and visit historical sites. By compar-
ing and contrasting this new information with their 
knowledge of today’s community, children can think 
critically, using Venn diagrams, creating simple graphs, 
charting data collected from interviews or photographs, 
or sifting through boxes of items from different eras 
supplied by some museums that can be brought to 
school and shared. (Kaplan and Larkin 2021, 229)

Older adults may be rich in social capital, as they have 
had lifetimes to develop relationships with neighbors, other 
community members, different social networks, and local 
businesses and institutions. They also have distinct sets of 
skills and expertise rooted in generational experiences (e.g., 
how to grow food when circumstances require it, such as 
during food shortages in World War II). It is also worth 
noting the rising power of older adult advocacy, which is 
in stark contrast with child and youth advocacy in one key 
aspect: older adults vote, children don’t.

As with working to engage children and youth in the 
planning process, it is helpful to tune into issues and op-
portunities that align with older adult participants’ broader 
civic engagement interests, including ways to maintain and 
expand their social networks and pursuits related to lifelong 
learning, active aging, and volunteering.

Providing Intergenerational     
Engagement Opportunities
Planners can promote intergenerational connections in 
community planning contexts through processes that 
engage older and younger participants as co-learners, co-
discoverers, and co-producers of new inquiry and actions 
that relate to their community-related interests, hopes, and 

concerns. Participants first learn about one another, includ-
ing how they view and experience their shared community. 
Through intensive discussion and, in some cases, negotia-
tion, they are then challenged to bridge their generation-
centric perspectives and capabilities and generate integrative 
ideas and plans for community development that reflect 
shared priorities for community improvement. Adding an 
intergenerational engagement component to community 
planning efforts creates new opportunities for residents of 
all ages to engage with design professionals who could help 
in turning their collective hopes and visions for the future of 
their communities into reality.

One way to jumpstart intergenerational planning con-
versations is to simply ask participants to share their notions 
of the “ideal” community. Through the ensuing dialogue, 
multigenerational groups of participants can identify prefer-
ences that they have in common—such as healthy foods, ac-
cess to nature, recreational facilities, good schools, communi-
ty facilities, and safe neighborhoods (van Vliet 2011)—as well 
as differences in how they view and use community settings.

When planners are facilitating such conversations, they 
should introduce terms such as “community” in multidi-
mensional ways. This entails encouraging participants to 
consider the social, constructed, and natural environments 
of their surroundings. 

It is important to emphasize the human side of com-
munity. This can be done by asking participants to actively 
discuss and explore questions such as, “What constitutes a 
‘livable community’?” Together, with guidance, the young 
and the old can entertain different points of view in answer-
ing follow-up questions such as: 

• What should a “livable community” have in it? 
• What can we do to make our community more “livable” 

for all residents in the community? 

Such an approach encourages participants to move 
from being immersed in their own notions and experiences 
of community (“my community”) to adopting a broader 
conception of community that integrates diverse percep-
tions, experiences, and hopes for the future (“our communi-
ty”). A focus on community life gives participants incentive 
to come together and provides fodder for conversation, 
two-way learning, and, hopefully, consideration of ways to 
improve quality of life for all residents.

Intergenerational community visioning programs can 
use multimedia tools and techniques—such as festivals, 
models, murals, maps, theatre arts, and interactive web-
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THE HOW OF ENGAGING CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND OLDER ADULTS

While many older people and perhaps some young people 
may contribute to existing local planning efforts, these 
frontline stakeholders for intergenerational community 
planning are populations for which special engagement 
approaches are likely necessary. Fortunately, a wealth of 
resources can offer guidance for planners in this area. 

Locally, those resources include organizations that 
address the well-being of children, youth, older adults, care-
giving families, and caregivers from the community; com-
munity institutions and service providers of and for these 
populations (e.g., school systems, child- and youth-serving 
organizations, area agency on aging and other infrastructure 
for older adults, and entities that advance diversity, equity 
and inclusion); and universities, businesses, and civic entities 
with relevant influence and expertise. 

Planners can engage leaders from these sectors to:

• Help them understand the intent of engaging these com-
munities in the planning process

• Determine, with them, what kinds of information would be 
most instructive to gather from stakeholder populations 

• Consider what methods of engagement are most feasible 
and promise the most useful information

• Brainstorm how planning processes would be most effec-
tively designed to promote intergenerational involvement 
(i.e., young people and older people engaging together, 
rather than on parallel tracks)

• Integrate all resulting ideas and suggestions into a com-
prehensive community engagement process

In addition, there are many published resources avail-
able offering guidance on youth and older adult engagement. 
Using the resources listed below, planners can craft their 
own public engagement approaches that integrate the par-
ticipation of the young with the old to capture the synergy of 
intergenerational community planning. 

For youth engagement:

• A Framework for Effectively Partnering with Young People 
(Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2019) 

•  “Building a Participation Ladder with Youth” (Journal of 
the American Planning Association, 2020) 

• Toolkit For Youth Inclusion In Democracy, Human 
Rights, And Governance: Cross-Cutting Considerations: 
Civic Participation (Youth Power 2, n.d.)

• Young People’s Participation and Civic Engagement (Gen-
eration Unlimited and Decent Jobs for Youth, 2020)

For older adult engagement:

• “Civic Engagement” in Aging with Health and Dignity: 
Diverse Elders Speak Up (Diverse Elders Coalition, 2017)

• Social Engagement Innovations Hub (engAGED: The Na-
tional Resource Center for Engaging Older Adults, n.d.) 

• 2021AARP Livable Communities Workshop: Engaging 
Older Adults (AARP, 2021)

• “Older Adult Engagement Practices for Age-Friendly Cit-
ies” (URBANAGE, 2022) 

sites—to engage residents in reflection and discussion about 
local quality of life issues, concerns, and ideas for commu-
nity improvement. Such initiatives typically involve some 
variation of the following four-step process:

1. The program facilitator asks a multigenerational group 
of participants simple questions, such as: “If you could 
have this community (or community site) be any way 
you wanted, what would it be like?”

2. Participants then record their responses in written, 
pictorial, theatrical, or any other form. 

3. Participants then share their respective visions with one 
another. 

4. Participants work together to develop an integrated vision 
for improving their community (or community site).

By the fourth step, ideally, participants will have gained a 
sense of how their relative cohort-rooted experiences impact 
their respective views and visions for the community. This 
awareness contributes to a greater readiness to discuss, debate, 
and eventually generate a negotiated vision for the future of 
their community (Kaplan, Sanchez, and Hoffman 2017).

https://www.aecf.org/resources/a-framework-for-effectively-partnering-with-young-people
https://www.planning.org/blog/9198918/building-a-participation-ladder-with-youth/
https://www.youthpower.org/youth-inclusion-drg-toolkit-civic-participation
https://www.youthpower.org/youth-inclusion-drg-toolkit-civic-participation
https://www.generationunlimited.org/media/3021/file/Action%20Guide%205:%20Young%20people%E2%80%99s%20participation%20and%20civic%20engagement.pdf
https://diverseelders.org/what-we-do/current-campaigns/civic-engagement/
https://diverseelders.org/what-we-do/current-campaigns/civic-engagement/
https://www.engagingolderadults.org/hub
https://www.aarp.org/livable-communities/about/info-2021/community-engagement-workshop.html
https://www.aarp.org/livable-communities/about/info-2021/community-engagement-workshop.html
https://www.age-platform.eu/policy-work/news/engaging-older-citizens-urban-planning-more-inclusive-ageing-society
https://www.age-platform.eu/policy-work/news/engaging-older-citizens-urban-planning-more-inclusive-ageing-society
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The sidebar on p. 33 provides an example of an inter-
generational community engagement event framed as a 
“Futures Festival” happening: a structured, participatory 
public event with diverse constituents featuring brain-
storming and visioning. This project generated intensive 
intergenerational communication and negotiation at 
the front end of the engagement process, resulting in an 
age-integrated and widely supported vision for the future 
development of a community park. Planners can serve as 
group facilitators during such events and provide partici-
pants with additional opportunities to share, develop, and 
integrate their ideas into the broader, “official” community 
planning process (Kaplan 2001). 

Another intergenerational placemaking model, devel-
oped by Penn State Extension, is called “One Community—
Many Generations” (OCMG). As described in the sidebar on 
pp. 34–35, the OCMG model uses community assessment 
surveys to collect multigenerational input that can be used 
to jumpstart intergenerational conversations about “commu-
nity livability.” Not only is there a focus on identifying and 
addressing the needs and interests of multiple generations, 
but the emphasis, in latter stages of the OCMG model, is on 
facilitating deep dialogue across generations. The process 
aims to discover the extent to which common concerns, 
interests, and visions for community life can be leveraged to 
create joint recommendations and opportunities for collab-
orative community planning and collective action. 

Several professionals involved in community planning 
and development projects have found ways to use maps as 
effective tools for stimulating intergenerational conversa-
tions and efforts to better understand and improve their 
local communities. As noted by Phil Stafford, an anthro-
pologist at Indiana University who studies the life world of 
older adults, 

Mapmaking and maps seem to have a wide appeal 
across the generations. Perhaps it’s our fascination 
with our personal place in the universe—“this is my 
home”—that motivates this interest. Perhaps it’s the 
visual, non-linear nature of maps that draws upon 
our right-brain, creative side, and connects with 
bodily experience. Whatever the reason, maps and 
mapmaking can provide fertile material for discus-
sions of community life and neighborhood improve-
ment. (Stafford 2020, 286) 

Stafford distinguishes between having children and 
older adults work on their own maps versus having them 

work together to create joint maps that reflect their respec-
tive map-making skills and community orientations. 

Older adults can learn about the world of children from 
their maps. Children can learn about the way older 
people experience the world from their maps. [M]aking 
maps together challenges two generations to represent 
their common worlds to a larger audience. (287)

Maps can also be used to draw attention to patterns of 
community change with negative quality of life implications. 
For example, Isami Kinoshita, a professor in the Depart-
ment of Landscape Architecture at Chiba University in 
Japan, developed a “three generation maps” method to track 
and study community change and continuity with regard 
to safe play spaces for children in an urban residential area 
of Tokyo (Kinoshita 2009). The “play maps,” developed as 
part of an action research project that Kinoshita initiated 
in 1981 and followed up in 2005, proved to be “an effective 
approach for engaging people of different generations and 
encouraging them to pay more attention to environmental 
changes that have an impact upon children’s play and to take 
actions to improve the neighborhood for and with children” 
(Kinoshita 2009, 53).

DOCUMENTING AND ANALYZING AGE-SPECIFIC 
COMMUNITY CONDITIONS AND RESOURCES 

Documenting community conditions and trends is founda-
tional to local plan making. Children, youth, older adults, and 
the households that care for them often endure greater disad-
vantages and challenges than others in the community. Inter-
generational community planning efforts focus on document-
ing and understanding those challenges while engaging those 
who are most affected. In doing so, strategies can be identified 
and implemented that improve both the built environment 
and community support for these vulnerable populations, 
creating better communities for all in the process. 

Planning through an intergenerational lens includes the 
following elements for data collection and analysis: 

• Demographic and other factors indicative of challenges 
facing children, youth, older adults, and intergenerational 
and multigenerational households

• Information about community resources available (or 
lack thereof) that provide recreational and social outlets 
and address the needs and challenges faced by children, 

https://extension.psu.edu/one-community-many-generations
https://extension.psu.edu/one-community-many-generations


AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION planning.org33

INTERGENERATIONAL COMMUNITY PLANNING
PA S 603,  C H A P T E R 3

FUTURES FESTIVALS: COLLECTIVE ENGAGEMENT FOR SHARED COMMUNITIES

In 1987, the Center for Human Environments, an environmen-
tal research and development center based at the City Uni-
versity of New York Graduate Center, developed an intergen-
erational special events model for generating age-integrated 
visions for the future development of community sites and 
using multiple media platforms—such as murals, models, 
photographs, and performances—to share these ideas for 
future community development with the public and officials. 

These “Futures Festivals” served as beginning points 
for activating community interest and engagement across 
generations in local planning and development endeavors 
(Kaplan et al. 2004). At the beginning of each event, multi-
generational groups were formed, and participants were 
tasked with sharing their preferences and visions for future 
development. This was followed by intensive discussion and 
the creation of agreed upon, age-integrated visions for future 
site development and the creation of murals or models that 
conveyed these preferences for future development. Futures 
Festival-type projects have been implemented in over 10 
neighborhoods on the East Coast (including Mount Vernon, 
East Harlem, and Long Island City in New York) and in Hawai’i 
(including the Oahu neighborhoods of Waikiki, Downtown 
Honolulu, Ewa, and Kaneohe).

One such project was the “Kaneohe All Ages Park” com-
munity visioning and model-building event. This took place 
in Kaneohe, a small community on the windward side of the 
Hawai’ian island of Oahu, with local youth and older adult vol-
unteers participating in an afterschool program called “Visions 
of Kaneohe.” The focus of this project, which was sponsored 

by the Hawai’i Intergenerational Network, was on generating 
recommendations for the future development of a local park 
that was slated for review and redevelopment by the local 
parks and recreational agency. Project participants decided to 
construct a “Kaneohe All Ages Park” model to represent their 
jointly developed vision for redevelopment of this local park. 

Before creating a model of what their local park might 
look like if it was designed for people of all ages, program 
participants laid out their respective recreational needs and 
engaged each other in a negotiation process. At first, the 
children were adamant in their insistence that the park be 
designed as a skate park. However, they soon caught on to 
the fact that the park was not only for them and that the 
discussion needed to be one of give-and-take with the adult 
participants.

One child asked, “Do you think skateboarding is some-
thing you might like to do?” A senior responded, “No.” 
Another child questioned, “What would it take to get you 
to support a skateboard park-type facility?” This marked the 
beginning of a collaborative planning process where the 
participants did more than promote their initial, generation-
centric ideas. They listened, negotiated, and worked together 
to develop an integrated park design for which all parties 
advocated passionately and effectively at several public com-
munity planning meetings. The final park design featured a 
skatepark as well as additional elements suggested by older 
adult participants, including a picnic area, a gardening site, 
and a shuffleboard court.

youth, older adults, and intergenerational and multigen-
erational households

While intergenerational solutions can be relevant 
anywhere in a community, these analyses can help identify 
underserved, underresourced areas where intergenerational 
strategies could have the most impact, especially if imple-
mented in concert with community development strategies 
that address the built environment. 

Table 3.1 (p. 36) lists relevant data for the demographic 
analysis. Much of this information is available through the 

U.S. Census, whether the decennial census or the American 
Community Survey. A spatial analysis of these indicators 
will identify the geographic areas where there are concentra-
tions of children and older adults with few resources and 
little support available to enable them to address the chal-
lenges of the circumstances that affect them. 

Planners should also conduct a resource scan to inven-
tory public and nonprofit services and institutions that 
address the needs, enhance the well-being, and open up 
opportunities for the children, youth, and older adults living 
in a defined area. Table 3.2 (p. 37) lists important data for 

https://aese.psu.edu/outreach/intergenerational/curricula-and-activities/futures-festival
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ONE COMMUNITY—MANY GENERATIONS

Many planners would like to engage community members in 
an all-age-inclusive community assessment and planning pro-
cess, but do not have the resources or expertise to develop 
such strategies to capture information for use in a decision-
making process. 

To address this need, Penn State Extension’s Leader-
ship and Community Vitality team developed the OCMG 
(One Community—Many Generations) intergenerational 
community engagement model. OCMG uses an interactive 
community assessment tool and an engaging public plan-
ning process to help communities build age-inclusive, livable 
communities and initiate community action plans. 

The assessment package consists of a community survey, 
guidebook, and training materials that a community can use 
to gather feedback about livability from residents across gen-
erations. A 2020 AARP Community Challenge Grant enabled 
the Penn State Extension team to develop preliminary OCMG 
materials (including the community livability assessment tool) 
and conduct a pilot of the program in Susquehanna Depot, 
Pennsylvania.

The basic framework of the OCMG model involves help-
ing participants across generations to:

• Become aware of each other’s views and experiences tied 
to the geographical area in question

• Discuss similarities and differences in each other’s ideas 
for community improvement

• Identify the community sites that participants can 
agree are in most need of intervention

• Choose one priority site (or issue) to be the focal point 
for an intergenerational action project

• Plan and implement the project with the assistance of 
local planning agencies and community organizations

The OCMG community livability assessment is struc-
tured around six broad indicators of community livability 
and inclusion:

• Quality of place: Entertainment opportunities, places to 
meet and socialize, quantity and quality of playgrounds, 
parks and trails, historic and cultural attractions, festivals 
and events, shopping options, restaurants, and overall 
perception of community

• Diversity and inclusion: Cultural and ethnic diversity of 
residents, balance between longstanding versus newer 

residents, family composition (e.g., families with young 
children), and age diversity (proportions of children and 
youth versus older adults)

• Business and economy: Job opportunities and features 
of the downtown/business area (including appearance, 
hours of business, and variety of restaurants and shops)

• Housing: Appearance, affordability, and accessibility 
(including for people with disabilities) 

• Community services: Services related to healthcare 
(medical providers, fitness options, counseling, dentists, 
long-term care, access to healthy foods), education (public 
and private schools, lifelong learning courses), clubs and 
civic organizations, libraries, activities for seniors, access to 
government and municipal offices, and wi-fi/cell service 

• Transportation: Access, safety, and convenience of 
transportation options, bike lanes, sidewalks and walking 
routes, public transportation, and taxi/ride-sharing services

The assessment can be customized to address commu-
nity-specific concerns and capture feedback on issues and 
sites that may have been highlighted in previous community 
planning endeavors. 

The key to getting a large and diverse sample of commu-
nity residents to fill out the assessment is tied to the first phase 
of any OCMG initiative: creating a diverse and active Coordi-
nated Community Committee with a central, identified leader 
or project champion. In the Susquehanna Depot pilot project, 
this committee—consisting of local agency officials, commu-
nity organization staff and volunteers, arts council representa-
tives, members of senior centers and youth clubs, and other 
community stakeholders—functioned as the project driver. 
The project champion was a community revitalization coordi-
nator employed by the host borough. Committee members 
provided needed direction and assistance in planning and 
conducting a participatory community assessment event in 
which residents across generations were invited to walk or 
drive around the designated study area. Residents used the 
customized community assessment survey (available on hand-
held devices and as a paper survey) to record their community 
perceptions in the assessment categories listed above.

In subsequent phases of the OCMG pilot project, Penn 
State Extension educators assisted in analyzing survey results 
and working with an expanded group of community “share-
holders,” meaning that they not only had a stake in outcomes 
but could also bring access to resources for project imple-

https://extension.psu.edu/one-community-many-generations


AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION planning.org35

INTERGENERATIONAL COMMUNITY PLANNING
PA S 603,  C H A P T E R 3

mentation. The analysis then informed a series of “community 
priorities identification” and “strategic doing” processes. The 
community assessment results were used to frame local 
development-related conversations and plans aimed at simul-
taneously addressing concerns and priorities articulated by 
local youth, young adult, and older adult survey respondents. 

A thread of discussion throughout the planning process 
was attuned to identifying opportunities for creating “inter-
generational spaces”: areas designed to (1) provide access 
for a generationally diverse population, and (2) enable and 
encourage intergenerational interaction and joint activities 
that align with respondents’ interests and priorities for com-
munity improvement.

According to leaders engaged from Susquehanna Depot, 
the OCMG initiative helped to bring together various orga-
nizations and individuals who would otherwise have been 
identified as “independent and autonomous.” The commu-

nity now functions much differently than before the program, 
with many of the otherwise independent organizations now 
working together and leveraging precious community assets 
for integration into jointly envisioned projects.

One such project involved installing two stone benches 
and a checkerboard table in downtown Susquehanna Depot 
(Figure 3.1). These benches allow people to gather, interact, or 
wait for shoppers. The borough has also established a design 
committee that is looking at additional projects that will 
include and or create other intergenerational spaces, includ-
ing an intergenerationally themed mural and an intergenera-
tional gardening space adjacent to a nature path that winds 
alongside a local riverbed.

Through the OCMG process, community leaders gained 
a better understanding of the value of inclusive planning and 
ways to create intergenerational interaction. In the words of 
the Susquehanna Depot borough community development 
coordinator, “We now have the younger generation and 
legacy generation working on the same project, and with 
great excitement. This process will not only yield us a com-
munity that realizes they are able to come together and solve 
their own problems and champion their town, but I am sure 
it will also yield us ideas that will keep us busy for at least the 
next decade.”

Penn State Extension has created a OCMG guidebook 
that describes the four-step process a community can follow 
to engage citizens of all ages in a data gathering event and 
an action planning forum. Planners may request use of the 
OCMG package in exchange for completing a questionnaire 
about their project. Collected information on OCMG-inspired 
projects will be shared on the Extension website for other 
communities to review or emulate.

Figure 3.1. Stone benches and a checkerboard table offer opportunities for inter-

generational activity in Susquehanna Depot, Pennsylvania (Beth Matis Tingley)

this scan. The availability of such resources within identi-
fied areas of underserved children or older adults or easily 
accessible by foot or public transportation can be compared 
with demographic data and indicators of built environment 
conditions to assess whether an area has the components 
of social infrastructure that give children, youth, and older 
adults and those who care for them access to resources and 
supports that will help even the most challenged among 
them to thrive.

Data on the resources listed in Table 3.2 may be kept 
by various local government departments, library systems, 

school systems, United Way (which is often the home of 
211, a telephone information and referral service available 
in many communities), local community or human service 
councils, information and referral providers, and others. 
Gathering data from different city, county, or state govern-
ments and agencies can be complex; developing relationships 
with county or state child welfare, older adults, public assis-
tance, employment, and other functions can help. Relevant 
data sources may differ from community to community, and 
some creativity may be required to develop datasets for in-
formation not yet collected or assessed. Usage data for exist-

https://extension.psu.edu/one-community-many-generations-guidebook
https://www.unitedway.org/our-impact/featured-programs/2-1-1
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ing resources can be especially helpful; for example, waiting 
lists, capacity versus use, or demographic characteristics of 
those using services. Planners may also consider engaging 
local universities, students, and area residents to document 
resources in targeted neighborhoods or asking volunteers to 
inventory resources in the areas in which they live. 

By carefully targeting data collection and analysis 
efforts, planners will have a solid foundation for under-
standing the needs and support gaps for the young and old 
in their community, and for assessing and implementing 
strategies and approaches to create places that address 
those needs synergistically, in ways that benefit the com-
munity as a whole.

CONCLUSION 

To help create communities that support the interaction 
of young and old together, planners can apply an intergen-
erational lens to local planning processes. Building a case 
statement for intergenerational community planning and 
working with residents and stakeholders to establish an 
intergenerational vision and goals sets the stage for an inter-

generational community planning process. In engaging the 
community in this process, planners must focus on these two 
key groups—children and youth, and older adults—that are 
often left out of traditional planning processes. And unique 
to the intergenerational approach, bringing these two groups 
together can create the synergies and insights needed to fully 
integrate the needs and capitalize on the assets and opportu-
nities provided by the old and the young to make communi-
ties more equitable, livable, and sustainable for all. 

Planners can assess demographics, conditions, and 
needs to determine solutions and strategies through an 
intergenerational lens as a part of comprehensive or other 
area-wide planning processes. They can analyze this infor-
mation to identify neighborhoods with concentrations of 
children, youth, and older adults that lack the elements of a 
community for all ages: strong social networks, supportive 
facilities and public spaces, community engagement and 
learning opportunities, affordable housing and transporta-
tion options, a healthy physical environment, and accessible 
health and social services. 

Planners can integrate these findings with the visions, 
goals, needs, challenges, and opportunities gathered from an 
intergenerationally focused community engagement strategy 

Type of Data Data Sources

Populations of children, youth, older adults by race and ethnicity U.S. Census (Decennial, American Community Survey)

Educational attainment, dropout rate U.S. Census (Decennial, American Community Survey); State Department of 
Education

Household income U.S. Census (Decennial, American Community Survey)

Children, youth, and older adults living in or just above poverty U.S. Census (Decennial, American Community Survey)

Children, youth, and older adults receiving Social Security or Medicaid U.S. Census (Decennial, American Community Survey)

Grandfamilies and kinship care (children living with grandparents or other 
adult relatives)

U.S. Census (Decennial, American Community Survey)

Children in single-parent households or living with teen parents U.S. Census (Decennial, American Community Survey)

Older adults living alone U.S. Census (Decennial, American Community Survey)

Children in foster care State department of human services

Older adult residential developments Internet 

Children in the criminal justice and child welfare systems State department of human services

Housing costs and conditions (e.g., substandard, lacking adequate plumb-
ing, presence of lead or asbestos)

U.S. Census (Decennial, American Community Survey) 

Access to private and public transportation U.S. Department of Transportation; state department of transportation; local 
transit agencies; metropolitan planning organizations

TABLE 3.1. DATA FOR INTERGENERATIONAL ENVIRONMENT SCANS
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Type of Data Data Sources

Educational resources by age (programs for older adults as well as chil-
dren and youth) 

State department of education; internet search

Recreation by age; programs, facilities, and outdoor spaces Local department of parks and recreation

Dependent care for children and for older adults State and local affiliates of Child Care Aware and Area Agency on Aging

Health—health and wellness promotion, direct health care, rehabilitation State and local department of health

Culture—arts, libraries, music Local arts council

Social services, including access points (i.e., services for young and old 
that help people navigate the maze of public and nonprofit services)

Local information and referral provider; local 211 provider

Workforce development, employment assistance State and local workforce development agencies

Community engagement—organizations and opportunities to allow for 
active citizenship where they live and in the greater community

Local volunteer centers; Coalition of Neighborhood Associations

Housing assistance—help accessing affordable housing, help to repair or 
maintain housing

Local 211 provider

Commercial services—e.g., banking, groceries, clothes, hardware Local planning department; geo-mapping resources

Programs and sites that foster connections between young and old Local intergenerational network; internet search

TABLE 3.2. DATA FOR AGE-SPECIFIC AND INTERGENERATIONAL RESOURCE SCANS

to generate strategies and approaches to address these needs 
and achieve the vision of places where all residents, especial-
ly the young and the old, can prosper and thrive. The next 
chapter of this report dives into the wide range of intergen-
erational strategies and approaches and offers guidance to 
planners on integrating them within their communities. 



CHAPTER 4
STRATEGIES  
TO CREATE  
INTERGENERATIONAL  
COMMUNITIES
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As described in the previous chapter, the intergenerational community planning process includes building the case; es-
tablishing an intergenerational vision and goals; engaging children, youth, and older adults, along with representative 
stakeholders; and gathering and analyzing background data on the very young and very old and the availability of relevant 
resources to address their needs and challenges. Applying this intergenerational lens will prepare planners for perhaps the 
most important step: identifying intergenerational strategies most appropriate for the community and implementing those 
strategies through a range of plans, policies, regulations, programs, and other means. 

This chapter describes the key characteristics of inter-
generational strategies and offers a range of examples of such 
approaches. It explores implementation approaches—includ-
ing aspects of several familiar planning frameworks that 
have considerable overlap with intergenerational prin-
ciples—to help planners create more inclusive, equitable, and 
livable communities for all residents. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF  
INTERGENERATIONAL STRATEGIES

An intergenerational orientation to planning touches on 
many aspects of how we live, learn, and grow in community 
contexts. The following are important areas of potential 
focus for intergenerational strategies and approaches:

• Physical, emotional, and mental health
• Education, learning, and cognitive functioning
• Social and civic development and engagement 
• Economic self-sufficiency and self-agency
• Connection with the physical environment: mobility and 

spaces to exercise, recreate, socialize, and enjoy nature
• Housing that is adequate, affordable, and accessible
• Commercial, health, and social services accessible to all, 

including those with limited transportation options
• Personal and community safety

Planning with an intergenerational lens must consider 
both the design of the physical environment and policies and 

programs for building and reinforcing relationships across 
generations. Addressing intergenerational concerns in con-
cert with built environment conditions and strategies is key. 
It is vital to consider the unmet needs of children, youth, and 
older adults—along with opportunities for them to thrive—
but not only in terms of resources and supports (e.g., social 
services, health care, child and adult day care, safe places for 
youth to hang out). Planners must also consider changes in 
the built environment and municipal services to facilitate 
the creation of and access to such resources. 

Intergenerational community planning strategies 
should seek to achieve the following aims:

• Meeting the needs of children, youth, and older adults 
through common or linked strategies: e.g., a shared site 
for a senior center and a childcare center, older adult 
learning in cooperation with a public school or commu-
nity college, or housing that accommodates and allows 
connections between children and older adults.

• Bridging community functions and sectors to meet the 
needs of children, youth, and older adults: e.g., incorpo-
rating action and sponsorship by philanthropy, nonprof-
its, business, and other sectors as well as government, and 
calling upon independent entities to join forces in joint 
developments and programming (e.g., parks authority, 
school system, nonprofit senior center).

• Strengthening the well-being of children, youth, older 
adults, and the families that care for them while strength-
ening the effectiveness and functioning of the economy 
and the built environment. 
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An intergenerational approach to local planning creates 
added value by interweaving the goal of improving the lives 
of children, youth, older adults, and connections among 
generations seamlessly with the goal of strengthening the 
built environment, vision, and competitiveness of the com-
munity as a whole to create a future in which both people 
and place thrive. One example of such a community is San 
Diego County, as described in the sidebar on pp. 41–42. 

San Diego County provides a good example of how a 
local government can become active in working to create 
intergenerational communities, and planners can consider 
how this approach might translate to their own communi-
ties. But intergenerational community building can and 
often does happen outside of formalized governmental ef-
forts. The sidebar on p. 43 describes how a set of small rural 
Minnesota communities connected with a local foundation 
to make change happen. Planners can be on the lookout for 
similar opportunities to engage local philanthropic entities 
and community groups in efforts to plan and design inter-
generational communities. 

EXAMPLES OF INTERGENERATIONAL  
STRATEGIES 

The identification and selection of intergenerational 
strategies for a community will be affected by a variety of 
factors and inputs. Planners should draw on research, local 
history, the experiences of other communities, the building 
blocks of age-focused and intergenerational approaches de-
scribed in Chapter 2, and input from the intergenerational 
approach to public engagement described in the previous 
chapter, including the lived experiences of children and 
youth, older adults, and caregivers in their communities. 
Planners can consult the body of knowledge produced 
by the intergenerational field (see the Appendix for a list 
of resources) for potential approaches to employ in their 
intergenerational planning processes. 

When applying an intergenerational planning lens 
at the neighborhood level, planners can think in terms 
of reimagining the area as an “intergenerational village.” 
Based on the composition of the population (e.g., higher-
than-average presence of low-income seniors aging in place, 
children in foster care, grandparents or other older relatives 
raising children, multigenerational households, teen parents 
raising children, households with elderly relatives) the vil-
lage might have the following features:
• Walkways and streets redesigned to facilitate walking 

and universal access to community facilities and com-
mercial nodes

• A mix of facilities for health care, social services, child 
and youth development, and senior services, based on 
the needs and resources of the area, that maximizes use 
of facilities and spaces to serve people across the age 
span concurrently 

• Affordable housing for older couples and singles, families 
raising children, and multigenerational households that 
is integrated with other housing 

• Community or service organizations and community 
centers to foster social networking across the age span 
and intergenerationally

• Commercial and community resources (e.g., grocery 
store, bank, health center, community center) concen-
trated in nodes to ensure their viability and access by 
residents to multiple resources

• Recreational spaces and walkways that connect different 
aspects of the community and make intergenerational 
interaction a daily occurrence 

• Green spaces to enhance resiliency and foster a sense of 
community identity and shared space (Klinenberg 2008)

• Free programs and activities in parks and public spaces 
that encourage intergenerational interaction and en-
gagement

• Opportunities for social participation and community 
leadership (e.g., block clubs, local advisory councils) 

Whether applied at the neighborhood level or commu-
nity wide, these features create more livable communities 
for young, old, and all community residents. Planners can 
explore a range of different intergenerational efforts—from 
building awareness to creating policies, programs, and 
places—to implement in their own communities. 

Community Awareness and Engagement
A good starting point and complement to other community 
strategies, community awareness and engagement efforts 
seek to make people aware of intergenerational challenges 
and opportunities, as well as opportunities to participate. 
Examples include hosting intergenerational festivals and 
other events and communications. They also include the 
approaches discussed in Chapter 3: tailoring civic engage-
ment opportunities so that age-diverse groups of residents 
can collaboratively learn, plan, and contribute to dialogue 
and decision-making related to community development; 
establishing intergenerational task forces or coalitions as a 
part of an intergenerational community planning process; 
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY—A BEST INTERGENERATIONAL COMMUNITY

San Diego County has demonstrated its commitment to 
being a good place to grow up and grow old by employing 
practices and policies that stimulate connection, cooperation, 
and collaboration across generations. 

One of the most significant characteristics of the San 
Diego approach from very early on was the designation of a 
person in county government to be responsible for fostering 
intergenerational thinking and action across county agen-
cies. The idea to create this position arose from the county’s 
biennial Aging Summit in 2002. Two major ideas emerged: 
first, that bringing children and older adults together is desir-
able and mutually beneficial, and second, that the County 
should consider making it someone’s job to spearhead and 
coordinate such efforts. County leadership agreed, and the 
first Intergenerational Coordinator position was created in 
the department that serves older adults and persons with 
disabilities: Aging & Independence Services (AIS), which is the 
designated Area Agency on Aging for San Diego County.

Fostering intergenerational connections is integral to the 
functioning of county government, as is evidenced in the far-
reaching community vision and strategy Live Well San Diego. It 
is a structure through which “organizational leaders and com-
munity members gather regionally to identify priority needs, 
plan community improvements, and conduct activities to 
improve the health, safety and overall well-being of residents 
and their communities” (San Diego County n.d.a, n.d.c).

Demonstrating the County’s commitment to the ideal of 
helping residents of all ages to be healthy, safe, and thriving, 
four additional Intergenerational Coordinator positions were 
added in 2013–2014. The work of this team has been impact-
ed by the COVID-19 pandemic, but it is hoped that they will 
have the ability to focus on intergenerational priorities again 
as community conditions improve.

Over the years, many programs and activities have en-
gaged and celebrated the generations in San Diego—such as 
young and older adult leadership initiatives, intergenerational 
games, mentoring, intergenerational gardens, technology 
and cooking classes, and art, math, reading and jazz clubs. 
However, Live Well San Diego also wields influence in the use 
of funding. AIS, for example, manages Older Americans Act 
funding and funding for kinship care programs and services. 
There have also been grants available for intergenerational 
priorities, including a substantial Centers for Disease Control 
Healthy Works grant, which helped finance Safe Routes to 

School, Breakfast in the Classroom, community gardens, and 
other community engagement efforts.

County planning departments and other agencies are 
partners at the table for Age Well San Diego, the county’s 
age-friendly community building initiative (San Diego County 
n.d.b). Among the points of intersection between intergen-
erational efforts and planning are the following: 

• Complete streets for all ages. The Age Well Transporta-
tion Team collaborated with SANDAG, the regional trans-
portation agency, in the development of a draft guide, 
designed for urban planners, that details strategies for 
creating complete streets that meet the needs of people 
of all ages (including opportunities for community gather-
ing, wayfinding signage, and more). The Department of 
Public Works is also involved in this effort. 

• Intergenerational solutions to affordable housing. The 
San Diego County Housing and Community Development 
Department and the Planning and Development Services 
agency have participated in the Age Well Housing Team in 
exploring affordable housing and intergenerational shared 
housing arrangements. Initial efforts are focusing on edu-
cating the community.

• Zoning to promote intergenerational connections. 
The Age Well Action Plan includes goals to create “zoning or-
dinances which encourage intergenerational housing and 
inclusion of shared social space (garden, pathways, per-
formance spaces)” (San Diego County 2018). The Age Well 
team is working with Planning and Development Services 
on creating more mixed-use zoning, which could increase 
opportunities for intergenerational housing located close 
to services, churches, and organizations that host relevant 
programs and services and sites where more informal inter-
generational interactions can occur (e.g., cafes). 

• Parks for all ages. As part of Age Well San Diego ef-
forts, representatives from AIS have provided input to the 
County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) for 
creating park spaces that are friendly to all ages and foster 
intergenerational connections. In addition, a collabora-
tive partnership between AIS, other departments within 
the County of San Diego Health and Human Services 
Agency, and DPR has resulted in the creation of successful 
enrichment activities for kinship families. One such event, 
“Gramping,” provides grandparents raising their grandchil-

https://www.livewellsd.org/content/livewell/home/Topics/aging/age-well-san-diego.html
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/hhsa/programs/ais/documents/AgeWellSD_ActionPlan.pdf
https://www.livewellsd.org/content/livewell/home/community/intergenerational.html
https://www.livewellsd.org/about/
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dren and other kinship caregivers the opportunity to go 
camping with the children in their care at county park sites 
(Figure 4.1, p. 42).

One of the earliest Best Intergenerational Communities 
recognized by Generations United and the MetLife Founda-
tion, San Diego County continues to distinguish itself with 
its commitment to taking an intergenerational approach to 
addressing community needs through policy, planning, and 
partnerships. While initially focusing primarily on developing 
and implementing County-sponsored programs, the Intergen-
erational Coordinators have expanded their reach and now 
place a greater emphasis on community training and technical 
assistance regarding intergenerational work. The inclusion of 
intergenerational concepts and goals in broad County-based 
planning documents underscores the success intergenerational 
advocates have had in helping elevate intergenerational ap-
proaches as a powerful tool to strengthen communities.

Figure 4.1. “Gramping” kinship family camping event in San Diego County 

(LiveWell San Diego)

and incorporating intergenerational community language 
and aspirations into local comprehensive plans, aging-
focused functional plans, and subarea plans for districts or 
neighborhoods with high concentrations of children, youth, 
and older adults.

Intergenerational Policies 
Considering the intergenerational dimensions of various is-
sues that affect the well-being of children, youth, older adults, 
and caregivers can inform policy making at local, state, and 
national levels. According to Generations United (2021c): 

… public policy should meet the needs of all genera-
tions and…resources are more wisely used when they 
connect generations rather than separate them. We 
promote an intergenerational approach to framing 
public policies that impact children, youth, and older 
adult issues. 

Policies crafted with an intergenerational lens enable 
people from different generations to be present in a setting at 
the same time and place; to engage one another in ways that 
are mutually beneficial and consistent with the goals of that 
setting, whether related to education, caregiving, recreation, 
artistic expression, or some other domain of communal life; 

and to voice their experiences, needs, and aspirations (Gen-
erations United 2021c).

Examples of intergenerational policy approaches a local 
government might take include the following:

• The local government will perform planning, city ser-
vices, and functions that affect the well-being of residents 
across the lifespan, with particular attention to the book-
end generations (children and youth, older adults) and 
those who care for them

• Planning for and delivery of municipal services, as well 
as private and nonprofit services that local government 
influences, will foster interactions between and connec-
tions across generations in everyday life

• The local government will pursue intergenerational 
principles across the greater community, but will more 
deliberately foster intergenerational community building 
and well-being in neighborhoods where greater racial and 
economic inequities exist and the resources for young 
and old and connections between them are less plentiful

• The local government will foster a sense of place, opportu-
nity, livelihood, commerce, service, and well-being across 
generations as a fundamental principle in developing and 
redeveloping neighborhoods and other local areas
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INTERGENERATIONAL APPROACHES IN NORTHERN MINNESOTA 

The Northland Foundation, a foundation based in Duluth 
that serves seven rural northeast Minnesota counties and 
all or parts of five Tribal Nations, was one of 25 community 
foundations that received a grant of $25,000 from the Kellogg 
Foundation in 2007 to conduct research on the needs and 
desires of older adults. 

The research revealed that older adults in the region 
served by Northland wanted more opportunities for civic 
engagement, and their concern for the children and youth in 
their community was identified as a priority area where they 
wanted to put their efforts. The community foundations were 
ultimately challenged to raise significant funds to plan and 
implement relevant strategies. 

Despite the recession of 2008, Northland raised 
$500,000 to launch the AGE to age intergenerational initia-
tive that year in collaboration with area communities. The 
concept: connect young people with older adults to build 
friendships and community—in other words, bring the gen-
erations together as a community-building strategy (North-
land Foundation 2013). 

AGE to age became a Kellogg Foundation-supported 
Communities for All Ages (CFAA) program in 2012, which 
allowed it to deepen community involvement and plan-
ning in two communities: Proctor and Moose Lake. Through 
CFAA, these communities received technical assistance 

from the Intergenerational Center at Temple University and 
participated in a network of CFAA communities. Since 2012, 
AGE to age has been recognized as a Program of Distinction 
by Generations United. 

Leadership in Proctor and Moose Lake visualized tangible 
ways to manifest their lasting commitment to intergenera-
tional connections. It took several years for these communi-
ties to get what they wanted off the ground, but the results 
are inspiring. The Proctor community created an intergenera-
tional trail. In Moose Lake, the community built an intergen-
erational garden, which sported enlarged pages of children’s 
stories, and a public pavilion that hosted a farmers’ market as 
intergenerational gathering places (Figure 4.2). 

Eighteen communities in Northeast Minnesota are now 
a part of the AGE to age network, each working on its own 
strategies. These are all small communities and their initiatives 
are modest, but they have attracted investment from local 
governments and several state and national foundations. The 
Northland Foundation nurtures these efforts, but the energy 
is all local. 

The AGE to age communities in Minnesota demonstrate 
that intergenerational planning can occur in smaller com-
munities—in this case, driven by philanthropic support, local 
residents and community organizations, and local govern-
ment involvement. 

Figure 4.2. The Moose Lake pavilion (left) and garden (right) provide intergenerational gathering places for this small community (Moose Lake AGE to age) 
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Establishing intergenerational policies at the local level 
paves the way for supporting implementation actions, includ-
ing changes to the built environment and programmatic 
changes that address the needs and assets of young and old 
concurrently and synergistically to the greater benefit of each. 

Intergenerational Programs 
Intergenerational programs—periodic or sustained activi-
ties that are enriching for young and old together—may 
exist formally in a community, though there may also be 
less formal intergenerational programs, such as periodic in-
tergenerational activities at various community facilities or 
through community-based and faith-based networks. These 
are the most common intergenerational efforts. 

Examples of intergenerational programs include youth 
entertaining or visiting older adult complexes; programs 
for older children and teens that allow them to learn 
from—and teach—older adults, such as through mentoring, 
tutoring, career coaching, or technology advising; volunteer 
activities that engage youth and older adults together; and 
joint specialized programs that are talent, interest, or issue 
oriented, such as intergenerational orchestras or choirs, 
environmental action groups, games groups, interactive 
young and older artists activities, or theater groups. One 
such program developed by the Intergenerational Schools in 
Cleveland, Ohio, brings middle-school students to a senior 
living facility to participate in a book club with residents 
(Figure 4.3). Both groups benefit from the sharing of ideas 

and perspectives, and some students have taken the op-
portunity to develop closer relationships with the residents 
(Intergenerational Schools 2019). 

Intergenerational Places and Spaces 
Children and youth and older people need to come into 
contact with one another in regular and positive ways 
to gain understanding and appreciation for one another. 
Intergenerational places and spaces reflect intentionality in 
allowing such connections to develop. A classic example of 
an intergenerational shared site is a facility that houses adult 
day care and childcare, offering spaces and amenities that 
young and old experience together (e.g., intergenerational 
gardens), or a childcare program located in senior housing. 

Providence Mount St. Vincent in Seattle provides an 
instructive example of a shared site consisting of an early 
childhood care and education center within a retirement 
community. Several features of Providence Mount St. 
Vincent are conducive to promoting a “feeling of com-
munity” (McAlister, Briner, and Maggi 2019). The center is 
structured as a series of “neighborhoods” and throughout 
the facility a wide variety of activities occur on a regular 
basis; this includes cooking, arts, music, games, exercise, 
storytelling, nature exploration, and sports activities. A 
policy provides residents and their families with flexibility 
for visiting classes.

Other intergenerational shared sites can include 
intergenerational community facilities and public spaces, 
such as a building that houses a school and senior center, 
a recreation facility with a combination of child and youth 
and older adult spaces, or a park or trail designed and pro-
grammed to engage both young and old concurrently. 

Planners can also draw upon the concept of the inter-
generational contact zone (ICZ) to plan and design spaces 
that better promote interactions between the young and old. 
The ICZ concept focuses on the creation of public spaces that 
are designed not just to accommodate the different interests 
and capabilities of young and old but to connect people 
across generations and to engage them in activity together. 
Sometimes called “intergenerational activity hubs,” these 
spaces range from walkways that young and old may share 
to shops, restaurants, cultural facilities, and public spaces 
where they encounter one another (Kaplan et al. 2020). 

ICZs have the following characteristics:

• Intentional focus points or nodes for intergenerational 
interaction as well as pathways for comfortable exits from 
such interactions

Figure 4.3. Intergenerational programs, such as this book club for middle school 

students and retirement home residents in Cleveland, Ohio, provide benefits for 

both groups (Intergenerational Schools) 
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ELLEBJERG SCHOOL GARDEN,    
COPENHAGEN, DENMARK 

As described in the report Age Integration in the City and 
the Suburbs, published by the Danish Ministry of Immigra-
tion, Integration and Housing, the Ellebjerg School Garden, 
in Copenhagen, Denmark, provides an example of how 
converting an unused green area into a garden can serve 
as a strategy for creating better connectivity between areas 
designated for older adults and children (Terroir, arki_lab, 
and Simpson 2016, 87). 

The garden, which is positioned between a school and 
an adjacent senior center in a segmented area of an urban 
community, also helps to connect this area to the wider 
community. The pathway along the garden is conceptual-
ized as a potential “intergen activity route” (Figure 4.4). One 
component of plans for future development of the area is 
to replace the pond located in the middle of the garden, 
which is considered a problem by the school, with an 
amphitheater which would provide a social event space for 
intergenerational gatherings. 

Figure 4.4. Plan sketch of Ellebjerg School Garden with amphitheater and 

raised garden beds along a new path offering opportunities for intergenera-

tional interactions (arki_lab)

• Spatial features (e.g., artwork, photos, and other artifacts) 
that serve as catalysts for intergenerational understand-
ing and engagement 

• Accessibility (universal design), safety, comfort, and 
convenience

• Equity and fairness regarding access and usage by differ-
ent generations, as well as accommodation of activities 
consistent with cultural traditions and local heritage

• Flexible design to accommodate changes over time in 
user needs, abilities, interests, concerns

• Space designed to accommodate unstructured as well as 
structured intergenerational encounters and offer choice 
in how individuals use the space and engage others in 
these settings (e.g., in a park some people may prefer 
their interaction to be passive, like sitting and watching 
children play)

• Consideration of temporal (daily, weekly, yearly) pat-
terns by different generations in how space is used (e.g., 
students are in school during the day while many older 
adults tend to engage in senior center activities during 
that time; annual school and vacation calendars)

• Opportunities for users to contribute meaningful input 
into design, development, and evaluation

The ICZ can be used as a conceptual framework that 
connects intergenerational programming to the planning 
and development of community environments. It considers 
how social and environmental factors affect how intergen-
erational spaces develop over time, how they function, and 
how they are perceived, used, and modified by the inhab-
itants of these spaces. The sidebar on this page provides 
an example of how planners in Copenhagen, Denmark, 
incorporated ICZ framing and objectives into plans for a 
community garden area located between a school and an 
adjacent senior center.

When planning for intergenerational places and spaces, 
some might express concern about the potential for intergen-
erational tension or conflict—for example, whether changes 
in the socioeconomic makeup of a neighborhood might pit 
new, younger residents against long-time, older residents. 

To counter such concerns, planners can look to the 
strategies highlighted in this report for promoting positive 
forms of intergenerational communication, meaningful re-
lationships, and collaboration on community improvement-
oriented initiatives. As part of the intergenerational com-
munity planning process, older and younger participants 
share many aspects of their lives, including how they feel 
about where they live, how they spend their time, their civic 
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engagement pursuits, and their ideas and passions for com-
munity improvement. In the process, they get to see beyond 
each other’s age group (and the age-based stereotypes that 
often lead people to pre-judge one another in negative ways) 
and get to know one another as caring, civically engaged 
neighbors who have much to contribute to the lives of others. 

Another way to mitigate potential tensions in settings 
designed to function as multigenerational activity hubs is to 
ensure all stakeholders and age groups are fully engaged in 
the process as co-creators, responsible for helping to design, 
develop, and manage the sites in question. When designed 
to meet the needs and interests of age-diverse groups of 
inhabitants and create opportunities for positive forms of 
intergenerational engagement, shared spaces encourage and 
support contact across generations.

Intergenerational Housing 
The prevalence of multigenerational housing is rising 
among the American public, as young adults continue 
living with middle-aged or older parents and older adults 
move in with their adult children. The number of people 
living in multigenerational households has quadrupled 
since 1971, reaching 59.7 million in March 2021 (Cohn et 
al. 2022). Intergenerational housing is also gaining interest 
as an option for older adults wanting to live among people 
of diverse ages and young parents who can benefit from the 
experience and influence of older adults. A growing number 
of intentional intergenerational communities are being 
developed in the United States and elsewhere, as described 
in the sidebar on pp. 47–48. 

These housing types also include intergenerational 
buildings and campuses (e.g., college students living in senior 
housing and older people living on college campuses) and 
intergenerational home sharing and home-sharing matching 
services (Marcus 2019; Martinez et al. 2020). Intergenera-
tional housing also includes housing targeted at “grandfami-
lies,” or households in which grandparents or other relatives 
are raising grandchildren (also called kinship care). The 
sidebar on p. 49 provides more information on this growing 
population and its special challenges and needs. 

FROM PLANNING TO IMPLEMENTATION

Planners are responsible for community visioning and 
plan making that establishes goals, policies, and objec-
tives to help communities achieve those visions. They are 
also responsible for additional areas of intervention to help 

implement plans (Klein 2011), including the drafting of 
standards, policies, and incentives; the regulation of devel-
opment work; the identification and prioritization of public 
investment needs; and the coordination and management 
of partnerships and programs. 

Planners can integrate and implement the different 
types of intergenerational strategies and approaches de-
scribed above in a number of different ways.

Standards, policies, and incentives. Planners can 
update regulations and design guidelines to allow for built 
environment improvements that align with and support 
small area intergenerational strategies. These might include 
the following: 

• Sidewalk standards that allow movement by foot and 
assistive device to provide access to commercial and 
community services and facilitate connections across 
generations

• Zoning and housing regulations that allow for campus-
like settings of mixed older-adult, family (with children), 
and multigenerational housing and public spaces

• Zoning and housing regulations that allow for housing 
designed for nuclear families to be adaptively modi-
fied for multigenerational or extended family living, for 
example by allowing the addition of accessory dwelling 
units (Spevak and Stanton 2019) 

• Standards for all public-sector functions that encourage 
shared development and use of space by different govern-
ment and community entities (e.g., a school, community 
center, senior center, and childcare co-located in a single 
building or campus) and authority to bridge functions, 
funding streams, authorities, and sectors to maximize 
efficiency and effectiveness of strategies

• Design guidelines that promote walkability and alterna-
tive transportation, and promote public-space amenities 
that benefit the very young and very old (playgrounds, 
plentiful seating, public restrooms) 

Development review. Planners often have opportunities 
to influence the outcomes of development or redevelopment 
projects. When reviewing and making recommendations 
on development applications and project plans, they can en-
courage the following practices to support intergenerational 
spaces, as appropriate:

• Application of relevant development standards in 
common open spaces (e.g., universal design) as well as 
internal spaces
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HOUSING THAT BRIDGES GENERATIONS

In 2004, a group of nonprofit and mental health profes-
sionals in Portland, Oregon, began exploring the idea of an 
“intentional intergenerational neighborhood” based on a 
concept developed by Dr. Brenda Eheart in Illinois. The in-
tent: to connect foster families with older adults in the same 
community, all sharing in the well-being of the foster care 
and adoptive children. 

The team began planning an urban community in 
North Portland, founding the nonprofit, Bridge Meadows, in 
2005. Today there are three Bridge Meadows multifamily in-
tergenerational rental communities—one in North Portland; 
one in Beaverton, west of Portland; and one in Redmond, in 
the rural central region of Oregon.  

The North Portland site opened in 2011. The 2-acre cam-
pus features intermingled family and older adult housing, with 
shared indoor and outdoor spaces and practices and pro-
gramming that intentionally connect children, their families, 
and older residents (Figure 4.5). By design, Bridge Meadows is 
part of the surrounding community; neighborhood associa-
tions and other community groups use its meeting rooms and 
its residents frequent neighborhood parks. 

Connection and safety are pillars of Bridge Meadows. To 
foster informal interaction, homes for families and older adults 
are intermixed. They open onto a central courtyard where 
children play and residents of all ages interact informally (Fig-
ure 4.6). A community garden incorporates structures that en-
able all ages to participate in gardening. Sidewalks crisscross 
the site and connect various gathering places.

A large community room with an attached kitchen and a 
variety of smaller gathering spaces provide indoor spaces for 

residents to share weekly community dinners and activities, 
such as art classes, and reading groups. Mailboxes are in the 
lobby of the main building, making interaction across genera-
tions a daily fact of life. 

Site details:
• Designed to fit into the neighborhood and serve as a hub 

for community classes and activities (e.g., Tai Chi, mental 
health training)

• 36 total units with energy efficient appliances: nine family 
townhomes (four- bedroom/1700 square feet, with garage) 
and 27 elder apartments (four two-bedroom/800 square 
feet and 23 one-bedroom/600 square feet)

• 18 of the elder apartments are in a large L-shaped building; 
the remaining nine are scattered within 3 triplexes mixed 
among family housing

• All units surround a shared interior courtyard, with fam-
ily townhome and triplex back doors opening into the 
courtyard

Gathering spaces:
• Lobby with mail room and Bridge Meadows offices 
• Five 600-square-foot rooms spread throughout the build-

ings, used for art classes, informal gatherings, celebrations, 
movie-watching, etc.

• One large community room, with a community kitchen 
with recycled wood pallet wainscoting 

• Community garden space with garden boxes and a small 
orchard of fruit trees 

Figure 4.5. Bridge Meadows’ common space, populated by all ages (Bridge 

Meadows) Figure 4.6. Site layout, Bridge Meadows (Bridge Meadows)

https://bridgemeadows.org/
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Location:
• Situated on bus lines with frequent service to downtown
• Two large parks within a quarter-mile of the site
• Grocery stores, pharmacies, and restaurants nearby 
• Nearby community centers provide swimming, health, and 

fitness classes

Intergenerational features:
• Sidewalks traverse family and elder housing
• Senior and family housing is integrated
• Gathering spaces are used for intergenerational program-

ming
• Universal design principles are applied throughout, includ-

ing elevator access in the large building

Green features:
• Solar panels for hot water heaters included on triplexes
• Bioswales manage stormwater on the south side of the 

property
• Low VOC paint used throughout

In addition to the two Bridge Meadows sites and the 
original “intentional neighborhood” of Hope Meadows in Ran-
toul, Illinois, there are kindred developments in New Orleans 
(Bastion), Washington, D.C. (Genesis), Tampa, Florida (New 
Life Village), and Easthampton, Massachusetts (Treehouse 
Community). There are also sites in development in Spokane, 
Washington (Building Ohana), the Puget Sound, Washington, 
region (Many Lights Foundation), and Bluffton, South Carolina 
(OSPREY Villages). 

More information about Hope Meadows, the Illinois 
community that has served as a model for Bridge Meadows 
and many other intentional, intergenerational communities 
in which older adults commit to “intentional neighboring” 
as a way to support vulnerable individuals and families in 
challenging circumstances, may be found in Eheart’s book, 
Neighbors: The Power of the People Next Door (Eheart 2019).

• Placement of commercial and community facilities that 
maximize the potential for walkability and nonvehicular 
forms of transportation 

• Design of housing and common spaces that allows for 
interaction across generations

Public investments. Planners often have some input 
into how public dollars are spent, whether through involve-
ment with the capital improvements planning process, 
making recommendations for capital improvements in vari-
ous plans or studies, or advising on or administering grant 
projects or programs. Planners can advocate for:

• Investments in pilot transportation and public space 
planning efforts that foster walkability and use of vehicles
other than private automobiles

• Public investments that leverage private investments in 
retrofitting and developing new intergenerational hous-
ing options

• Piloting partnerships with senior housing developers 
and providers to develop models of intergenerational 
living and models of senior housing integrated with the 
community

• Funding from public and philanthropic sources to 
invest in public spaces, walkways and trails that encour-
age outdoor physical activity, beautify the area, provide 
amenities for the young and the old, and connect people 
across generations 

Programs and partnerships. Planners engage with a 
wide range of stakeholders and community groups in their 
daily work, and they can also establish cross-sector col-
laborations with different agencies and organizations to help 
promote and support community goals and improve local 
quality of life. To support intergenerational planning efforts 
in their communities, planners can:

 • Establish agreements or partnerships with representa-
tive groups of key sectors (e.g., council of foundations, 
corporate sector alliance, coalition of neighborhood 
associations, community development corporations) for 
sharing of expertise and resources in effecting intergen-
erational solutions

• Engage housing and community development experts 
from both the public and private sectors to identify 
models of housing and community that foster connec-

https://hopemeadows.org/
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GRANDFAMILIES: SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES, SPECIAL ATTENTION

Grandfamilies—households in which grandparents or other 
relatives are raising grandchildren (also referred to as “kinship 
care”)—warrant specific attention in our communities. This is 
due to the complex mix of issues affecting children in the care 
of relatives other than parents and the equally complex array 
of issues affecting older adults, in both cases exacerbated by 
economic factors.

A grandparent or other relative is a desirable option 
when a parent is not available to raise a child. Sadly, the 
circumstances that can leave children parentless are numer-
ous, including death, abandonment, incapacity (due to drug 
dependency or other circumstances), abuse, neglect, and 
other challenges. When local child welfare authorities are 
involved, they will place such children with a relative if at all 
possible. This allows for continuity of familial connections 
and avoids placement in foster care with nonrelatives or in a 
group home or other facility.

A few relevant statistics (Generations United 2021d):

• Nearly eight million children live in households where a 
relative other than their parent is head of the household. 

• Nearly 34 percent of children in foster care in 2020 were 
being raised by relatives, up from 26 percent in 2010. 

• The average monthly Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families (TANF) child-only grant payment for one child 
in 2011 was $249, while the average licensed foster care 
monthly maintenance payment in 2011 was $511.

• Black, American Indian, and Alaska Native children are 
more likely to live in grandfamilies than the general popu-
lation.While 14 percent of all U.S. children are Black, 25 
percent of children living in grandfamilies are Black, and 23 
percent of children in foster care are Black. And while one 
percent of U.S. children are American Indian and Alaska Na-
tive, eight percent of children in grandfamilies are Ameri-
can Indian and Alaska Native, and two percent of children 
in foster care are American Indian and Alaska Native.

Grandfamilies typically exhibit love and resilience but 
also face challenges: aging caregivers and children at dif-
ferent stages of development who are dealing with loss 
and dislocation, both of whom must adjust to their new 
circumstances. The issues faced by these households can 
be exacerbated by legal issues (e.g., custody, parental rights, 
access to public benefits) and economic pressures (e.g., the 

older adult having to use retirement funds to support the 
family, the need to relocate and incur higher housing costs 
to accommodate children). 

The lot of grandfamilies and the well-being of the com-
munities in which they live can be improved through the 
application of the intergenerational strategies referenced in 
this chapter and throughout this report. Appropriate strate-
gies will depend on local conditions, such as the availability 
or absence of affordable housing that can accommodate 
households with young and old living together, the presence 
or absence of support services needed by children and older 
adults, the walkability of the built environment and availabil-
ity of public transportation, and the accessibility of schools, 
parks, and community infrastructure. All intergenerational 
approaches in the planner’s toolbox can be considered.

Engagement of grandfamilies is an essential element of 
addressing the needs of this special population. This includes 
reaching out to grandfamilies to identify and provide for 
their complex needs, engaging their voices in local commu-
nity efforts, and shaping relevant public policy at all levels. 
Engagement also includes connecting grandparents with the 
expertise and services to better navigate their circumstances 
and the needs of the children in their care, including custody 
issues, access to public benefits for children, effects of late-in-
life child rearing on the older adults’ well-being, and benefits, 
recreation, and developmental opportunities for children.

For more information, see Generations United’s series 
The State of Grandfamilies.

Figure 4.7. Grandfamilies are loving and resilient but face challenges that warrant 

special attention (Derek A. Young/Flickr (CC BY-NC 2.0))

https://www.gu.org/explore-our-topics/grandfamilies/state-of-grandfamilies-in-america-annual-reports/
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tions across generations, accessibility to services, and 
other elements

• Encourage cooperative ventures between public tran-
sit authorities, private transportation providers, and 
nonprofit entities with vehicles to increase transportation 
opportunities within targeted neighborhood areas 

The resulting approach to planning is both human cen-
tered and community centered. It bridges the needs of differ-
ent age cohorts and the solutions to those needs. It is driven 
by data and professional methods. It supports increased 
connections between the generations and more investment 
in social infrastructure—resulting in more shared spaces 
and places, more pride of place, and more commitment to 
the well-being of people and place. 

Intergenerational Elements of   
Planning Frameworks
Though for some planners applying intergenerational prin-
ciples to community planning may be venturing into unfa-
miliar territory, they may not have far to look for relevant 
approaches. Many planning frameworks that have emerged 
in the past several decades—new urbanism, sustainability, 
smart growth, universal design, aging in place, multigenera-
tional planning, and healthy communities—offer principles 
and strategies that overlap with those of intergenerational 
community planning. 

Planners who are already familiar with these planning 
frameworks can explore how they can use these principles in 
their planning practices to support “vibrant places for grow-
ing up and growing older” (Henkin, Brown, and Leiderman 
2012). Planning that supports connections between and 
activities for the young and the old results in communities 
that are more livable for all.

• Universal design intends for the built environment to 
be designed and equipped so that it is readily accessible 
to all people, regardless of ability. Universal accessibility 
is a critical consideration for small children (and their 
caregivers) and older adults, as two in five adults aged 65 
and older have a disability (CDC 2020). 

• Accessibility is also a factor in terms of proximity to 
resources and commercial facilities and the ease of 
getting to them. New urbanism calls for more compact 
development, which can result in needed resources being 
available by foot, stroller, walker, or wheelchair by fami-
lies with small children and older adults (CNU n.d.). 
Sustainability calls for less reliance on carbon-emitting 

and other vehicles, favoring walkability, closer proxim-
ity between where people live and where they access 
services and provisions, and more efficient use of natural 
resources in facility construction and operations. 

• Aging in place and multigenerational planning rec-
ognize social and demographic trends—the growing 
elderly population and the diverse needs and interests 
of different generations—and suggests needed changes 
in our thinking about the built environment, including 
more and diverse types of affordable housing, public 
spaces and facilities, and mobility options that benefit 
people across generations.

• The healthy communities framework seeks to addresses 
issues such as designing the built environment to support 
better health, improving public and community health 
networks, understanding and addressing the root causes 
of health disparities, and considering the social determi-
nants of health in community outcomes (RWJF n.d). This 
framework draws on the social determinants of health, 
five critical factors that affect a wide range of health and 
quality-of-life risks and outcomes: health care access and 
quality, education access and quality, social and commu-
nity context, economic stability, and neighborhood and 
built environment (U.S. DHHS ODPHP n.d). These fac-
tors echo the desired characteristics of intergenerational 
community and can be applied to children, youth, older 
adults, and the connections between them.

Planners can leverage the principles and approaches 
promoted by these planning frameworks to support and 
strengthen intergenerational planning efforts. And likewise, 
they can bring an intergenerational lens to these planning 
frameworks to further improve the community outcomes 
that result. 

CONCLUSION

Intergenerational approaches will become ever more 
important in the face of coming demographic changes—
the unprecedented rise in the combined populations (as a 
percent of the total population) of children, youth, and older 
adults—and the increasingly segregated lives of young and 
old generations, even as family caregivers and the commu-
nity itself devote much of their energies to helping people 
at both ends of the age continuum. The untapped potential 
of intergenerational approaches to life and community can 
benefit all members of a community, especially those with 

https://health.gov/healthypeople/priority-areas/social-determinants-health
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the least access to life’s opportunities and the community’s 
resources. Thinking and acting across generations for the 
mutual benefit of young and old is a socioeconomic and 
demographic imperative. Planners can bring an intergenera-
tional lens to much of the work they do. 

It should now be clear that implementing intergenera-
tional strategies and approaches benefits more than just 
the young and the old within a community. Applying an 
intergenerational lens to local planning processes recognizes 
the interrelatedness of challenges that many residents expe-
rience and opens the door to solutions that connect across 
domains and generations. The final chapter of this report 
sums up this message. 



CHAPTER 5
A NEW FRONTIER
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Today’s demographic and societal conditions and forecasts of the future underline the importance of bringing a new inter-
generational lens to local planning. We will soon experience a new and challenging demographic reality—the unprecedented 
rise in the combined populations of older adults and children and youth. This will affect many aspects of life, including the 
physical accessibility of spaces and places, the percentage of the population in the workforce, demands on community ser-
vices including healthcare, education, and recreation, and other issues, and it therefore requires substantial attention.

At the same time, while some efforts are underway to 
support the special needs and concerns of these growing 
population groups, our communities and systems are not 
designed or operated for these groups, nor do they take 
advantage of the potential synergies of considering the needs 
and concerns of the young and the old together. Key issues 
include the following:

• “Age-friendly” and “all-ages” approaches that focus pri-
marily on aging-friendly strategies, with little or no sys-
tematic attention to the well-being of children and youth 
or connecting young and old for their mutual benefit

• The current approach of addressing the development and 
needs of children and youth, older adults, and their care-
givers on separate tracks when their needs are overlap-
ping and interrelated

• Planning for human development as undertaken pri-
marily by nonprofit and community-based efforts, and 
planning for the built environment as undertaken by 
local government, which overlooks the inherent inter-
dependence of people and place and the necessity of 
cross-sectoral collaboration when working to achieve a 
desirable quality of life for the community

These factors deserve thoughtful consideration and 
attention, and highlight the importance of planning for 
community well-being, including constructive connections 
across generations, in tandem with community physical and 
economic development. Planning practice can help build 
strong communities across generations by contributing to 
connections between old and young,

BUILDING ON EXISTING KNOWLEDGE   
AND EXPERTISE

As described in this PAS Report, an intergenerational 
planning approach can be developed using building blocks 
already present in a community. Institutions and officials 
who serve children, youth, older adults, and family caregiv-
ers can be called upon to share critical knowledge. Potential 
resources for planners include the following: 

• Studies of and plans for children and youth with strate-
gies for action, as described in Chapter 2; if such studies 
or plans are not present, local leaders and experts on 
needs, services, and systems for child and youth develop-
ment represent sources of similar knowledge 

• Studies of and plans for older adults and age-friendly and 
all-ages communities; again, if such plans are not present, 
aging system resources (e.g., area agencies on aging) and 
other leaders and experts on aging populations represent 
important knowledge sources

• Resources, initiatives, and plans focused specifically on 
intergenerational aims (e.g., an intergenerationally fo-
cused “Community for All Ages,” local intergenerational 
programs and champions)

• Resources developed by the intergenerational field, 
including Generations United and the academic institu-
tions and organizations mentioned in this report (see the 
Appendix for a list of such resources) 

• Studies by local human services or social planning coor-
dinating bodies, task forces, and standing entities (such 
as United Way or community planning councils) that 

https://www.gu.org/
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shed light on the needs of children, youth, older adults, 
and family caregivers, particularly those in underre-
sourced areas or in vulnerable population groups (e.g., 
low-income children and older adults, people of color, 
non-English-speaking people, those with learning and 
other disabilities, immigrants and migrants)

Finally, planners must seek out the insights of commu-
nity members—young, old, and those who care for them—
and the organizations and institutions that are a part of their 
lives. The intergenerational ethos places particular value on 
engagement of the generations in planning for the commu-
nity they share. The engagement of young and old together 
contributes to building community connections across 
generations, creating a shared sense of ownership of the plan 
and of the community itself. Gathering such knowledge is a 
never-ending and dynamic process and our understanding 
of this information may change over time, as evidenced by 
findings from the COVID-19 pandemic and its impacts on 
older adults, discussed in the sidebar on p. 55. 

OPTIONS FOR LOCAL ACTION

As this report suggests, there are multiple ways to go about 
making a community more intentionally intergenerational. 
Whether it is through a voluntary community-driven coali-
tion (e.g., an intergenerationally focused Community for All 
Ages initiative), creating local government staff positions 
that focus on intergenerational coordination, establish-
ing intergenerational standards and assessing government 
programs against those standards, or integrating inter-
generational approaches into comprehensive or other local 
government planning, all are steps in the right direction. 
Opportunities can also come from unexpected sources, as 
described in the sidebar on p. 56. 

Planners can consider the following questions in evalu-
ating local actions as to the robustness of their intergenera-
tional approach and the potential impacts they may have on 
the community: 

• Does the approach acknowledge, document, and address 
the demographic realities of a rapidly growing older 
adult population and a declining but still very significant 
population of children and youth?

• Does the approach integrate human development and 
community development issues with strategies that 
bridge traditional silos of attention that children and 

youth, older adults, physical development, and human 
development customarily receive? 

• Does the approach equally address the needs and well-
being of children and youth (including desirable connec-
tions with older adults) and the needs and well-being of 
older people?

• Does the approach consider where needs and opportuni-
ties for children and youth and for older adults overlap to 
their mutual benefit and offer intergenerational strate-
gies, such as shared development and use of facilities, 
programs, and resources (e.g., education, recreation) not 
previously shared by multiple generations? 

• Are those who address human services needs in the com-
munity engaged with local planners in all processes that 
address how people come together in places?

Of all the approaches to fostering intergenerational 
connections mentioned in this report, two go further than 
the others: a Community for All Ages-type initiative (see the 
sidebar in Chapter 2,  p. 19) and an intentional application of 
an intergenerational lens to comprehensive and other local 
planning processes. Both consider and cultivate relation-
ships between the young and old; seek solutions that benefit 
young, old, and the community as a whole; and connect hu-
man development and built environment development aims. 

The application of an intergenerational lens to local 
planning processes has significant benefits:

• It integrates intergenerational considerations into estab-
lished, legislated planning cycles, versus the vagaries of 
voluntary, community-based processes for which initial 
partners may move on to other priorities or funding may 
run out.

• It establishes intergenerational goals, policies, and objec-
tives in comprehensive and other local plans adopted by 
local officials and backed by the authority of local govern-
ment, opening up further options for implementation 
and funding.

• It enables local planning staff to add intergenerational 
considerations to the community issues that they plan for 
and to which they can apply data-gathering processes and 
analytical tools and skills that might not be available to 
other organizations or community groups. 

The basic actions planners can take to integrate inter-
generational sensibilities and strategies into local planning 
endeavors include the following:  
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INTERGENERATIONAL CHALLENGES IN PANDEMIC TIMES

Early in the COVID-19 pandemic public health officials 
thought that keeping young and old apart was necessary 
because older people were so much more vulnerable to the 
virus (Figure 5.1). But there were lessons to be learned, even 
on the intergenerational front, as the pandemic played out. 
Among them:

• Keeping older people apart from those of other ages 
did not protect older people from infection and death. It 
concentrated the incidence and effects of the disease in 
long-term care facilities and other developments inhabited 
primarily by older adults (Dykgraaf et al. 2021). 

• There were (and are) circumstances where children, youth 
and older people live together by necessity or choice—ex-
tended families and other multigenerational households. 
The degree to which the virus affected these and other 
households is correlated with access to Internet and digital 
technologies (Li 2022) and socioeconomic circumstances 
(e.g., limited access to information, personal protective 
equipment, testing, and vaccines; crowded housing; food 
insecurity; lack of adequate income) (Karmakar, Lantz, and 
Tipirneni 2020).

• Despite pandemic-induced fear of exposing older 
adults to the virus through contact with children, youth 
and others, multigenerational living rose during the 
pandemic (Generations United 2021a). Bringing older 
relatives into the household, family belt-tightening, and 
young adults returning home were among contribut-
ing factors that gave multigenerational living an added 
boost during the pandemic.

• With the closure of many public spaces and community-
based facilities that house intergenerational programs, 
such as senior centers, libraries, and recreation centers, 
many in-person intergenerational programs were put on 
hiatus. However, some facilities with large atriums and 
outdoor spaces—and access to resources and profession-
als with the know-how for modifying these spaces to ac-
commodate physical distancing requirements—were able 
to continue with many of their in-person intergenerational 
program operations (Generations United 2021c).

• Out of necessity, many intergenerational practitioners and 
specialists have found creative ways to draw upon virtual 
platforms to connect generations across physical dis-
tance. There has been an upsurge in people using online 
platforms for sharing family stories, such as StoryCorps 

Connect (StoryCorps 2020); playing computer games that 
include features conducive to family play (Zang 2020); 
jointly attending free virtual tours to famous arts and 
cultural institutions (Kaplan 2020); and building intergener-
ational relationships in other contexts, such as for compan-
ionship, tutoring, mentoring, dancing, singing, exercising, 
pen pal friendships, and volunteering (Generations United 
2021e; Dhar n.d.). 

Such innovative and resourceful high-tech and low-
tech strategies for pivoting away from in-person engage-
ments (due to concerns about virus transmission), while still 
engaging socially isolated younger and older individuals, 
has expanded our ways of thinking about intergenerational 
“contact” and what is considered “meaningful” engagement. 
Though these initiatives have taken root during the pandem-
ic, they clearly have further applications in engaging socially 
and physically isolated older adults and helping families build 
and maintain social bridges that transcend physical distance.

Virologists, public health leaders, and others warned that 
a pandemic was due, and the science indicates that there will 
be more epidemics and pandemics to come. One of many 
lessons from the pandemic of the early 2020s is that we must 
gear responses to future public health crises to how people 
live and how they relate across generations. 

Figure 5.1. The COVID-19 pandemic challenged how we care for and engage with 

older adults (Gilbert Mercier/Flickr (CC BY-NC-ND 2.0))

https://storycorps.org/participate/storycorps-connect/
https://storycorps.org/participate/storycorps-connect/
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FRIENDSHIP BENCHES

The impetus for some of the most compelling inter-
generational planning ideas have come from unex-
pected sources. Take the idea of incorporating “friendship 
benches” in public parks staffed by trained grandmothers 
as a means for providing mental health-related support for 
residents (Figure 5.2). This idea came from Dixon Chibanda, 
one of only 13 practicing psychiatrists in Zimbabwe, a 
country with 15 million people. Dr. Chibanda’s inspiration 
and efforts are chronicled in his 2017 TED Talk, “Why I Train 
Grandmothers to Treat Depression” (Chibanda 2017). 

The idea of the “friendship bench” reinforces the value 
of being able to apply an intergenerational lens to address 
high-priority, persistent community challenges, such as the 
need for additional mental health services and supports, as 
was the case in Zimbabwe.

For more information about this unique and fast-
growing intergenerational model for creating safe and 
supportive spaces for people struggling with mental 
health issues, see the Friendship Bench website.

• Establish in local plans and community efforts princi-
ples that foster meaningful connections between young 
and old. For example, an intergenerational principle in 
the comprehensive plan might read, “Plans for public fa-
cilities and programs of all sorts shall consider the needs 
of children, youth, families, and older adults concur-
rently, maximizing use of shared and multigenerational 
sites when feasible.” 

• Establish intergenerational principles as foundational 
for all municipal functions, including sectors such as 
public health, housing, land use, and transportation. 
An intergenerational principle for housing might read, 
“Housing development and redevelopment shall foster 
connections across generations.” 

• Integrate intergenerational issues and strategies in 
comprehensive or master planning. As described in 
Chapters 3 and 4, this approach begins with establish-
ing a vision and goals that center intergenerational 
aims; takes particular care in engaging young and old 
together in planning processes to tap into their needs and 
knowledge and to build buy in; dives deeply into demo-
graphic data and trends relative to children, youth, and 
older adult age-population cohorts as they intersect with 
indicators of disadvantage and access to housing and 
community resources; and culminates with strategies 
that maximize the well-being of young and old and the 
sustainability and livability of their communities. 

• Leverage existing planning frameworks (e.g., universal 
design, new urbanism, sustainable development, smart 
growth, healthy communities) with intergenerational 
planning to develop strategies that achieve multiple 
desirable ends, including more informal as well as formal 
intergenerational connections. 

Local governments routinely plan for the many diverse 
aspects of the physical environment (e.g., land use, hous-
ing, commercial and industrial development, recreation, 
infrastructure) in ways that work together and serve the 
population and its institutions. As noted in this report, 
equally important to community functioning are corre-
sponding systems in the social environment—the elements 
that help us develop, thrive, and deal with personal and fam-
ily challenges, such as education, health care, and supports 
for children and older adults. But these systems are often 
addressed by communities apart from physical planning 
and in separate silos. 

Applying an intergenerational lens to comprehensive 
planning—integrating issues related to the care and well-

Figure 5.2. Zimbabwe’s Friendship Benches program provides mental health-

related support for residents by bringing the young and old together (Friend-

ship Bench Zimbabwe)
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being of children and youth and of older adults, along 
with the family members who care for them, into the local 
comprehensive planning process—can help overcome this 
disconnect between the built environment and social service 
systems, both of which are necessary for us to develop and 
thrive individually and as communities. In bridging this di-
vide, intergenerational community planning can consider in 
tandem what all people need from their physical and social 
environments and what the community as a whole needs to 
function most effectively, creating more inclusive and equi-
table outcomes in which personal and family well-being and 
improving the built environment go hand in hand.

Children and youth, as well as older adults, are the pro-
verbial canaries in the coal mines of our societies. Because 
those in the earlier and later stages of life have far more 
intensive need of systems and supports from government 
and the community, their well-being is particularly at stake 
when those systems and supports are not optimally designed 
or functioning. Capturing the synergies of solutions that ad-
dress their needs and draw upon their assets will benefit all. 

Integrating intergenerational principles and processes 
within the comprehensive planning process can help plan-
ners create communities that are “good places to grow up 
and to grow old.” For the benefit of all the community mem-
bers they serve, planners should embrace this opportunity to 
delve into the interrelatedness of the different phases of our 
lives, raise awareness of a more holistic way of approaching 
community development, and apply their creative talents to 
developing the civic ecosystems of tomorrow.
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APPENDIX: ADDITIONAL RESOURCES

Planners can gain knowledge and inspiration from existing 
resources and toolkits for children and youth, older adults, 
and intergenerational planning initiatives. The strategies 
they advance range from mobilizing leaders and organiza-
tions and setting goals for human development and well-be-
ing to exploring ways in which key community sectors and 
functional areas could more effectively benefit the popula-
tions addressed.

INTERGENERATIONAL PLANNING RESOURCES 

Intergenerational planning is on the frontier of community 
planning and the intergenerational field. In addition to the 
guidance provided in this report, readers interested in a 
broad view of intergenerational planning may wish to con-
sult these valuable resources. 

• A Short Guide to How to Design Intergenerational Urban 
Spaces (2017). This guide, created by Copenhagen-based 
urban design studio arki_lab and published by the Dan-
ish Ministry of Immigration, Integration and Housing, 
provides participatory process and design recommenda-
tions for fostering intergenerational interaction in urban 
public spaces. 

• Age-Inclusive Public Space (2020). This book, edited by 
Copenhagen-based architects Dominique Hauderow-
icz and Kristian Ly Serena, addresses the role of public 
spaces in connecting generations. 

• The Best of Both Worlds: A Closer Look at Creating Spaces 
that Connect Young and Old (2020).  This report from 
Generations United identifies four key phases in the 
development and operation of shared sites and shares les-
sons learned from shared sites around the U.S. 

• “Building Communities for All Ages: Lessons Learned 
From an Intergenerational Community-Building Ini-
tiative” (2014). This Journal of Community & Applied 
Psychology article by Corita Brown and Nancy Henkin 

synthesizes experiences and insights derived from a 
range of Community for All Ages mobilizations. 

• Creating an Age Advantaged Community (2016). Genera-
tions United produced this toolkit to help communities 
become age-friendly across generations. 

• “Designing Intergenerational Space Through a Human-
Development Lens” (2019). This Journal of Architectural 
and Planning Research article by Neda Norouzi, Shannon 
Jarrott, and Habib Chaudhury examines ways in which 
the built environment of intergenerational facilities can 
influence children’s development as well as older adults’ 
health and well-being. 

• Intergenerational and Age-Friendly Living Ecosystems 
(2022). This project, funded by the Scottish University 
Insight Institute, used a community-based participatory, 
people-centered multimethod approach to develop an 
intergenerational “age-friendly living ecosystem” model 
that can inform the creation of inclusive and integrative 
age-friendly environments. 

• Intergenerational Community Building: Resource Guide 
(2012). This report by Corita Brown and Nancy Henkin, 
published by the Intergenerational Center at Temple 
University, provides guidance for mobilizing a commu-
nity to engage and be inclusive of children, youth, and 
older adults. 

• Intergenerational Contact Zones: Place-Based Strategies 
for Promoting Social Inclusion and Belonging (2020). This 
collection of 27 chapters, edited by Matthew Kaplan, 
Leng Leng Thang, Mariano Sánchez, and Jaco Hoffman, 
introduces novel ways of thinking about, planning, and 
designing community settings that serve as spatial focal 
points—intergenerational contact zones—for increasing 
opportunities for social connections in communities.  

• Intergenerational Pathways to a Sustainable Society 
(2017). This book, edited by Matthew Kaplan, Mariano 
Sánchez, and Jaco Hoffman, provides practitioners with 
theoretical and practical knowledge on how to design 
public space to meet the needs of people of all ages. 

http://www.arkilab.dk/a-short-guide-to-how-to-design-intergenerational-urban-spaces/
http://www.arkilab.dk/a-short-guide-to-how-to-design-intergenerational-urban-spaces/
http://www.hatjecantz.de/age-inclusive-public-space-7510-1.html
https://www.gu.org/resources/the-best-of-both-worlds-a-closer-look-at-creating-spaces-that-connect-young-and-old/
https://www.gu.org/resources/the-best-of-both-worlds-a-closer-look-at-creating-spaces-that-connect-young-and-old/
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/casp.2172
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/casp.2172
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/casp.2172
http://www.gu.org/resources/creating-an-age-advantaged-community/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/344223780_DESIGNING_INTERGENERATIONAL_SPACE_THROUGH_A_HUMAN-DEVELOPMENT_LENS
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/344223780_DESIGNING_INTERGENERATIONAL_SPACE_THROUGH_A_HUMAN-DEVELOPMENT_LENS
https://www.scottishinsight.ac.uk/Programmes/UNGlobalGoals/IntergenerationalPlacemaking.aspx
https://www.gu.org/app/uploads/2018/06/Intergenerational-Report-IntergenerationalCenter-Community-Building-Resource-Guide.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/339391399_Intergenerational_Contact_Zones_Place-based_Strategies_for_Promoting_Social_Inclusion_and_Belonging
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/339391399_Intergenerational_Contact_Zones_Place-based_Strategies_for_Promoting_Social_Inclusion_and_Belonging
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-319-47019-1
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• Intergenerational Space (2015). This book, edited by Rob-
ert Vanderbeck and Nancy Worth, explores the nature of 
contemporary generational divisions and ways in which 
particular kinds of spaces and spatial arrangements 
can facilitate or limit intergenerational encounters and 
involvement in each other’s lives. 

• “Intergenerational Cities: A Framework for Policies and 
Programs” (2011). This Journal of Intergenerational 
Relationships article by Willem Van Vliet draws from 
practical examples of intergenerational initiatives and 
programs from around the world to identify benefits 
and challenges of synergistic efforts to create livable cit-
ies for all ages. 

• “Recreating the Common Good: Intergenerational Com-
munity Action” (2005). This doctoral dissertation from 
Abigail Lawrence-Jacobson, University of Michigan, Ann 
Arbor, describes a participatory action research project, 
developed and piloted at the University of Michigan, in 
which undergraduate students and older adult residents in 
an assisted living facility developed and conducted a series 
of novel intergenerational community service projects. 

ADDITIONAL AGE-RELATED RESOURCES

Though not specific to intergenerational approaches, plan-
ners can learn from resources that address multigenerational 
approaches as well as approaches focused on children, youth, 
and older adults. 

APA Publications
• APA Policy Guide on Aging in Community (2014). This 

policy guide offers recommended policies for planning, 
including actively involving older adults, ensuring a 
range of affordable housing options for older adults, and 
using land use and zoning to create welcoming com-
munities. A “talking points” supplement to the policy 
guide summarizes the six guiding policies presented in 
the policy guide and offers examples of challenges and 
actions that can be taken in key policy areas.

• APA Policy Guide on the Provision of Child Care (1997). 
This policy guide cites several policy positions relative to 
the planning field and childcare. Among them: include 
childcare in local planning policies and eliminate zoning 
barriers to regulated group and family childcare.

• Family Friendly Communities Briefing Papers (2011). 
These papers bridge different aspects of planning and 
community concern that affect the well-being of families, 

including economic development and health. One of the 
papers in the series, “Using Smart Growth and Univer-
sal Design to Link the Needs of Children and the Aging 
Population,” highlights relevant issues including new 
coalition opportunities, the importance of civic partici-
pation and engagement, and the use of smart growth and 
universal design principles (Ghazaleh et al. 2011)

• “Fostering Social Interaction for All Ages” (2018). This 
APA Blog post addresses the dangers and costs of social 
isolation, particularly (but not exclusively) among older 
people and offers several resources and strategies for pre-
venting or overcoming social isolation in a community. 

• “Planning for the Needs of an Aging Population” (2021). 
This Planning article shares insights from three experts in 
aging to answer the most pressing questions facing com-
munities today. 

• Planning Aging-Supportive Communities (2015). This PAS 
Report focuses the spotlight on planning for aging in 
the community in the areas of housing and community 
development, mobility and older adults, public health, 
public services, and the growing older adult population.

Children and Youth
• Child Friendly Cities and Communities Handbook (2018). 

This resource lays out the concepts of the UNICEF child-
friendly communities’ approach. 

• Forum for Youth Investment. This organization seeks to 
create systems that prepare youth to be “Ready by 21—
ready for college, work, and life”; its “Readiness Projects” 
offer reports and resources addressing environments to 
promote thriving youth, ecosystems for learning and 
development, and youth workforce initiatives. 

• StriveTogether.org. This community model for enhanc-
ing the well-being of children and youth offers several 
resources for practice. 

Aging 
• AARP Livable Communities. This AARP website offers 

resources and guidance to help communities become 
more livable for older adults and people of all ages. See 
especially Where We Live: Communities for All Ages 
(2016–18), a series of three reports sharing ideas that 
make communities great places to live for people of all 
ages, and Creating Parks and Public Spaces for All Ages 
Guide: A Step-by-Step Guide (2018), a guide to creating 
and improving green spaces and public places.

• Aging Power Tools: A Curated Selection of Resources to 
Promote Stronger Age-Friendly Communities (2013). 

http://www.routledge.com/Intergenerational-Space/Vanderbeck-Worth/p/book/9780367669324
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Intergenerational-Cities%3A-A-Framework-for-Policies-Vliet/5150899f01be3ba8296f02311b176cf43637fb8e
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Intergenerational-Cities%3A-A-Framework-for-Policies-Vliet/5150899f01be3ba8296f02311b176cf43637fb8e
https://deepblue.lib.umich.edu/handle/2027.42/125132
https://deepblue.lib.umich.edu/handle/2027.42/125132
https://www.planning.org/policy/guides/adopted/agingincommunity.htm
https://www.planning.org/policy/guides/adopted/childcare.htm
https://www.planning.org/research/family/
https://www.planning.org/publications/document/9148235/
https://www.planning.org/publications/document/9148235/
https://www.planning.org/publications/document/9148235/
https://www.planning.org/blog/blogpost/9143591/
https://planning.org/planning/2021/winter/planning-for-the-needs-of-an-aging-population/
https://www.planning.org/publications/report/9026902/
http://www.unicef.org/eap/reports/child-friendly-cities-and-communities-handbook
https://forumfyi.org/
https://forumfyi.org/work/ready-by-21/
https://forumfyi.org/the-readiness-projects/
https://www.strivetogether.org/
https://www.aarp.org/livable-communities/
https://www.aarp.org/livable-communities/tool-kits-resources/info-2016/where-we-live-communities-for-all-ages.html
https://www.aarp.org/livable-communities/tool-kits-resources/info-2018/livable-parks-guide.html
https://www.aarp.org/livable-communities/tool-kits-resources/info-2018/livable-parks-guide.html
http://www.giaging.org/documents/130402_GIA_AFC_Toolkit.pdf
http://www.giaging.org/documents/130402_GIA_AFC_Toolkit.pdf
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Commissioned by Grantmakers in Aging and the Pfizer 
Foundation, this report offers an eight-step framework to 
help launch or broaden age-friendly initiatives. 

• Global Age-Friendly Cities: A Guide (2007). Produced by 
the World Health Organization, this guide suggests how 
communities can become aging-friendly as a part of a 
global movement. 

https://extranet.who.int/agefriendlyworld/age-friendly-cities-framework/
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Planning for Dementia-Friendly Communities
By Jonathan Paul Katz

Many planners have thought and written about the numerous 
impacts of America’s aging population. Rightly so, given that 
the country’s population over the age of 65 is set to increase 
by 54 percent over the next two decades (Federal Interagency 
Forum on Aging Related Statistics 2017). 

Much of this discussion has focused on the visible impacts 
of a “graying” community—from the need for more wheel-
chair-accessible homes to changing desires about retirement 
communities (Dunham-Jones and Williamson 2011; Stafford 
2021). Yet one impact has not been discussed, despite its 
salience for community planning and the well-being of older 
adults. That aspect is the increase of people with dementia in 
American communities.

In the United States, about one in 10 older adults—roughly 
five million people—have some form of dementia (The Econ-
omist 2020). The aging of the population, however, means that 
this number will likely grow to about eight to 10 million people 
over the next 20 years (Federal Interagency Forum on Aging 
Related Statistics 2017). 

People with dementia will be a growing population in 
almost every community, and will be increasingly present in 
public spaces and local neighborhoods (Przydatek 2014; Su 
2013). Though they are often assumed to live in congregate fa-
cilities such as nursing homes, about 90 percent of people with 
dementia live in community settings, most often with family 
members (Sustasis Collaborative 2020; Turner and Morken 
2016). Many experts predict that an even higher share will 
“age in place” as time goes on, as the disproportionate impact 
of COVID on nursing homes has made many families wary of 
placing loved ones in institutions (Abelson 2021). People with 
dementia and their care partners will instead seek services, 
environments, and opportunities in the communities where 
they already live. Indeed, many funding and support structures 
encourage people with dementia to live in their communities.

This process will happen in a built environment that does 
not always suit people with dementia. Dementia affects the 
way people interact with and in spaces, and many people with 
memory loss find typical ways of interacting with the built 
environment or other people difficult or impossible. The way 
that planners plan neighborhoods, facilities, and services can 
make it easier or harder for people with dementia to use, live 
in, or go to and from these places (Figure 1). As is the case with 
many other people with disabilities, people with dementia are 
disabled by the environments around them (Biglieri 2021a; 
Turner and Morken 2016; McGettrick and Williamson 2015). 

Many planners simply have not thought about dementia—
but they should. When the needs of people with dementia 
are considered, places become safer and easier to navigate. A 
dementia-friendly community allows people with dementia 
to have a safe, accessible, and dignified life in the community 
(Hanley 2021; Turner and Morken 2016). This can be empow-
ering, especially in a society that is biased against people with 

Figure 1. Benches, safe sidewalks, distinct buildings, and a welcom-
ing streetscape all play a role in helping older adults with dementia 
(Jonathan Paul Katz)

1 American Planning Association | planning.org

PAS MEMO — July/August 2011

PAS MEMO

July/August 2011

Human Investment Planning
By Jacques Gourguechon, AICP

Cities and towns need to be healthy places for people to live, 
work, and play, and people are every city’s most important 
assets. Classic planning has dealt with land use, transportation, 
housing, the environment, infrastructure, and open space, but 
other subject matters are increasingly gaining the attention 
of the profession. Considering sustainability is a must these 
days with climate change and energy close behind, while 
public health and urban food systems are quickly entering the 
conversation. These new elements focus on three interlocking 
arenas: the arrangement of the physical environment, the sus-
tainability of our cities and the systems that support them, and 
the quality of life for the people that inhabit them.

As planners, we say that people are at the center of our 
work. We have helped create great cities, and we want to 
ensure a high quality of life for those who live in them, now 
and for future generations. If we do our work well, we provide 
a stage for people to live their lives as they wish to. However, 
little of our attention has been focused directly on the life 
courses of people. Why not plan for direct investments in the 
people who are the center of our attention (Figure 1)?

Planning and Human Investment
Human investment planning came about as a re!discovery 
that the planning process could be applied to issues that had 
heretofore been left to social sciences. The social planning 
movement has a long and important history in the United 
States. Even Daniel Burnham and Edward Bennett’s 1909 Plan 
of Chicago had a social planning dimension in its draft form; it 
included commentary about the relationship of government 
action to social ills and the responsibility of government to 
protect the “common man.” Burnham had ideas about child 
care for working mothers, housing, hospital planning, universal 
education, class differences, and social services. This content 
never made it into the final version of Burnham’s plan, howev-
er, and it seems that social planning has been left outside the 
realm of city planning ever since.

From time to time, social planning has been broached by 
planning academics (see the works of Herbert Gans, Harvey 

Perloff, Robert O. Washington, and Michael Brooks, for ex-
ample), but few adopted plans include social planning as a 
central topic. Our neighbors to the north have a better track 
record on this front; the Canadian cities of Calgary, Toronto, 
and North Vancouver have prepared social plans and devel-
opment strategies. In the U.S., Seattle adopted the Human 

Figure 1. Human investment planning supports all residents, young 
or old, rich or poor (Jinx McCombs/Flickr CC BY-ND 2.0))
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This accessory dwelling unit was built in 
Portland, Oregon using universal design 
features including adjustable heights for the 
kitchen sink and barrier-free entries.  (Image 
credit: Bruce Nelson and Carolyn Matthews)

TRANSFORMING THE  
BUILT ENVIRONMENT IN  
SUPPORT OF AGING
THE AGING CHALLENGE

Our society is aging. By 2030, the United States will have more than 72 million residents age 65 and older,  
one in seven of whom will be 85 and older. National attention has focused on the financial implications of  
this demographic change for Social Security, Medicare, and other services. Less consideration has been 
given to our community responsibilities to ensure that the built environment supports older people’s 
continued health and independence.  

It is at the local level that we carry out the activities of daily life, thus the extent to which we provide  
supportive environments has a huge bearing on the quality of the aging experience. Aging provides a  
lens through which we can examine our communities and make them more livable. In fact, what is done  
to improve livability for older people often benefits people of all ages. Three components of the built  
environment with the greatest impact on livability are housing design, land use, and transportation.   

HOUSING DESIGN 

Three-quarters of older people live in single-family detached homes with 1,700 square feet or more 
on one-third-acre lots. Nearly one-third live alone. Most own their home (80 percent), where they have 
lived a median of 25 years. As a result, they have strong connections to their dwellings, neighbors, and 
communities. As people age, daily life in these large homes can be challenging. Required maintenance 
is physically difficult and costly. Common design features such as steps and narrow doorways can create 
significant constraints, especially for those with physical limitations or advanced medical problems. 
Renovations and retrofits to make it easier and more comfortable to stay in these homes tend to be very 
expensive, a significant problem for those on fixed incomes.     

One way to address some of these challenges is to encourage or require the incorporation of universal 
design elements in the design and construction stages of home construction. Universal design avoids 
barriers and allows for cost-effective, longer term adaptations such as the installation of grab bars on an 
already reinforced wall without the need for additional construction costs.  

LAND USE

Today, half of all older people live in suburbs. This proportion is expected to increase to 80 percent by 2030. 
The suburbs are characterized by low-density development patterns, separated, auto-dependent land uses, 
and limited transportation alternatives. These characteristics make it difficult for older people who cannot 
drive to get around, creating the need for supportive services and raising the risk of social isolation. 

An aging-friendly community will seek to diversify its housing stock and in so doing offer older people the  
option of moving to more appropriate housing as their needs change. Mixed use and transit-oriented  
developments are a step in the right direction as the housing units are typically smaller and the higher  
densities enable the provision of associated infrastructure such as sidewalks that encourage people to walk 
and maintain a healthy lifestyle.  

Another way to diversify housing stock is to allow accessory dwelling units (ADUs) as a permitted use in 
residential zoning districts. ADUs enable the adaptation of single-family homes to changing needs. They 

Planning Aging-
Supportive Communities 
PAS Report 579

The population of the United 
States is aging at a pace 
historically unprecedented. 
Read this report for guidance 
on how planners can help their 
communities address issues, 
opportunities, and challenges 
related to the housing, mobility, 
and public services needs of 
older adults. 

Planning for Dementia-
Friendly Communities
PAS Memo Nov/Dec 2021

In the United States, about one 
in 10 older adults — roughly 
five million people — have 
some form of dementia, and 
that number is growing. Read 
this article to learn how to 
incorporate dementia-friendly 
approaches in planning for 
transportation, housing, public 
space, urban fabric, and  
social services.  

Human Investment 
Planning
PAS Memo July/Aug 2011 

Human investment planning 
ensures all community members 
are able to reach their full 
potential and have equal access 
to the benefits resulting from 
community investment. Read 
this article for guidance on 
how planners can identify  
and address social concerns  
and service needs to help 
everyone thrive.

Transforming the 
Built Environment 
in Support of Aging
PAS QuickNotes 45

The extent to which 
our built environments 
support aging has a huge 
bearing on the quality 
of the aging experience. 
Share this briefing paper 
on how reconsidering 
housing design, land 
use, and transportation 
can improve livability 
for older people while 
benefiting people of  
all ages.
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