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Abstract: Intergenerational Day Centers (IDCs) are an innovation that addresses two important
societal challenges, the continuing need for childcare and the emerging demand for older-adult
supportive services that help them remain independent in their homes. These facilities provide
care, and specialized resources and activities for both older adults and children in one location.
While the importance and benefits of these programs have been proven, there is scant information
in the literature and best-practice guidelines on the planning and development of these programs.
This qualitative study focuses on the research, planning, and building development for new IDCs
in metropolitan areas. It is based on a case example of the process of establishing an IDC in the
City of Austin, which was an element of the Age-Friendly Austin Plan. It examines the applicable
literature and the extensive involvement of experts in architecture, community planning, and public
health policy as well as data collected from community engagement workshops to facilitate the IDC’s
creation and operation. This study offers a developmental strategy method that can be adopted and
utilized by other cities, developers, and designers who are interested in building IDCs.

Keywords: Intergenerational Day Centers; adult day care; child development; architecture; urban
reality; intergenerational design

1. Introduction

The World Health Organization initiative of Age-Friendly Communities promotes
municipal government efforts in developing social capital that encourages physical and
social environments that meet older adults’ changing needs for assistance [1]. Programs
that enhance the lives of older adults will have increasing importance as the U.S. population
ages, and adult day care enhances social inclusion for older citizens while providing respite
for informal caregivers [2]. Such caregivers are often also parents caring for the needs
of their own children as well [3,4]. Given social change in which a middle-class lifestyle
requires two incomes [5] and single parents must work to survive [6], no one is home
during the day to care for dependent relatives. At the same time, municipal resources with
which to provide care are scarce [7].

Intergenerational Day Centers (IDCs) are a newly emerging paradigm that combine
day care services for older adults and children in one location. An IDC is a place where
older adults and children spend their days while receiving ongoing services and program-
ming at the same site and interact through planned and informal activities [8]. Combining
services and spaces in this manner—potentially serving adults, youth, and young children—
can have significant efficiencies [7]. Sharing spaces such as kitchen and dining areas and
resources such as delivery and janitorial services saves money [9], lowering costs to fami-
lies [10]. At a time when municipal governments face serious fiscal challenges potential
savings could be significant. An intergenerational shared site promotes cost efficiency in
terms of staff recruitment and training [11] and access to a wider range of fundraising
opportunities than single-generation day care center can access [10]. IDCs address ma-
jor community challenges, including (1) limited accessible and affordable healthcare for
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older adults [12], (2) affordability issues in both adult care [13] and childcare [14], and
(3) institutional age-segregation due to systems being designed to serve one generation and
exclude the other [15] that can lead to ageism and negatively impact older adults [16] and
children [17]. In light of these advantages, cities are increasingly recognizing opportunities
for the use of IDCs [18].

Interactions among generations through IDCs can be mutually beneficial. IDCs fos-
ter learning opportunities for both generations and increase social engagement among
older adults and children who need not be family [8]. Intergenerational programs pro-
duce advancement in sensory stimulation; enhancement of self-esteem; increased positive
socialization, and intellectual development for both older adults and children [9,19]. Inter-
generational programs provide older adults with opportunities to use their life experience
and expertise to develop and share activities such as cooking, science, and storytelling [20],
to be childcare provider or partners in programs such as intergenerational theater [21].
Children involved in intergenerational programs are more prosocial and the nurturing
presence of older adults helps bring a familial aspect to the preschool setting [22].

Although there is a need for intergenerational programs and the benefits of these pro-
grams have been observed [23–25], availability of IDCs is limited in Texas [26]. Additionally,
based on the database of all the intergenerational day centers in the United States provided
by Generations United, a national intergenerational membership organization representing
over 500 agencies and individuals, there are only two IDCs, one in Alabama and one in
Florida, among the six most southern states (Alabama, Arizona, Florida, Louisiana, New
Mexico, Mississippi, Texas) of the United States. Furthermore, there is very limited informa-
tion available in the literature or in other venues on how to plan, develop, and start a center
for intergenerational interactions. In this study, we introduce the process of developing
and intergenerational day center and offer a case study of research, planning, and building
development of an IDC in a metropolitan area. The City of Austin has an increasingly
older population, most of whom would prefer to age in place. Previous research highlights
a growing need for community-based services, including wellness care and supportive
services conveniently located all in one place for low-income families in Austin [27]. The
IDC described here addresses this gap [28] and has significant implications for efforts in
other communities.

2. Materials and Method
2.1. Study Procedure

This study took place between 2018–2020, in three phases consisting of (1) an analytical
literature review, (2) community engagement workshops, and (3) a feasibility study.

2.2. Data Collection

The research and data collection for the IDC center in Austin started in 2018 with a
scoping literature review of reports of possible models of intergenerational day centers
and the benefits for children, older adults, and the community. The study continued in
2019 in response to a City Council resolution that directed Austin Public Health (APH)
to collaborate with the LBJ School of Public Affairs on a study of an IDC pilot located on
city-owned property. IRB approval was received from The University of Texas for a study
to gauge interest in creating an adult day care facility with integrated medical wellness
clinic, comprehensive service coordination, and child daycare all in one place. In 2020,
we conducted a feasibility study with the City of Austin that identified appropriate and
specific IDC programs and services conforming to all city and state rules and regulations at
the IDC.

2.2.1. Analytical Literature Review

Several databases were consulted, including Design and Applied Art Index, Taylor and
Francis, and EBSCO. The research team members individually searched for and found peer
reviewed articles based on the following keywords: intergenerational programs, design
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for all ages, intergenerational shared sites, intergenerational interactions, intergenerational
space, and intergenerational architecture. The search resulted in a total of 15,149 articles,
of which 100 were read. The process of elimination was through the title and abstract
relevance in responding to the research question of this study. The 100 articles highlighted
information about a study of intergenerational programs and strategies on the type of
spaces that serve both older adults and children during intergenerational interactions.

2.2.2. Community Engagement Workshops

We then conducted an in-depth investigation (Table 1) on the needs of the community,
seeking support from community members, policymakers, public sector organizations,
collaborating with a public university, and inviting an intergenerational design specialist
to join the team at early stages of the project. To achieve this, during Spring 2019, APH
and the LBJ School gathered feedback through 79 community engagement sessions (CES)
with Austin’s low-income older residents (n = 68), aging and respite service providers
(n = 3), and informal caregivers (n = 9) to identify which services should be made available
at the center. These workshops were conducted at three different locations of Mexican
American Cultural Center, the Rebekah Baines Johnson(RBJ) Center for Living Center,
Lakeside Senior Apartments in Central Austin. Five of the caregivers participated on
line. The survey questions were available in English, Spanish, and Mandarin. Five of the
caregivers participated online. In addition, 98 adults responded to five questions in a live
poll at the Livability and Longevity Conference at UT Austin. Participants were given the
opportunity to record their answers by using an i-clicker device, as an electronic means of
counting responses. Participants who did not feel comfortable with the technology were
provided a printed version of the survey.

Table 1. IDC Pilot Feasibility Study Data.

Local Parties Involved Sources of Information

Community Members Personal &Telephone Interviews & Surveys
Policy Makers Academics

Public Sector Organizations Government & Local Documents
Austin Public Health Administrative Memoranda

Intergenerational Design Specialist Consulting with Experts
The University of Texas at Austin Site Assessments

2.2.3. Feasibility Study

In 2020, a feasibility study was conducted to address the questions posed by APH:
(1) What services could be provided in a pilot space that is 5000–10,000 square feet? And
(2) What level of service is feasible based on the potential space and the city jurisdiction?

To investigate the first question, the research team conducted personal interviews with
older adults, children and caregivers using snowball sampling. Questions included the
types and levels of intergenerational activities older adults and children most valued and
enjoyed as well as what they wanted and needed from their intergenerational programs.
The first author’s Team conducted 31 semi-structured interviews with 16 older adults and
15 children. To address the second question and determine feasible level of service for the
planned space and city jurisdiction, the intergenerational design specialist used the results
from literature review and the interviews to create schematic design documents including
a floorplan and renderings that can be shared with and presented to the city officials and
other stakeholders.

2.3. Data Analysis

The analysis of the data collected for this study was conducted by two research teams
working with the authors. The first author worked with two graduate assistants on the
analytical literature review and the interview responses from older adults and children to
determine spatial requirements for the IDC. The second author and a group of graduate
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students analyzed the findings from community engagement workshops. The final findings
were reviewed and discussed by both authors to achieve agreements on all results.

2.3.1. Analytical Literature Review

Twenty-five of the 100 articles included detailed descriptions of spaces that best serve
intergenerational programs. Reading and analysis of these articles resulted in 44 spaces
within intergenerational programs that satisfy the needs of older adults and children
during intergenerational activities. Examples of these spaces include multipurpose rooms,
kitchens, courtyards, and classrooms. The research team individually read and analyzed
each article and categorized them based on the type and level of intergenerational programs
and interactions. The first category includes spaces built specifically for older adults such
as adult day centers that later included intergenerational programs. These buildings are
designed only for older adults and don’t generally consider the needs of children. The
second category of intergenerational shared sites includes a child development center
attached to an adult care center. The second category of intergenerational shared sites
includes a child development center attached to an adult care center. These spaces are
designed and built to accommodate the care and development of older adults and children
while providing opportunities for different types of interactions simultaneously [29]. The
third category includes community centers that are designed for people of all ages and
promote temporary and informal interactions [30]. The spaces of this category are designed
for public use, often with flexible and vibrant modular elements to create an energetic
atmosphere for older adults and children to get together [30]. Places for intergenerational
interactions within this category include multifunctional public spaces that benefit the
community such as libraries and reading rooms, classrooms, indoor and outdoor gardens,
parks, and outdoor playgrounds [31].

2.3.2. Community Engagement Workshops

The research team used thematic content analysis to determine the presence of certain
words, themes, or concepts within the qualitative data collected from the community
engagement workshops. This helped the team to focus on the characteristics of language
as communication with attention to the content or contextual meaning of the text and
analyze the presence, meanings, and relationships of such certain words, themes, or
concepts [32–34]. Responses were recorded on an Excel sheet and restored in Google
doc. Analyses consisted of a collective reading of the data and a focused discussion in order
to identify common themes and issues in which APH had inquired. Spanish and Mandarin
interviews were translated into English by a subset of Team members who were fluent in
the language. Both authors then reviewed the themes that resulted from the data until they
reached 100% agreement.

2.3.3. Feasibility Study

The research team transcribed the interviews and then conducted line by line coding
by examining the data for thoughts, ideas, and issues mentioned by the interviewees [35].
These codes reflected the type of intergenerational activities older adults and children
enjoyed which included being outdoors, cooking, and art. Focused coding as the next step
provided clarity in choosing codes that best respond to the questions asked by APH about
feasible services that can be provided in this IDC.

The next phase of analysis was comparative theoretical coding among the findings
from the literature analysis and feasibility study interviews. The research team wrote ana-
lytical memos to record the relationship between the datasets and the team’s interpretation
of it. Through this step, we were able to check for definitions and specificity of the findings.

3. Results

This study focused on the process of developing and intergenerational day center in a
municipal city with the goal of creating a sharing the process with other cities and organi-
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zation who are also interested in starting an IDC. The steps taken for collecting information
resulted in emergence of five major concentration of intergenerational programs, commu-
nity needs assessment, spatial requirements, state regulatory requirements, and municipal
government implementation that can be replicated as steps toward developing a new IDC
center. Table 2 presents these concentrations along with specific findings from different
data collection sessions. We provided these results to the city and other stakeholders in the
form of several comprehensive reports and presentations [36].

Table 2. IDC Feasibility Results.

Communication & Data
Collection Method Concentration Findings

Personal Interviews Intergenerational programs
• Art making
• Food-related activities
• Shared outdoor activities

Community surveys (e.g., live poll) Community needs assessment
• Required healthcare services
• Wellness services
• Social services

Analytic Literature Review Spatial requirements
• Monogenerational activities
• Intergenerational activities
• Administrative and staff

Inspection of Government Documents Texas state regulatory requirements

• Social activities
• Nutrition & food services
• Nursing services & physical

rehabilitation
• Transportation to & from the center

Austin Public Health &
Non-governmental providers Municipal Government Implementation

• Program development &
community engagement cost

• Architectural design &
construction cost

• Operational & maintenance cost
• Endowment/reserve fund

3.1. Intergenerational Programs

The data collected from the interviews indicated that while individuals favored vari-
ous intergenerational programs, most of these activities were focused under three main
categories of art making, food-related activities, and shared outdoor activities. Participants
described writing scripts, performing personal stories, playing musical instruments, danc-
ing, creating hand puppets, sewing a quilt, and learning computer programs (e.g., how to
have a video chat or send emails).

3.2. Community Needs Assessment

According to Central Health’s Planning Regions Overview, in the last decade Austin’s
population 65 and over grew 44.2 percent [37]. (Central Health, 2015). This and the other
community surveys we reviewed confirmed the need for an IDC near the RBJ Center. It
also revealed that healthcare services are not readily available to low-income older adults.
That need was emphasized by the 2013 Mayor’s Taskforce on Aging, which indicated
that 40 percent of older adults in Central Texas worry they will not be able to pay for
their healthcare and supportive care programs [38]. Figure 1 presents zip codes with high
concentrations of older adults with incomes below 200% of poverty. The figure excludes
richer zip codes. The data clearly illustrate the ecological concentration of need among
older and vulnerable citizens. In addition to older individuals, families with children in
these neighborhoods would also benefit from IDCs.
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Figure 1. Place-Based Disparities in Aging of the City of Austin.

The results from the live poll revealed that among all respondents, close to 75 percent
say they favor priority funding for older adults’ health, wellness, and social services all
conveniently co-located in one place. Thirty-two percent agreed that Austin has a gap
in wraparound services, such as affordable transportation, and 45 percent indicated that
residents 65 and older should be entitled to public transportation based on a sliding
income scale [39]. Our public input through community engagement workshops presented
concerns about care and its costs for young children [40]. Over a third of children in
the Austin Metropolitan Statistical area under age 6 live in low-income households and
90 percent are children of color. The vast majority, 80 percent, of single parents who earn
less than 200% of the poverty line were employed either full or part time and 45% did not
have access to affordable and high-quality childcare while 34% were unable to access early
learning services for their children.

3.3. Spatial Requirements

The findings of this study offered a better understanding of the preferences and spatial
requirements for monogenerational and intergenerational activities. In order to develop an
ideal architectural design solution for an IDC, we utilized multiple data sources gathered
through engagement with end users and concluded that an ideal architectural design
solution for IDCs supports intergenerational interactions that happen on a continuum from
planned to spontaneous while offering individual choice and control over type and level
of interaction.

Intergenerational planned activities are generally developed and facilitated by staff
members [20]. While they guarantee that intergenerational togetherness occurs [29], being
compelled to participate together may meet resistance or cause resentment [8]. Spontaneous
interactions have the advantage of involving fully willing participants and thus facility
design should support their occurrence along with planned activities [22].

The 10,000 square-foot design we developed will support both planned and sponta-
neous interactions. Although a larger center would offer more opportunities for different
types of intergenerational interactions, we deemed the 10,000 square feet model sufficient
and aligned with the city’s budget. The design includes the following functional areas
for group activities: a dividable multipurpose room for dining with adequate table set-
ting space; an area for physical activities; a kitchen area for refrigerated food storage, the
preparation of meals and/or training participants in activities of daily living; a quiet room
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(designed to hold at least one bed) to allow staff to isolate participants who become ill
or disruptive, or who require rest, privacy, or observation; at least one toilet for every
eight participants and equipped for persons with limited mobility; outside space that is
safe, accessible to indoor areas, and accessible to those with a disability and that includes
recreational space and outdoor workout equipment for adult exercise and learning areas
for play and activities, and a garden area; and space for storage arts and crafts materials,
personal clothing and belongings, wheelchairs, chairs, individual handiwork, and general
supplies. Other space requirements are an individual room for counseling and interviewing
participants and family members for tele-behavioral health screening and other matters
and a reception area.

3.4. Municipal Government Implementation: Funding

Our review of the existing literature resulted in different budgetary‘ needs and meth-
ods of fundraising [10]. Although, the federal government advocated for intergenerational
programs, it is essential to approach individuals as well as government agencies. In regard
to this project, under a proposed agreement the City of Austin will provide city-owned
property and possible capital costs. The non-governmental organizations and private
foundations will cover operational expenses.

4. Discussion

This study addresses the process of research, planning, and building development
of an IDC center in a metropolitan area. The novelty of this study, aside from the fact
that there is very limited existing information on this topic, lies on the presented data that
emerged from different methods of literature review, community engagement workshops,
and a feasibility study. We followed a design process that has been adopted by other local
governments and incorporated the needs and experiences of the end users in the design
solution. We addressed the challenges of setting up an IDC by focusing on a case example
and all the steps the City of Austin has taken to bring sponsors together and create a plan
that serves a wide range of needs. The study findings point to the importance of involving
community members, stakeholders, and the design team in the development, site selection,
architectural design decision making process, and programming plans as early as possible.
This allows for complete transparency and advances the possibility of creating an IDC that
responds to the end user’s needs.

4.1. Interpretation of the Results

According to the United States Census Bureau, while 33% of older adults have a
disability, 41% of individuals 65 and older live in poverty and cannot afford their healthcare
needs [41]. Simultaneously, the Austin’s family needs for affordable and high-quality
childcare emphasizes the urgent necessity for early learning services for children in the
Austin Metropolitan Statistical area. IDCs will provide not only co-located high-quality
care for older adults and children, but also the required and requested healthcare, wellness,
and social service.

Interviewing older adults and children involved in intergenerational programs in-
formed our decision on program development for both intergenerational activities and
architectural design. One of the older adult interviewees said, “I am not an artist, but I
enjoy painting . . . . [W]hen we make art with the kids, I get to teach them what I know.”
Intergenerational food-related activities occurred daily at all three of the facilities that
interviewees attended. Older adults talked about sharing family recipes with children and
teaching children how to follow a recipe, safely handle food, and follow rules for table
manners. Children enjoyed intergenerational gardening where they planted and grew
vegetables with older adults and then used those vegetables to make a salad and share
it over lunch. Other shared outdoor activities included bowling under a pavilion, and
collecting leaves, and older adults described walking outside to visit children playing in
the playground [42].
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The architectural design of our IDC is structured to encourage social interaction
between older adults and children while respecting their autonomy and desires and offering
space for monogenerational activities. A large flexible space (Figure 2) connects the child
development and the older adults’ sections for intergenerational activities. This space can
also be utilized by the community on weekends, evening and when needed. It is flexible in
the sense that it can be used for events, social gathering, a music and dancing platform,
and an art gallery to showcase art created by older adults and children.
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Figure 2. Central Multipurpose Space.

Outdoor space is designed to offer three different levels of interaction: (1) visual,
(2) visual and auditory, and (3) being together in the same space. For example, visual
interaction can be provided through observation windows outside the children’s classrooms
to offer older adults the option to watch the children play. An outdoor fitness center for
older adults that is adjacent to the children’s playground potentially offers visual and
auditory interaction (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Outdoor fitness area for older adults is adjacent to children’s playground.

Observing children’s energy in the playground can inspire older adults to spend more
time outside and use the exercise equipment while watching and listening to children
play [34]. Surrounding the outdoor fitness area with greenery (Figure 4) also creates a
harmonious experience for older adults in the space and gives them options when they are
in this area.

Both the architectural design drawings and the data collected in this study were used
by City Council who executed Resolution item #59 (20221208-59) on December 8, 2022. The
resolution directs the City Manager to work with the IDC Advisory Group that consists of
community volunteers and city staff on the project. The goal is to finalize a proposal for
Council to fund an Intergenerational Resource and Activity Center.
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4.2. Strength and Limitations

This study has many strengths. First, it is one of the few studies that has examined
the political and practical challenges of implementing an intergenerational day center
designed specifically for low-income seniors who have limited access to such care. Second,
the research focuses on the potential role of municipalities and non-governmental actors
in establishing such a facility close to affordable senior housing. Third, in addition to
increasing access for low-income older adults, the intergenerational aspect of care both
optimizes the use of space and potentially enhances social development for children and
improves older adults’ cognitive and social abilities. Finally, our multi-method approach—
personal interviews, focus groups, household surveys, and polling involving input from
low-income older adults (co-production) provides multiple sources of information that
helps us asses the utility of new ways of providing community-based long-term services
and supports for caregivers, care recipients, providers, and the city of Austin. Our study
presents a strategy method that is the first model of its type and can be adopted and
utilized as the foundation for other cities, developers, and designers who are interested in
establishing IDCs. A clear limitation of this study is that it is based on one municipality
and since the building has not yet been completed political difficulties may intervene.
Also, to our knowledge, there are currently no other published model[s] to compare with
this method.

4.3. Future Research Direction

Our model for developing an IDC is focused on a vision that provides health and
wellness support. However, the range of possible intergenerational programs, settings, and
participants are as diverse as the communities and their needs, as well as the implementa-
tion of the program and how the organizations work. Future research should focus on the
developmental process for other types of intergenerational centers. Additionally, future
research should evaluate how such programs can best be adapted to the unique needs of
other municipalities that confront the need for infant day care and the need to provide
long-term care services that supports to vulnerable older individuals.

5. Conclusions

Our findings support the value of IDCs in metropolitan areas. Complementing our an-
alytical review of the existing literature, the data we collected from interviews, community
engagement workshops, governments and non-government documents and collaborations
demonstrate that IDCs have individual, organizational, and societal benefits. IDCs afford
sharing spaces and resources while offering easy transportation that makes it easier for
administrators, program facilitators and caregivers to bring older adults and children
together, which leads to more frequent and sustained interaction through planned and
spontaneous interaction between older adults and children. Thus potentially, lowering the
cost of care for families who need day care services for older adults and/or children.

The experience presented in this study indicates that adoption of IDCs relies on moti-
vated constituencies, including an effective advocacy body, political will among leaders
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at various levels of government, and adherence to local cultural norms. All stakeholders
should be included in the process of creating an IDC and be involved in all major decision
making so that IDCs serve their goal of supporting the needs of all the generations they
serve. The design model created based on our findings supports the value of a develop-
mental strategy method and can be adopted and utilized by other cities, developers, and
designers who are interested in building IDCs.
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